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Citizens' Guide to Environmental Impact Statements

Roughly one-third of America's land base is in public ownership, much of it

under the jurisdiction of the federal Bureau of Land Management and the U.S.

Forest Service. Planning for the management and use of these federally owned

lands is a complex task, and the management decisions made can significantly

affect public resources and the people who use them.

Specialists in resource management play an important role in decision making.

They are adept at identifying various ways the land can be used, as well as the

potential consequences of management alternatives. But deciding how public lands

should be used involves personal value judgments regarding the trade-offs usually

encountered in land management decisions. The "experts" are certainly no more

qualified to make these judgments than "average citizens" who will be affected

by the decisions made.

To ensure that the public is involved in major decisions made by the BLM

and USFS, Congress has enacted a number of important legislative measures.

Among them: the National Environmental Policy Act, 1970 (NEPA); the Forest

and Rangeland Revewable Resources Planning Act, 1974 (RPA); the National Forest

Management Act, 1976 (NFMA -- amends RPA); and the Federal Land Policy and

Management Act, 1976 (FLPMA). These latter three Acts (RPA, NFMA, FLPMA)

establish the overall operational framework for the Forest Service and BLM.

As a consequence of these Acts, both agencies recently published new regulations

which guide their land-use planning efforts. These new regulations also reflect

the intent and procedural requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act.

The purpose of this circular is to describe the NEPA process and the formulation

of environmental impact statements (EIS's) within the context of BLM and USFS

land-use decision making. The emphasis here will be on how the NEPA process

works and your opportunities to participate in the development of an EIS.

Prepared by Tiffin D. Harris, State Extension Agent, and Luci Malin, Extension
Assistant, rangeland resources, Oregon State University Extension Service.
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National Environmental Policy Act 

Before 1970, the Federal Government provided little support to citizens

concerned about the potential environmental impacts of BLM and Forest Service

land-use decisions. Except in isolated cases, it did not require an evaluation

of the environmental effects of proposed agency decisions. Nor were the agencies

required to make information available to the public, or solicit their views.

During the late 1960's, public concern over environmental issues resulted in

the formulation of the National Environmental Policy Act. Signed into law on

January 1, 1970, this act has had far ranging consequences for federal land

management agencies. The purpose of the Act as stated in Section 2 is:

To declare a national policy which will encourage production
and enjoyable harmony between man and his environment; to
promote efforts which will prevent or limit damage to the
environment and biosphere and stimulate the health and welfare
of man; to enrich the understanding of ecological systems and
natural resources important to the nation...

NEPA has three major provisions:

1. It states that each person has a right to a healthful environ-

ment, and that it is in part the responsibility of the Federal

Government to ensure that the environment is protected.

2. It set up the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ), a small

agency in the Executive Office of the President. The head of

CEQ acts as the President's advisor on environmental matters.

For more detail on the responsibilities and duties of CEQ, see

Appendix 1.

3. It established the environmental impact statement process.

The EIS Process 

Simply stated, an environmental impact statement is a document that analyzes

and predicts the likely environmental consequences of a proposed action. It

also includes a discussion of "unavoidable adverse effects" which would result

if the proposed action were taken, possible alternatives, and the short-term

versus long-term advantages of the proposal.

It is important to note that an EIS is not a decision. Rather, it is used

by agency decision makers as a "tool" to alert them and the p ublic to environ-

mental risks and/or benefits of a proposed decision. The underlying philosophy

of NEPA and the EIS process is that the Federal Government should wei gh the

potential environmental consequences of a major decision before it is made.



Now, while that sounds straight forward, the process involved in preparing,

reviewing and acting on an EIS can become quite complex and tedious.

The EIS process involves four major steps:

1	 First, the agency must decide whether an EIS is required. For the

BLM and U.S. Forest Service, all major new planning efforts, revisions

of existing plans, and "significant" amendments must be accompanied

by an EIS. Contact the Forest Supervisor or BLM District Manager for

more information on this first step in the EIS process.

2. If an EIS is needed, stage two of the process involves the preparation

of a draft statement (dEIS). This is a preliminary report on the

potential environmental effects of a proposed decision. The dEIS is

developed (under new CEQ regulations--see Appendix 1) in conjunction

with the agency's regular land use plannning process. Much of the

information upon which the dEIS is based is obtained during planning.

