UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
COLORADO STATE OFFICE
2850 YOUNGFIELD STREET
LAKEWOOD, COLORADO 80215-7093

October 6, 1999

In Reply Refer To:
C0-931 (P)
Your Reference: 1610 (210) (P)

Instruction Memorandum No. CO-2000-001
Expires: 09-30-2000

To: Assistant Director, Renewable Resources Planning, (210), 1075 L Street
From: State Director

Subject: Response to IM-99-172 - Identification of High Priority Planning/National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Areas

In response to IM 99-172, the following are Colorado Bureau of Land Management's high
priority planning and NEPA areas in priority order:

1. Northern San Juan Fruitland Coalbed Methane Development

2. Vermillion Basin

3. Bangs Canyon/South Shale Ridge

4. Roan Plateau

5. Statewide Transportation and Off-Highway Management

Attached is a detailed description of each area. If you have any questions, please call Dennis
Zachman at 303-239-3883.

Signed by Authenticated by
Michael J. Pool Sharon M. Deuter
Acting State Director EMS Operator
Attachment

Colorado High Priority Planning/National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Areas



(in Priority Order)
in Responseto IM 99-172

1. Northern San Juan Fruitland Coalbed M ethane Development

GENERAL LOCATI ON AND APPROXI MATE SI ZE

The area is located wiwthin and north of the Southern Ute |Indi an Reservation
sout h of Durango, Col orado. The area is approxi mtely 60,000 acres.

RANKI NG FACTORS

1. Need to address resource conditions:

The northern San Juan Basin of southwestern Col orado continues to be an
active area of coal bed net hane devel opnent in the western United States.
Thi s devel opnent of coal bed nmethane is an inportant natural resource wth
estimated reserves of over 50 trillion cubic feet of natural gas. Federal,
private, and Southern Ue Indian Tribe (SU T) coal bed net hane m neral

devel opnent has been on 320 acre spacing with enhanced recovery. Future
coal bed net hane devel opnent is proposed on 160 acre spacing wth additional
enhanced recovery. Associated and potentially associ ated environnent al

i npacts of this resource devel opnent have been the subject of Bureau of
Land Managenent (BLM nonitoring since the early 1990s. Specifically, off-
site inpacts at the San Juan Basin Fruitland outcrop as a potential result
of "down-di p" produced water withdrawal are a concern. These inpacts

i ncl ude expl osive | evels of nethane and noxi ous hydrogen sul fi de gases
wi t hin hones and al ong the outcrop, dead and dyi ng vegetation, seepage of
net hane into donestic water wells, and in sone areas underground or near
surface coal fires. Adding to the devel opnment and inpact conplexity is the
suburban setting within which the devel opnent has and continues to take

pl ace. Because of these concerns we are continuing to request support to
conduct necessary NEPA anal ysis and conti nued BLM support of research
studi es on outcrop inpacts.

2. Anticipated changes in use (demand) not addressed in planni ng/ NEPA
docunent s:

Devel opnent to date has been w th adequate Resource Managenent Pl an (RVP)
and NEPA conpliance, consisting of site specific environnental assessnents
tiered to a 1991 RWP/ Environnental |npact Statenent (EIS). One area
specific EIS was conpl eted for devel opnent on the San Juan National Forest
in 1992. An EIS for the devel opnent of Southern Ute Indian mnerals will be
released this fall (1999).



However, anticipated future coal bed net hane devel opnent will require

addi tional NEPA conpliance to address 160 acre spaci ng, enhanced recovery
nmet hods, and the significant environnental inpacts that are now beconi ng
apparent at and near the Fruitland outcrop. In the past, as well as today,
numer ous gas seeps and coal fires have been reported in mnes and in
surface exposures of the Fruitland coals in La Plata and Archul eta Counti es.

Exacerbati on of these seeps and fires appears to be increasing as coal bed
nmet hane gas extraction increases and | arge-scale w thdrawal of coal bed
produced water intensifies. Methane and hydrogen sul fide gas accunul ati ons
have been neasured in soil vapor and confined spaces along the coal outcrop
in concentrations deleterious to human health and safety, as well as being
| ethal to vegetation. Because of the diverse surface and m neral ownership
i nvol ved, the interface with suburban devel opnent and potenti al
environnmental inpacts, we nmust fulfill our NEPA responsibilities in a

col | aborative fashion with county governnents, the state of Col orado, | ocal
envi ronnental groups, and individual |ocal residents.

