
May 25, 2016

VIA ONLINE SUBMISSION 

Director
Bureau of Land Management
U.S. Department of the Interior 
1849 C Street NW, Room 2134LM 
Washington, DC 20240 
oira_submission@omb.eop.gov

Attention: RIN 1004-AE39

RE: Docket 2016-0002; Bureau of Land Management Planning 2.0 Proposed Rules

Dear Director:  

The Oregon Farm Bureau submits the following comments on BLM’s Proposed Land 
Management Planning 2.0 Rules (Docket 2016-0002).  The proposed planning rules would erode
cooperation with local governments and further compound the growing “top down” management 
that has been embraced by BLM in recent years.  We urge BLM not to adopt the proposed rules, 
and to continue to seek ways to effectively engage local governments and local communities in 
planning.

Background on Federal Land Management in Oregon

The OFB is a voluntary, grassroots, nonprofit organization representing Oregon’s farmers and 
ranchers in the public and policymaking arenas. As Oregon’s largest general farm organization, 
its primary goal is to promote educational improvement, economic opportunity, and social 
advancement for its members and the farming, ranching, and natural resources industry as a 
whole. Today, OFB represents over 7,000 member families professionally engaged in the 
industry and has a total membership of over 60,000 Oregon families.  Many of these families 
farm and ranch in communities with a high percentage of federal land ownership and their 
counties are dependent on proper management of these lands for continued economic viability.  
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Like many western states, many Eastern Oregon counties are heavily dependent on public lands 
grazing for economic stability.  Many Eastern Oregon ranchers rely on federal grazing permits to 
protect and maintain the viability of their ranches.  With checkerboard private ownership 
spanning several of these counties, the management of public and private lands are often closely 
intertwined. In Eastern Oregon counties that depend on public lands grazing for their economic 
stability, it is increasingly common that the land use plans issued by federal agencies like the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) do not reflect the local land use plans or local needs of the 
communities most impacted by these decisions. These federal lands management decisions often 
do not incorporate or consider local knowledge and expertise regarding the local climate, 
environment, and history, economic drivers, land use planning goals, and other issues of local 
importance. Though ranching communities have fought to have a stronger voice in federal lands 
decisions that impact their operations, their concerns have long been ignored by federal land 
management agencies, including the Bureau of Land Management.  BLM’s long history of 
ignoring the concerns of local communities has lead to a growing sense of disempowerment and 
frustration, which reached a head in Oregon this year. 

We understand the powerlessness many in the ranching community feel when it comes to federal 
land management decisions and their impact on local agricultural operations.  Over the past 
several years, many Oregon communities have worked hard to empower their communities in 
coordination with the BLM in its land use planning process through the development of local 
land management plans, with one local community in the process of completing its land use
planning this year.  The ability of develop local land use plans is an important tool provided to 
local communities in the Federal Land Management and Policy Act (“FLPMA”), one which 
helps empower local communities and ensures that the BLM is communicating with and 
attempting to understand the needs to local communities.  

Oregon Farm Bureau had the privilege of meeting with Secretary Jewell this spring in Harney 
County Oregon to talk about local community needs after the occupation ended.  Our primary 
message to the Secretary was that successful land management requires local flexibility and a 
true understanding of local issues – one that can only come from empowering local district 
offices to make the land management decisions necessary for the best interest of the community 
and the local environment.  We were disappointed to discover shortly thereafter that instead of 
listening to our concerns and identifying ways to ensure that local districts have the flexibility to 
manage according to local needs, the BLM opted to further restrict its ability to consider and 
make decisions based on local landscapes and local needs.  Top-down management is not the 
answer, and will only lead to increased discord between BLM and the local communities that its 
decisions impact.  

BLM’s Proposed Planning 2.0 Rules Undermine Local Involvement and Exceed BLM’s 
Statutory Authority under FLPMA

Oregon Farm Bureau urges BLM not to adopt its proposed Planning 2.0 Rules.  BLM’s proposed 
Planning 2.0 Rules exceed BLM’s statutory authority under FLPMA and are contrary to the 
required coordination under FLPMA.  FLPMA provides that “[i]n the development and revision 
of land use plans, the Secretary shall [...] to the extent consistent with the laws governing the 
administration of the public lands, coordinate the land use inventory, planning, and management 
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activities [...] with the land use planning and management programs [...] of local governments...” 
43 U.S.C. §1712 Sec. 202 (c)(9).   This local government coordination is federally mandated by 
Congress, and cannot be reduced or rendered inoperative simply because the BLM finds it 
difficult or would like to prioritize the interests of outside environmental groups over the local 
communities who are afforded special protection under FLPMA.  The coordination provision 
requires the BLM to work with local governments to ensure that its federal resource 
management plans are consistent (insofar as is legally possible) with local land use plans and 
policies. 

Instead of identifying ways that BLM will facilitate local coordination, BLM’s proposed rules 
gut the coordination requirements, and seek to place local communities on the same field as any 
other interested party to BLM’s rulemaking. The end result of this policy will more of what we 
saw during the sage-grouse resource management plan amendment process – BLM catering to 
and prioritizing proposed alternatives from environmental groups instead of the those that work 
for the people that actually live in the impacted communities.  While we appreciated BLM’s 
attention to our comments during the sage-grouse resource management plan amendment 
process, we were concerned about the level of input BLM had from environmental groups in 
developing the proposed alternatives and the lack of attention BLM paid to local land 
management priorities. The proposed rules will continue this trend, with the end result being the 
disempowerment local communities and continued prioritization of feedback from those who 
live outside the communities most impacted by BLM’s decisions. 