This is especially true regarding public perceptions of important land

management issues, conflicts and concerns, so....if you want to parti-

cipate in the development of the dEIS, participate in the agency's 

planning process.

3. When the dEIS is complete, it is sent for review to all groups and

individuals interested in the proposed action: other Federal

agencies (including the CEQ); State and local governments; industry

and citizen action groups; and concerned citizens.

Ninety calendar days are allowed for the review of a dEIS. Review

comments must be in written form to be formally considered, but

just about any written form is acceptable (hand-written, typed,

business letterhead, telegrams, petitions, etc.).

The agency then prepares a final statement (fEIS) by revising the

dEIS to incorporate the agency's response to the review comments

received. Note that the agency is not obliged to incorporate

your comments directly, but rather must incorporate their response 

to your comments. Often, the comments are themselves included in

the fEIS.

4. The last step in the process occurs when the agency makes a

decision. This decision is based on the information in the fEIS

and on non-environmental factors.



Content of an EIS 

Due to inadequacies in early EIS's, in 1977 President Carter directed

the CEQ to develop new binding regulations to guide all federal agencies in

preparing impact statements. Each statement must now begin with an executive

summary of no more than 15 pages, a brief statement of the purpose and need

for the statement, and a list of preparers (the interdisciplinary team)

including their professional disciplines and qualifications.

Environmental impact statements must contain the following information:

1. A detailed description of the proposed action, including information

and technical data adequate to permit a careful assessment of

environmental impact.

2. Discussion of the probable impact on the environment, including any

impact on ecological systems and any direct or indirect consequences

that may result from the action.

3. Any adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided.

4. Alternatives to the proposed action that might avoid some or all of

the adverse environmental effects, including analysis of costs and

environmental impacts of these alternatives.

5. An assessment of the cumulative, long-term effects of the proposed

action including its relationship to short-term use of the environ-

ment versus the environment's long-term productivity.

6. Any irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources that

might result from the action or which would curtail beneficial use

of the environment.

A final impact statement must also include a discussion of problems and

objections raised by other Federal, State, and local agencies, private organ-

izations and individuals during the draft statement's review process.

Scoping 

The new CEQ regulations require that early in the preparation of an EIS,

the agency must perform a "scoping function". This term refers to findin g out

about the major issues and concerns associated with a proposed decision. These

identified issues and concerns "drive" the BLM and Forest Service planning

process, and they are addressed in the EIS. By focusing on the issues early

and obtaining public input, delays due to "surprise" issues will be minimized.



The roles of citizens 

NEPA encourages public involvement throughout the EIS process. Since

the new Forest Service and BLM regulations call for the preparation of EIS's

as plans are made, public participation in agency land-use planning and EIS

preparation are nearly one-in-the-same thing.

Scoping: The BLM and USFS both begin their planning efforts with an

identification of management issues and concerns. This fulfills the "scoping"

requirement of the new CEQ regulations. Formal public involvement activities

are called for in this planning stage, and interested citizens should take

care to participate in this step.

Other planning activities: Both the BLM and USFS go through several

major planning steps before a dEIS is prepared. There are opportunities for

citizen involvement in those planning activities, and interested citizens

should exploit those opportunites. By doing so, they will have input into

the preparation of the draft statement.

Reviewing the dEIS: As mentioned earlier, ninety calendar days are

allowed for the review of a dEIS. Copies of the dEIS should be sent out

upon request. Remember that only written comments can be formally incorporated

in the final statement.

When reviewing a draft EIS, concern yourself with factual information.

Federal agencies cannot effectively deal with emotional responses, so it is

best to stick to the facts. Whenever you come across something in the

statement with which you disagree, write down the page number, the sentence

you disagree with, and why. If you have conflicting information or data,

write that down, too. If you feel the agency does not have enough evidence

to support a statement it makes, state your reasoning. Once you have all your

comments on paper, it is best to review them and submit only those you feel

to be most important. You will find it very helpful to do this review with

a group of people who share your concern about the proposed decision.

Reviewing the final EIS: When the fEIS is released, the agency must allow

thirty calendar days for review before implementing the proposed decision.

During that 30 days, you should examine the fEIS to see if and how it was

modified from the draft statement. Though not required by NEPA, the fEIS

will usually contain all the comments received on the draft, along with the

agencies' responses to these comments. If your recommendations were not

followed, you have a right to know why. If this is not stated in the FEIS,



ask the agency for an explanation. Keep in mind that the agency is not required

to select the management alternative that is environmentally "most acceptable."