To fulfill our NEPA and environnmental responsibilities, we anticipate the
need for an EIS in fiscal year (FY) 2000 for federal Fruitland coal bed

nmet hane devel opnent in the Northern San Juan Basin. In addition, we nust
continue to participate in Fruitland outcrop studies, and appropriate
mtigation efforts researched, designed, and undertaken coll aboratively by
all responsible parties.

3. Program or adm nistrative requirenents BLM has not fulfilled:

Presently, there are two federal applications for permt to drill (APD)
from Anoco O | being evaluated in the San Juan Field Ofice (SIJFO, pending
addi tional information on environnental inpacts. To date, and excepting the
two Anoco APDs, all current coal bed net hane devel opnent north of the

Sout hern Ute Indian Reservation has been contained on private mnerals. It
is anticipated that future 160 acre and enhanced coal bed net hane

devel opnent will be proposed on federal surface and/or mneral estates.

Over the past several years, mneral devel opnment has been extensive

t hroughout the San Juan Basin. Wthin La Plata County, this m neral

devel opnment has interfaced with increasing popul ati on and suburban

devel opnent. La Plata County, |ocal environnental groups and | ocal

i ndi vi dual s have requested the federal governnent as well as the Col orado
O 1 and Gas Conservation Comm ssion (COGCC) conduct a conpl ete coal bed

nmet hane devel opnent anal ysi s.

The BLM SJFO the SU T, and the COGCC are undertaking an aggressive
conprehensi ve and experinental study of the Fruitland Formation in the
northern San Juan Basin of southwestern Col orado. This research study is



called the "3M Project” (3M, which refers to its three main conponents of
geol ogi ¢ Mappi ng, ground water Mnitoring, and conputer Mdeling. This
unpr ecedent ed project seeks to understand, predict, and if necessary,
mtigate the subsurface and surface environnental inpacts resulting from
t he conti nui ng production of coal bed nethane in the San Juan Basin. This
crucial 3MProject is estimated to cost in excess of $1,000,000, with the
majority of funding to date being contributed by the COGCC. The COGCC has
recei ved $88,000 for the project in FY 1999 and $707, 230 for FY 2000. The
Col orado State Geol ogical Survey Ofice has received $150,000 for the

geol ogi ¢ mapping portion of the project. It is anticipated that the SU T
has paid $132,500 toward the conputer nodeling aspect of the project. The
BLM has contri buted $65, 000 toward the reservoir nodeling effort and

$155, 000 toward the nmonitor wells in FY 1999, including $75, 000 through a
Departnment of Energy (DOE) grant. Additionally, 1 1/2 full-tinme positions
within the SJFO have been and continue to be dedicated to the programs
environnmental nonitoring efforts on both Southern Ute Indian | ands and
Federal lands (including split estate). Funding for this study is critical
to our understandi ng of potential |ong-termenvironnental inpacts of this
resource devel opnent and to the devel opnent of appropriate mtigation

t echni ques.

The relationship to the Cean Water Act is unstudi ed and unknown at this
tinme.

It is alnost certain that an EIS wll be needed to process current and
future APDs for this gas devel opnent.

4. Qutside Interest:

The inpacts of this active area of coal bed net hane devel opnent has becone
very controversial. Concerns include water quality of wells, and safety of
residents and visitors. Cbviously, the applicants who wi sh to devel op the
resource are also interested in seeing that this is resolved. The U S
Forest Service will likely be involved in this issue also, for they
adm ni ster sone suitable lands in the area.

SUMVARY OF PLANNI NG NEPA ACTI ONS NEEDED

To properly adm nister our responsibilities for m neral devel opnent,
envi ronnmental protection and to be responsive to the public under NEPA,
three progranms need to be pursued:

1. A Northern San Juan Basin EIS, to include a reasonabl e foreseeabl e
devel opnent for all lands north of the Southern Ute Indian Reservation Line
(The Ue Line): $400,000 in FY 2000 and an additional $400,000 per year for



FY 2001-2002.

2. Continue to support the 3M Project with technical personnel and $100, 000
for FY 2000 and $100, 000 yearly for FY 2001 through 2005 and beyond.