While the disempowerment of local communities occurs throughout the proposed planning rules, 
the following provisions are particularly problematic:

∑ Under the new rules, BLM satisfies its “coordination” requirement by simply allowing 
communities to comment on land use management plans and their amendments, the same 
as all other members of the public.  Under FLPMA, coordination requires much more 
than an opportunity to comment – it requires that BLM take affirmative steps to 
understand and implement local land use planning priorities where it can legally do so.  
BLM’s proposed rules marginalize local communities, disregard the importance of their 
local planning efforts, and actively seek to avoid the obligation imposed on BLM by 
FLPMA.  

∑ The proposed rules also unilaterally change existing planning area boundaries from BLM 
districts within states to so-called “eco-regional” boundaries that can cross BLM districts 
and/or state lands.  Far from increasing local district office power and oversight, this 
provision further restricts the ability of local communities and local district offices to 
address local needs, and instead centralizes management in new “regional” areas that are 
unlikely to be responsive to local needs.  

∑ The proposed rule allows BLM to designate 10 separate types of areas of importance to 
be included in the land use planning process. Universally, the existing special designation 
(areas of critical environmental concern) utilized by BLM has caused declines in grazing 
and reduced economic opportunity in local communities.  BLM should not create 
additional designations that are not authorized by FLPMA. 

∑ Further, we are concerned that the new planning language proposal to require consistency
review only with regarding to “officially approved or adopted land use plans” will allow 
the BLM to disregard future county plans that are adopted after the date of these rules or 
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county policies or other statements of intent.. BLM must consider all locally adopted land 
use plans, policies, and priorities in its planning process.  

∑ The proposed planning rules eliminate important early planning requirements.  Currently, 
coordination with state and local governments is required when BLM conducts its 
analysis of the management situation (AMS) and develops criteria to govern the land use 
planning process.  This allows potential conflicts to be identified early in the planning 
process so they can be avoided.  The proposed planning rules eliminate this important 
step, serving to further marginalize local communities by eliminating their opportunity 
for early engagement in setting the land use policy direction.  

∑ The proposed rules also elevate its identified landscape scale resource management and 
regional mitigation strategies over state and local environmental, economic, and social 
policies, many of which may be identified and prioritized in the local land use 
management plans.  

∑ The proposed rule also creates new “implementation strategies” which can be changed 
anytime by the BLM with only 30 days notice.  The planning rules then relegate several 
important steps in its land use planning process to the status of implementation strategies, 
further reducing the opportunity for local engagement.

∑ The proposed rules also appear to remove the obligation for BLM to notify local 
governments of planning decisions, instead making this discretionary.  BLM should not 
dilute its current notice requirements.

∑ BLM should leave existing public comment periods intact. In the proposed rules, BLM 
seeks to reduce the opportunities and length of comment for public comment for resource 
management plans and amendments and for environmental impact statement.  Given that 
the public comment period is often the only chance an impacted permittee has to 
comment on a decision, BLM should leave the existing time periods intact to ensure full 
opportunity for meaningful public engagement.  

∑ The proposed rule states that BLM will coordinate “…to the extent consistent with 
federal laws and regulations applicable to public lands, and the purposes policies and 
programs of such laws and regulations.”  Coordination is only subject to inconsistent 
legal directives under existing law – not purposes, policies, and programs of such laws.  
This requirement is inconsistent with FLPMA and should be removed. 

∑ The proposed rule also requires the land use planning process consider various goods and 
services “including ecological services.”  FLPMA is clear that primary uses (including 
grazing) are given priority in the land use planning process. BLM should not confuse the 
process by including ecological services in the goods and services analysis.

∑ The proposed rule would limit protests to an RMP by describing who and what content 
can be objected to and establishing content requirements for a protest.  Currently, a 
concise statement explaining why and what is believed to be wrong is all that is 
necessary.   This should stay the same so that valid objections are not dismissed.  

Despite the significance of the changes proposed by BLM, BLM is not conducting any NEPA 
analysis on its proposed rules.  Oregon Farm Bureau believes this is bad public policy, and an 
attempt by BLM to shoehorn its rule changes in before there is any opportunity for meaningful 
public engagement.  Indeed, BLM has only allowed a 90 day comment period for what may be 
the most significant rule change BLM has undertaken in the last decade.  Such a significant 
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change requires more than 90 days to review and analyze, and should have been subject to a 
much longer comment period. 

The Oregon Farm Bureau is disappointed that in the face of increasing frustration around its 
public lands management by thousands of ranchers across the American west, BLM chose to 
ignore the valid concerns around the impacts of top-down management on local communities, 
and instead codified its heavy-handed, Washington DC centric approach to land management.  
Until BLM recognizes that local input and consideration of the needs of local communities is 
central to successful federal land management, BLM invites continued conflicts between public 
lands ranchers and the agencies that are tasked with managing the federal land.  Oregon Farm 
Bureau believes in collaborative approaches to conservation, and has long encouraged our 
members to be proactive in their land management to ensure that conservation values are 
achieved while ensuring continued economic productivity of the land. We wish that the BLM 
shared those values.  

Thank you for the opportunity to comments on the Proposed Planning 2.0 Rules. If you have 
any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me.  

Respectfully,    

Mary Anne Nash
Public Policy Counsel, Oregon Farm Bureau Federation
1320 Capitol Street NE, Suite 200
Salem, Oregon 97301
(503) 399-1701 x 306
maryanne@oregonfb.org    