The agency must formally justify the decision it did make, however, and it

must document how the EIS was used in reaching its decision. This is done in

the Record of Decision, a formal documentation of decision making that is open

to public inspection.

The Record of Decision must describe the decision and identify all alterna-

tives considered by the agency in reaching that decision. The agency must

specify which alternatives are environmentally preferable, and identify all

national policy factors that were considered. The Record of Decision also

must discuss whether all practical actions that could mitigate environmental

harm have been adopted and if not, why. It is this Record of Decision that

assures the use of the final EIS in decision making.

Some tips on participation 

The EIS process can be very complex. Many lawyers and consultants specialize

in environmental issues and the requirements stemming from NEPA. From the point

of view of "average citizens," participation in the EIS process can appear to

be an overwhelming job. There are some simple suggestions which can ease the

burden:

1) Join or form a group. If possible, a concerned citizen should

join a group that is already interested in the proposed agency

action. Established groups often have a variety of expertise to

draw upon and the tasks involved in reviewing an EIS can be shared

with others. There is a psychological advantage as well, since

the motivation and momentum of a group tends to outlast that of

individual members. As a last resort, a new group could be formed.

In some cases this is necessary, but is, in itself, a time consuming

process.

Make contacts. Get to know agency employees and other people in the

area who can provide you with key information. If possible, establish

and maintain a good relationship with agency employees. They can

help you in understanding the process and are often a good source

of technical expertise.

Learn about the process. One important key to effective participation

is knowing how the agency's land-use planning process works and how

NEPA relates to that process. Only in this way can you pinpoint when,

how, and to whom you should make your comments so as to maximize their



value to the decision makers.

4) Be aware of the time frame. Many agencies operate under fairly

inflexible timelines. Know when the dEIS is due to be published and

make sure you get a copy. You only have 90 days to comment on a

dEIS and 30 days on an fEIS.

5) Get on the right mailing lists. Make sure the agency knows you are

interested in their planning effort and get your name on their mailing

list. Doing so will result in EIS information being sent to you in

a timely fashion.

6) Attend public meetings. This is an important aspect of each agency's

public involvement program. Public meetings give you the opportunity

to interact with agency personnel and raise your concerns early and

throughout the planning and EIS process. The proceedings of public

meetings held by the BLM and USFS become part of the public record,

and the concerns you voice at those meetings are therefore documented.

This is important, because land-use plans can only be appealed on

the basis of concerns raised by the appellant earlier in the formal

planning process.

Your participation in Federal land-use planning and the preparation and

subsequent review of environmental impact statements is critical to the manage-

ment of public lands. Citizens are, after all, the only "experts" capable of

making the basic value choices underlying federal land use decision making.

It is one thing to identify the potential consequences of alternative uses,

but quite another to decide which of those consequences are acceptable.
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Appendix 1: CEQ Regulations 

In 1977, President Carter directed the Council on Environmental Quality

to develop binding regulations that require Federal agencies to "reduce

paperwork and the accumulation of extraneous background data, in order to

emphasize the need to focus on real environmental issues and alternatives."

For a year and a half after the President's Executive Order to reform

the EIS process, the Council held public hearings, met with numerous concerned

interest groups including business and labor and environmentalists, distributed

questionnaires to elicit ideas for the regulations, and then published the

regulations in draft form in June 1978 for public comment. Following the

public comment period, CEQ issued its new regulation on November 29, 1978.

According to CEQ Chairman Charles Warren, the regulations are designed "to

reduce paperwork, to reduce delays, and at the same time to produce better

decisions which further the national policy to protect and enhance the quality

of the human environment."

Among the provisions written into the proposed regulations to improve

the federal decision-making process are:

• EIS's should not "normally"lexceed 150 pages, and those for projects

of "unusual scope or complexity" should not run beyond 300 pages;

The statements should be clear, to the point, and written in "plain

language;"

They should be accompanied by a summary of "less than 15 pages"

that stresses major conclusions, areas of controversy, and issues to

be resolved;

The new rules create a process known as "scoping" by which all

affected government agencies, as well as opponents and advocates of

the action, will try to identify beforehand what should be included

in an EIS. Scoping is intended to focus the EIS on a relatively few

major issues that require extensive consideration, while treating

minor or peripheral issues briefly.