3. In collaboration with the COGCC or independently, develop the fourth "M
- Mtigation of outcrop inpacts. Review the | egal courses of action
avai l able to attach these nmitigation neasures to appropriate | essees/
operators involved in the production of coal bed nethane. Funding for this
research estimated at $100, 000 per year (although a portion of this shoul d/
may be assuned by the operator/| essee).

ESTI MATED TI ME FRAMES AND FUNDI NG NEEDS

FY 2000 - 2002 - Conplete work as detail ed above.
Fundi ng Needs: $500, 000/ year

FY 2003 - and beyond. Conplete work as detail ed above.

Fundi ng Needs: $500, 000/ year

2. Vermillion Basin

GENERAL LOCATI ON AND APPROXI MATE SI ZE

Verm|lion Basin is a large area that contains a w de variety of

| andscapes, ranging from pinon and juni per covered rugged hills in the
south, to colorful badlands in the north. The area contains a variety of
animals and rare plants. Current uses include livestock grazing, hunting,
OHVs, and hi king. There are currently 5,700 acres under oil and gas | ease
in the extrene northeast corner, though none are devel oped nor held by
production. Industry has requested an additional 7,137 acres for |easing.
There are two state sections and one private inholding of 197 acres.

A w de variety of managenent prescriptions cover the area, consistent with
its wide variety of |andscapes and resources. The entire area i s open to
oil and gas leasing, in sone areas restricted by fragile soils
stipulations. There are two Areas of Critical Environnental Concern (ACEC)
designated to protect rare plant species, geologic values, and scenic
areas. Most of the area is open to OHV use except the ACECs which are
limted to designated routes.

RANKI NG FACTORS




1. Need to Address Resource Conditions:

A RWP anendnent and concurrent W/ derness Inventory are schedul ed for

Verm llion Basin in the year 2000. Col orado BLM nade this decision based on
a statew de w | derness designation proposal submtted by a Col orado
citizens commttee, and oil and gas devel opnent proposals. The current RWP
is over ten years old and does not adequately address current |and use

i ssues and status. Portions of the area were not included in the 1980

| nt ensi ve W derness Area and changes may have occurred since then. The
area contains a wde variety of often conpeting resource val ues i ncl udi ng
oil and gas |leasing, grazing, recreation, fragile soils, two ACECs, and

wi | derness proposals. O and gas |easing and other significant actions are
currently being held in abeyance until resource issues can be resol ved

t hrough the plan anendnent process.

In 1994, the Col orado Environnmental Coalition (CEC) issued a
Conservationi sts' WI derness Proposal (CW) to desighate as w | derness
approximately 1.3 mllion acres of BLM adm ni stered public land in

Col orado. The CWP enphasi zed the inportance of preserving |lower altitude
wild country which has traditionally not been considered worthy of

wi | der ness desi gnati on.

In response to the CWP, the Col orado BLM devel oped policies and procedures
in 1997 to guide consideration of discretionary actions in non-W/I derness
Study Areas (WBAs) proposed for w | derness designation by the
Conservationists. The policy holds in abeyance any di scretionary actions
whi ch m ght have irreversible or irretrievable inpacts until the w | derness
i ssue rai sed by the Conservationists is addressed and resol ved t hrough the
BLM pl anni ng process.

Because discretionary oil and gas | eases were proposed in Vermllion Basin,
a Roadl ess Review (the first phase of wlderness inventory) was conducted
in 1997. Findings of the Roadl ess Revi ew concl usi ons were announced in
February, 1998, and public coment and additional information were
request ed, which m ght have bearing on the future managenent of the area.

I n Novenber of 1998, BLM Col orado announced Managenent Deci sions on six CWP
areas on the Western Slope, including Vermllion Basin. These deci sions
took into account coments fromnearly 3,000 citizens statew de. For
Verm|lion Basin, the determ nati on was nade to undertake a RVWP anmendnent
to exam ne w | derness and other issues. Afield inventory for w |l derness
values will be conducted as a part of the plan anmendnent process and w ||

i nclude the participation of the local community and interested parties.

| npl enentation of this action will be initiated in FY 2000 and is expected
to conclude in FY 2002. O and gas |easing and other discretionary actions



which may irreversibly or irretrievably affect the area will continue to be
hel d in abeyance until this process is conpleted.

