Ruth Danielsen
40604 Steens Mt Loop Lane 

Frenchglen, Oregon 97736 
rb.rd@frontier.com 
home:  360-371-5501    cell:  360-303-6610
August 11, 2014
Bureau of Land Management, Burns District Office
Rhonda Karges – Andrew/Steens Field Manager
28910 Hwy 20 West

Hines, Oregon 97738
RE:  Denial of Application for Grazing Permit Renewal 3602564 - Hammond Ranches Inc. 
Dear Rhonda Karges:
It has come to my attention that the grazing permit held and renewed by Hammonds Ranches Inc. since 1964 has been denied. I strongly disagree with this decision for a number of reasons; however my main objection is the increased risk of wild land fire based on increased fuel loading. The unintended consequence places my private property and retirement home at increased risk for a large catastrophic wildfire. 

I own 172 acres on Steens Mt south of the Hammond property including a retirement log home that I have been building since 1995. Every year since 1964 starting in the spring, the cattle have made their way up the mountain from Hammond’s main ranch crossing the grazing allotments and their private property reducing the fuel load as they go. By Sept and the fall lighting storms the cattle are grazing adjacent to and on my property. As you know, reducing the fuels reduces the potential severity of rangeland fires. This year the grasses are up to my knees. 

My second concern is how this decision is in direct conflict with the Steens Mountain Cooperative Management and Protection Act of 2000. I have listed two out of the 13 main purposes.  The purposes of this act are the following, (1) to maintain the cultural, economic, ecological, and social health of the Steens Mountain area in Harney County, Oregon; and (11) to promote viable and sustainable grazing and recreation operations on private and public lands.
It appears that you did not take into consideration the fact that Hammond Ranches have in fact been good stewards of the land for the last 50 years. They have grazed cattle on this land since 1964 and this grazing has done no harm to the land. By denying their renewal request you have substantially impacted the value of their ranching operation and are negatively impacting their economic viability, not to mention a total disregard of promoting viable and sustainable grazing. 
My final concern is the rational and methodology the BLM used to justify the denial of the grazing permit, of not having a satisfactory record of performance. If I would have only read the document 4100 (ORB070)P Notice of Final Decision to Deny Application for Grazing Permit Renewal, I would probably have the opinion that the Hammonds where guilty of far more than they where convicted of in the court case United States of America v. Steven and Dwight Hammond No.6:10-cr-60066-HO. 

However, I have read the transcripts of the trial and transcripts of the Honorable Michael R. Hogan sentencing, so I am aware of the additional information presented at the trial which paints a very different picture than what was included in the BLM grazing permit denial document.           

 It appears that the methodology the BLM used was to selectively use court testimony to support the grazing denial justification and exclude facts that would not support their position. One example is the 2001 Hardie-Hammond Arson, Dusty Hammond testimony narrative pg 5-7. What was excluded was the court judge at sentencing rejected Dusty’s version of what happened, based on age and bias and additional testimony from the defense.  There is also no mention that Steven Hammond contacted the BLM prior to lighting a fire on Hammond property to burn off invasive species, which then spread to approx 139 acres of public land. Neither is the narrative of the trial judge that found the 2001 fire had, at most temporarily damaged sagebrush and that while those damages might have technically been greater than $100.00, and “mother nature” had remedied any harm. Also excluded, is that the BLM supported the judges’ conclusion, and determined the 2001 fire improved that portion of the federal land that the fire had spread. The BLM document does in no way reflect the total testimony of the 2001 fire and outcome of all the testimony. 
The same bias is true in the narrative used to describe the 2006 Krumbo Butte Fire. There is no mention that Steve Hammond admitted to starting a back burn to protect private property. There is no mention that the fire he was convicted of starting burned about 1 acre of land and the jury found the fire caused less than $1000.00 damage.
Throughout the BLM grazing permit denial document, reference is made to the Hammonds endangering the lives of numerous individuals including firefighters. The Hammonds where not convicted of this charge and it should not be included as fact in a government document. People are presumed innocent until proven guilty.  
The rational used to deny the renewal includes events and opinions that where not proven in court. 
The fact is a fire was started on Hammond property to burn invasive species by Steve Hammond and Dwight Hammond in 2001. Steve Hammond notified the BLM prior to starting the fire. The fire got away from them and burned 139 acres of public land. 
In 2006 lighting caused a large fire and Steve Hammond started a back burn to protect private property. He admits starting a back burn and 1 acre of public land was damaged.  
My personal opinion is facts of the convictions does not support the BLM’s view of, “the Hammonds fire-setting maliciously and knowingly placed public recreationists, firefighters, and BLM range staff at high risk just to further Hammond Ranches, Inc.’s grazing interests”. 
I have owned property and lived on the mountain since 1995. I know of numerous instances where the local ranchers have started fires to burn invasive species. I also am aware of the practice to back-burn to control the spread of a rangeland fire. I don’t consider people who start back burns as arsonists.
In closing, I believe by removing the Hammond cattle from their historic grazing allotments the BLM has increased the risk for a large catastrophic wildfire and puts my home at higher risk.

I believe that the permit renewal denial is in direct conflict with the Steens Mountain Cooperative Management and Protection Act of 2000.
I do not believe the Hammonds have demonstrated an unacceptable record of performance managing the grazing allotments in the past ten years, or the last 50 years. I don’t consider either Dwight or Steve Hammond arsonists. One acre of public land was burned in the last 10 years with the intent of protecting private property, and for this act you deny their grazing permit???? 
Thank-you for your time.  
Very truly, 

Ruth E Danielsen 

Mailing address

4506 Bay Rd

Blaine, WA. 98230

cc:  Hammond Ranches Inc.

cc:  Judge Steven E. Grasty
cc:  Rep. Greg Walden, R-Hood River

cc:  E Bradley Grenham, Attorney
cc:  Daniel Haak, SMAC Chair
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