They establish a framework for interagency cooperation in resolving

disputes between the agencies;

The federal agency preparing the EIS may set a time limit for

environmental review of its proposed action and must do so when



requested by somebody applying for project approval;

• Federal agencies must utilize all appropriate disciplines from the

natural and social sciences and the environmental design arts in

EIS preparation, identify individuals who helped prepare the document

and their qualifications, and insure that those outside government

who assisted in preparing EIS's have no conflict of interest which

would compromise their objectivity;

• An agency must follow up on its statements and deal with the problems

that its actions may create.

Eight months after they were issued, the new regulations went into

effect (July 30, 1979). All federal agencies changed their operating procedures

where necessary to comply with the new CEQ regulations.



Appendix 2: Samples of Public Comments on 

Draft Environmental Impact Statements 

To help distinguish between "useable" and "unusable" public comments on a

draft EIS, two sample letters that were written in response to a Bureau of

Land Management draft EIS are included here. As you read these letters ask

yourself the following two key questions: "What impacts do these letters

have on the reader?" and "How would, or could, a land use planner make use

of this information?"

Oregon State Director
Bureau of Land Management
Portland, Oregon

Dear Mr. Director:

I am a taxpayer and rancher and I think these "environmental impact
statements" are a bunch of crap that's costing the taxpayers millions of
dollars.

Too many environmentalists trying to run the country. Most of them
are against anything you can mention. Except protecting the taxpayer.
The very ones that are supporting them.

Too many able bodied people are receiving more welfare money than if
they were working, which gives them more time to "brainwash" the elected
government employees.

If this spend-happy government puts all the proposed land into
wilderness areas, it will soon put taxpayers out of business. A few
years ago it was the sheep ruining the country. Now it's the cattle and
all other life sustaining industry being pushed aside.

Fencing mountain streams to protect beavers. Beavers have caused
a lot more soil erosion than all the cattle and wild game.

Our President, Mr. Carter, with his jobs for everyone with government
money, doesn't seem to realize it's all taxpayer's money and all the big
salaries for doing nothing. The taxpayer certainly doesn't get any good
from the investment. Thank you.

The author of this letter is clearly frustrated and angry, but about what?

He is stating a point of view that is undoubtedly shared by many people, and is

in that sense "legitimate," but what is the impact of the letter? Now then,

compare the following letter, which was written in response to the same environ-

mental impact statement.
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Oregon State Director
Bureau of Land Management
Portland, Oregon

Dear Mr. Director:

I appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this Draft
Environmental Statement.

I do have several areas of concern that I believe should be
addressed in the final statement:

1. I question the need to allocate immediately 1,345 AUMs
to wildlife by reducing the livestock AUMs. This seems to be
inconsistent with statements made on pages 2-30, 2-60 and 2-61
that there is very little competition between cattle and deer
and antelope, particularly when you consider that the draft states
that summer ranges are non-critical because of sufficient food and
cover. Since this is the season of livestock grazing and also the
time of year that forage is in short supply for the livestock
operator, it would appear that there is not an imperative need to
reduce the livestock allocation immediately. It is indicated that
the preferred action on pages 3-34 and 3-36 would reduce livestock
AUMs and result in a moderate increase in deer and antelope numbers.
This will work a double hardship on the livestock operators as it
will reduce the number of animals they may graze on public lands and
increase the pressure on their private lands. Since you also indicate
that approximately half of summer game usage is on private lands,
you are also impacting the livestock operators by requiring them to
furnish feed for the public's increased game herds.

2. Table 1-2 indicates that the goal for livestock AUMs, after
full implementation, would be 84,097. The preference AUMs for the
area are listed at 91,591 and it would seem reasonable, considering
the flexibility for improvement of the range, that the goal should
be to achieve the preference allocation.

3. It would seem that the removal of livestock from riparian
areas when the utilization of Kentucky blue grass reaches 50 percent
may be premature since this is a choice species that would be consumed
first.

4. Reference pages 1-4, 1-21, 2-13, 2-20 and table 2-4. When
you consider that crested wheat seedings increase forage from 25
acres per animal unit month to 5 acres per animal unit month, it
is difficult to understand why only 32,782 acres are proposed for
seeding. This is particularly so when there are 285,602 acres of
big sagebrush potentially available for seedings that would have the
capability of increasing the palatible forage from 10 to 15
percent up to 50 to 60 percent.