The RVP for this area was conpl eted approxinately ten years ago and the
area contains a wde variety of often conpeting resource val ues rangi ng
frominterest in additional oil and gas leasing to the CW. Portions of the
area were not addressed in the original intensive wlderness inventory
conpleted in 1980 and changes have occurred since then. Although speci al
stipulations are in effect for oil and gas devel opnent to protect fragile
soils and other natural features, nmuch of the area is currently open to
devel opment with no special restrictions under the 1989 | and use plan. A
pl an anmendnent will address current issues and conditions and involve the
full spectrumof the public.

2. Anticipated changes in use (demand) not addressed in planni ng/ NEPA
docunent s:

Li kely changes in the area are |and tenure, w | derness, OHV designations,
and oil and gas leasing. O her significant issues are anticipated. See
ranking criteria No. 1 for additional information.

3. Program or adm nistrative requirenents we have not fulfilled:

As part of the anmendnent process, a thorough analysis of unfulfilled
program and adm ni strative requirenments will be nmade and if appropriate,
addressed in the anendnent. The biggest issue is to address w | derness
suitability for the area. See Criteria No. 1 for additional information and
rational e.

4. Qutside interest:

There is a high level of interest by the environnental conmunity in the
future managenent of the area. As a result, |ocal governnent, ranchers, oi
and gas industry, OHV users and ot her stakehol ders al so have a strong
interest in future nmanagenent of the area. See Criteria No. 1 for
additional information and rational e.

PLANNI NG AND NEPA ACTI ONS NEEDED

A plan amendnent and EIS will be needed.

ESTI MATED TI ME FRAMES AND FUNDI NG NEEDS

FY 2000: W/l derness inventory field work, scoping for plan anendnent, and
begi n preparation for the draft plan/ElS.



Fundi ng Needs: $100, 000

FY 2001: Conti nue anendnent process.
Fundi ng Needs: $150, 000

FY2002: Fini sh anendnent.

Fundi ng Needs: $75, 000

3. Bangs Canyon and South Shale Ridge

As a result of a statewi de report on potential w | derness areas submtted
to BLM by a citizens conservationist group, the Gand Junction Field Ofice
(&AFO initiated a roadless review inventory of two units identified in the
proposal ; Bangs Canyon and South Shal e Ri dge. The inventory found both
areas to contain 5,000 acres or nore of roadless |lands. In the sumer of
1999, a second phase of the inventory was conpleted that dealt with

I nventorying additional w | derness characteristics such as natural ness and
out st andi ng opportunities for solitude and primtive recreation. This

i nventory found portions of both areas to have w | derness characteristics.
The NEPA action needed as a result of these inventories is to consider
anending the GJFO RMP to designate all or a portion of these two areas as
adm ni strati ve W5As.

GENERAL LOCATI ON AND APPROXI MATE SI ZE

Bangs Canyon is |l ocated south of Grand Junction, Colorado. It is
approxi mately 21,472 acres. South Shale Ridge is |ocated north of G and
Junction and west of Debeque, Colorado. It is approximtely 33,400 acres.

RANKI NG FACTORS

1. Need to address resource conditions:

Both of these areas have been eval uated by BLM based on a proposa
submtted by a citizens coonmittee to designate these area as w | derness.
BLM has currently conpleted an inventory of w | derness characteristics for
both areas and found that portions of each area neet the Bureau's criteria
for consideration as w |l derness. The current GJFO RW is over 13 years old
and in sone instances does not provide nmanagenent direction that woul d
likely protect wilderness values over the long term South Shal e Ridge
contains a variety of conpeting resource values including oil and gas



| easing, recreational activities, steep slopes, threatened plant species,
and proposals for W5As status. Presently, further oil and gas leasing is on
hol d pendi ng the conpletion of the study process. Bangs Canyon contains
hi gh quality riparian habitat, 25 mles of scenic canyon systens, big gane
wildlife habitat, and high quality back country notorized and non-notorized
recreational opportunities.

2. Anticipated changes in use (denmand) not addressed in planni ng/ NEPA
docunent s:

Anti ci pated changes in use for both areas would be w | derness and CHV

desi gnations. The potential exists to not allow any new oil and gas | easing
in South Shal e Ri dge and Bangs Canyon and to al so consi der a m neral

wi t hdrawal for both areas.

3. Program or adm nistrative requirenents BLM has not fulfilled:

There are currently no known program or adm nistrative requirenents that we
have not fulfilled in the South Shal e Ri dge area. The Bangs Canyon area is
part of a |arger 57,000 acre Special Recreation Managenent Area where an
activity level managenent plan and an environnental assessnent have just
been conpl eted (August 1999). This plan did not address the w | derness
issue and it deferred any further decisions on a designated travel route
systemw thin the Bangs Canyon CWP area until after the anmendnment process
has been conpleted. As part of the anmendnent process, a thorough analysis
of unfulfilled programand adm nistrative requirenents wll be made for
each area, and if appropriate, addressed in the anmendnent.

What primary | and use all ocation decisions need to be addressed?

* W/ derness Managenent - What portions of both South Shal e Ri dge and Bangs
Canyon shoul d be designated as WBAs?

* OHV/ Transportation - Wat roads and trails in the Bangs Canyon Area
shoul d be designated for notorized and nechani zed use?

* Ol and Gas Leasing - Wiat lands in the South Shal e R dge Area shoul d be
cl osed and/or left open for oil and gas |easing?

* Recreation - \Wat recreation opportunities should be provided in each
area? |s the current recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) classification
appropriate in each area?

4. Qutside interest:

Conservationi sts have identified both areas for inclusion in the CW of



1994. The CEC has expressed the desire for BLMto give these two areas the
same attention and protection as the GIFO s six formally desi gnated W5As.

Both areas are being recommended for w | derness designation in the Col orado
W | derness Act of 1999, sponsored by Col orado Congresswonan Degette.

BLM coordi nated and worked closely with a Gtizens Advisory G oup during

t he devel opnent of the Bangs Canyon Managenent Plan. This group has a
strong interest in the outcone of the anmendnent process since it wll
affect the recomendati ons they made to the GJFO with regard to designated
travel routes within the Bangs Canyon CWP area.

The Col orado Congressi onal del egation and the Mesa County Comm ssioners
have been concerned about the w |l derness inventory since its beginning and
are very interested in the outcone of the anendnent process.

PLANNI NG AND NEPA ACTI ONS NEEDED

Since portions of both areas were found to have w | derness characteristics,
an EIS wll need to be prepared that will |look at a range of options for
| and managenent including the possibility of WSAs desi gnati on.

ESTI MATED TI ME FRAMES AND FUNDI NG NEEDS

FY 2000 - Conplete final phases of w | derness inventory process, do scoping
for plan anmendnent, and begin preparation of the draft EIS.

Fundi ng Needs: $125, 000

FY 2001 - Conplete final EI'S and RMP anendnent .

Fundi ng Needs: $150, 000

4. Roan Plateau

I n Novenber 1997, Public Law 105-85 directed the transfer of jurisdiction
of the Roan Plateau, formally known as the Naval Q| Shale Reserve (NOSR)
fromthe DOE to the BLM The transfer directed that the | ands be nmanaged in
accordance with |laws applicable to public I ands, including the Federal Land
Policy and Managenent Act of 1976 (FLPMA). The | aw al so directed that
certain |lands be | eased for oil and gas within one year and that the

remai ning | ands be offered for | ease as soon as practicable. The formal
transfer of the Roan Plateau to the BLM has broadened BLM s
responsibilities and requires that the 3 enwod Springs Field Ofice (GSFO



conpl ete an RMP anendnent.

GENERAL LOCATI ON AND APPROXI MATE SI ZE

The area is | ocated northwest of Rifle, Colorado. It is approximtely 4,000
acr es.

RANKI NG FACTORS

1. Need to address resource conditions:

In 1996, the Col orado Natural Heritage Program conducted a biol ogi ca
survey on the Roan Pl ateau. As per their criteria, ten "Significant”
el ements occur

o n the Roan Pl ateau. These include: rare plants, two popul ati ons of
Col orado R ver cutthroat trout, several wetland plant communities, and
several bird species of concern.

The Roan Pl ateau is recognized by the oil and gas industry as having highly
val uabl e oil and gas reserves. The GSFO anticipates that in addition to
surface resources, there is a high level of interest in |leasing the
subsurface.

Recent | and health assessnents have noted a few | ocalized problem spots
that warrant continued riparian and range managenent attenti on.

O her noted val ues include preservation of: scenic values in Trapper,
Nort hwat er, and Parachute Creeks; pal eontol ogical resources; and historic
and cultural features.