5. Reference pages 2-60 and 2-69. There appears to be conflict
between the statement on page 2-60 that the capability of private
lands to winter cattle exceeds the availability of public forage during
spring and summer with the statement on page 2-69 that few operators in
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our area are heavily dependent on public lands for livestock forage.
I believe that a careful examination of the records would indicate
that most operators in our area are heavily dependent on public lands
for a part or all of their forage requirements during certain times
of the year.

6. The whole Economic and Social Conditions section seems to
have been done by someone who has a very limited understanding of
ranching in our area. The idea that you can just consider the effect
of the AUM reduction of a particular permittee without considering
the impact on his whole ranching operation is poor economic planning.
The operation of several permittees is so marginal and their options
so limited that even a small change in their usage of public lands
could force them out of the livestock business. This would be just
adding to the problem of the decreasing number of family farms and
ranches in the United States and would appear to be contrary to the
stated policy of the President to preserve the family farm.

In conclusion, I would strongly recommend critical evaluations
of the Economic and Social Conditions statement prescribed in the
draft. I would also urge that all possible efforts be made to
mitigate the livestock AUM reduction at the beginning of the plan.
By properly addressing some of the concerns previously mentioned,
it would appear the AUM allocation for wildlife, wild horse and
watershed production could be phased in as additional resources
become available as allotment management plans are implemented.

Sincerely,

In all liklihood, the writers of these letters would agree (1) that

environmental impact statements are a waste of taxpayer's money, and (2)

that there were some serious flaws (as outlined in the second letter) in

the draft version of the EIS. The first writter, however, chose to vent

frustrations and expound on everything but the issue at hand (the draft

EIS). The second author took care to clearly identify objections to the

dEIS and attempted to use rational arguments to support the positions taken.

As a land use planner, which of these two letters would you find most

useful in doing your job? The answer of course is obvious. This is not

to say that the writer of the first letter was not expressing a "legitimate"

position, but rather the way that the position was expressed was self

defeating.



Appendix 3: USDA Forest Service and 

Bureau of Land Mana ment EIS Review Timeframes

USDA Forest Service 

A critical stage in the new planning process of the Forest Service involves

the preparation of a draft environmental impact statement. This dEIS, which is

the planning document, describes the potential environmental consequences of each

management alternative under consideration. To comply with NEPA, and to broaden

the information base of the draft EIS, the Forest Service makes the dEIS available

to the public and other Federal, State, and local agencies for review and comment.

This public comment period lasts for AT LEAST 90 CALENDAR DAYS from the date the

dEIS is released.

At the end of the 90 day review period, the dEIS is modified when, in the

judgment of the "responsible official", comments received warrant changes in the

plan. At the Forest level of planning, the Forest Supervisor is the responsible

official. At the Regional level, it is the Regional Forester. A final EIS is

then released for review and comment for a period of AT LEAST 30 CALENDAR DAYS.

If, at the end of the 30 day review period, the fEIS is judged complete and

sufficient, then the plan may be implemented.

Bureau of Land Management 

Similarly, the BLM prepares a draft environmental impact statement as a part

of its planning program. To comply with NEPA, the draft EIS, a planning document,

describes the expected environmental impacts of several management alternatives.

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) requires that the BLM seek

review and comment on the draft EIS from the public and other Federal, State and

local agencies. Currently the BLM is changing to a new planning system. When

the new system is implemented the public comment period will last for AT LEAST 

90 CALENDAR DAYS from the date the draft EIS is released. At this time, and until

approximately 1984, this public comment period will last for AT LEAST 60 CALENDAR 

DAYS.

After comments on the draft EIS are received and evaluated, the District

Manager may decide that it is necessary to change the draft EIS. Any adjustments

will be incorporated into the final EIS. The final EIS is released for public

review for AT LEAST 30 CALENDAR DAYS. If no changes are needed, the plan may be

then put into effect.



Appendix 4: Grazing Environmental Impact Statements 

Background 

Grazing environmental impact statements are the direct result of a

court suit initiated by the Natural Resources Defense Council, Incorporated.

NRDC, et.al. vs. Morton, et.al. was filed in October 1973 and decided in

favor of NRDC on December 30, 1974. This decision was appealed by the

Government, but the appeal was dropped after the BLM agreed with the

plaintiffs on a schedule for preparing required environmental impact

statements.

The NRDC suit was filed for a number of reasons:

- The NRDC believed that better grazing management was urgently needed

on many BLM lands, especially the roughly 80 percent of these lands that

are in only fair, or worse condition.

- NRDC believed that the BLM was not considering all resources in

planning for and administering the public lands.

- NRDC believed that site-specific grazing EIS's would provide information

needed by the Bureau to determine how much grazing should be permitted

in each given area and how that grazing should be managed.

- NRDC felt that this information could then be used to develop a range

of "responsible alternative managment plans" which consider all

resources and are tailored to current biological conditions.

- NRDC also felt the grazing EIS's were needed so the public could partici-

pate more effectively in BLM decisions relating to grazing management.

The old EIS schedule 

The original g razing EIS schedule was made a part of the final judgment

in NRDC vs. Morton. It required the BLM to prepare 212 grazing EIS's by the

end of fiscal year 1988. In addition, BLM lands in the worst condition were

to receive priority attention. According to this original schedule, approximately

two-thirds of the public lands would be covered by EIS's in the first five years

after the law suit was decided. For a variety of reasons, the BLM soon fell

hopelessly behind schedule. In the first two years after the settlement of the

suit, none of the grazing EIS deadlines were met. During that time only one

of 11 required final statements was released, and that statement on the Challis

Planning Unit (Idaho) was conceded by the BLM to be inadequate.



On September 1, 1977, the BLM proposed an entirely new five-year EIS

schedule. The new schedule provided for grazing EIS's on approximately

one-third of the public lands, established no deadlines for the remainder,

and ignored the need for priority treatment of certain areas. This new, more

open-ended schedule was advantageous only to the BLM. The NRDC, in conjunction

with the Public Lands Council, filed a grazing suit which successfully opposed

the proposed schedule.

The EIS schedule for Oregon (as of January 1, 1980)

The EIS schedule outlined below is a compromise between the original

schedule and the BLM's 1977 proposal. Initially established by court order,

it has been adopted by the Bureau. The schedule provides for final EIS's on

approximately one-half of the public lands by 1983, including many of the

priority areas, with the remainder to be completed in the next ten years. A

total of 145 statements will be prepared. By September 30, 1979, the BLM

completed 22 EIS's covering 20.7 million acres of public lands. About one-half

of the completed statements and virtually all furture ones will be prepared

in connection with the Bureau's basic land use planning process.

The grazing EIS schedule for Oregon is as follows:

BLM District	 Statement	 Due to Begin	 Completion Date 

Baker	 Ironsides	 in progress	 d EIS: March 1980
f EIS: September 30, 1980

Lakeview	 Lakeview	 January 1980	 d EIS: December 1980
f EIS: June 1980

Prineville*	 Brothers	 January 1981	 d EIS: December 1981
f EIS: June 1982

Burns	 Riley/Andrews	 July 1981	 d EIS: July 1982
f EIS: December 1982

Medford	 Medford	 January 1982	 d EIS: December 1982
f EIS: June 1983

Vale	 Owyhee	 January 1982	 d EIS: December 1982
f EIS: June 1983

* The Prineville statement may be switched with the Burns Statement, i.e.,
the Burns statement may begin in January 1981 and the Prineville statement
may begin in July 1981.

The NRDC court order does not require an exact completion date for each

specific statement. It does, however, require that minimum amounts of BLM

land be covered by EIS's each year. It is up to the BLM to schedule the EIS's

for each state so as to meet the minimum acreages established in the court order.
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Livestock use reductions 

The BLM has determined that short term reductions in livestock use will be

necessary on about 48 percent of the 1,747 grazing allotments already covered

by completed EIS's. In about 15 percent of these areas, current livestock use

will be increased, and there will be no change in the remaining 37 percent.

The average livestock reduction is 25 percent of licensed use, or about 10

percent of current use. Reductions planned for areas in the worst condition are

substantial. Where significant reductions are necessary, they are being phased

in by the Bureau over a three-year period in order to minimize economic impacts

to the operators involved.

The important thing to note about all this information is that the current

grazing EIS schedule is established in the court order, and has been adopted by

the Bureau. In other words, the possibility of obtaining extensions and/or

postponements of deadlines for final grazing EIS's is very limited. The implica-

tion is that these grazing EIS's will be done with or without your participation.

It is to your advantage to become involved as early as possible in BLM planning

process, which culminates in the preparation of EIS's.
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