2. Anticipated changes in use (demand) not addressed in planni ng/ NEPA
docunent s:

BLM has been providi ng custodi al surface managenent on the NOSR for many
years under a Menorandum of Understanding with DOE. In fact, the 1984

A enwood Springs Resource Area RWP includes the NOSR | ands and provi des
managenent direction for sonme activities. The formal transfer of the |ands
to the BLM however, has broadened BLM s nanagenent responsibilities. It
nmeans that the GSFO nust address nultiple-use issues and al |l ocations that
were not considered in the past.

3. Program or adm nistrative requirenents BLM has not fulfilled:



It is inportant to realize that the 1984 RW was the first RMP in the
Bureau. It provides a mx of very specific direction for sone | and uses,
such as |ivestock grazing, and very general guidance for other prograns, as
in recreation. Some i|Issues were not addressed at all, like WIld and Scenic
Ri vers. Sone decisions are clearly outdated, |ike OHV managenent. The GSFO
continues to nmake the current RVP work by conpl eti ng RMP anendnents on a
priority basis; the Castle Peak Travel Managenent Plan (1996) and the
recent Gl and Gas SEI'S (1999) are exanpl es.

Wth regard to the Roan Pl ateau, sonme mmjor |and use allocation decisions
were not included in the 1984 RWMP. For exanple, since the |ands were not
avai l able for oil and gas |easing, no oil and gas | easing decisions for the
Roan Pl ateau are included. Since the |ands were not actually BLM Il ands to
be managed under FLPMA, no w | derness inventories/decisions were conpl eted
nor were OHV designations approved. Thus, additional inventories and |and
use all ocation decisions are necessary to neet the nandate of Congress
regarding oil and gas |easing as well as address current nanagenent issues.

What primary | and use all ocation decisions are needed?
* W/ derness Managenent - Should such | ands be designated as W5As?

* OHV/ Transportation - What roads and trails should be designated for
notori zed use?

* Ol and Gas Leasing - Wiat | ands should be closed to oil and gas | easing?
What adjustnents to the stipulations and | ease notices included in the SEI' S
are necessary?

OTHER | SSUES

* ACECs - The Roan Pl ateau contains several areas that have been identified
as rare habitats and sensitive species of concern through inventory work by
Col orado Natural Heritage Program (CNHP) and ot hers. What | ands shoul d be
desi gnated as ACECs to protect these val ues?

* Recreation - \Wat recreational opportunities should be provided? Is the
current RCS classification appropriate? Wiat | evel of investnent in
facilities is needed to acconmopdate and nanage future use?

* Fire Managenent - Are there opportunities to manage wldfires to achieve
resour ce managenent objectives?

* Ot her Lands - Managenent of adjacent |land to the east and sout heast,



north of 1-70 and west of Hi ghway 13. These | ands are planned to be

i ncluded in an RMP anendnent. Currently, they are heavily used by OHVs.
Potential cultural and sensitive plant conflicts could exist with the
traditional OHV use.

4. Qutside interest (independently recognized i ssues and concerns):

Conservationi sts have identified a portion of the Roan Pl ateau for
inclusion in the CAWP in 1999. The CEC has expressed the desire for BLMto
give these lands the sane attention as other proposed CWP wi | derness areas.

The Nature Conservancy i s devel oping a conservation strategy for the
Bookcliff Mountains that includes the Roan Pl ateau.

Since the transfer legislation directed that the Roan Pl ateau be offered
for | ease as soon as practicable, the oil and gas industry is awaiting a
deci sion on | easing on the Roan Pl at eau.

Recreationists, especially the hunting public, have expressed a need to
address travel and access issues.

The CNHP is concerned about protecting the identified "Significant"
el enents that occur on the Roan Pl at eau.

The Col orado Division of Wldlife has been a key stakehol der in the recent
RVWP anendnent that addressed oil and gas devel opnent on NOSR 1, imredi ately
to the south of the Roan Pl ateau planning area. W know that they wll have
even greater interest in how potential nanagenent strategies wll affect
ganme managenent objectives.

The Col orado Congressional delegation is interested in the outcone of the
RMP process since they were instrunmental in the transfer of the |ands from
t he DCE.

Garfield County officials are interested in the potential revenues from
m neral |easing on the Roan Pl ateau.

SUMVARY OF PLANNI NG NEPA ACTI ONS NEEDED

I n Novenber 1997, Public Law 105-85 directed the transfer of jurisdiction
of the Roan Pl ateau, fornmally known as the NOSR, fromthe DOE to the BLM
The transfer directed that the | ands be nanaged in accordance with | aws
applicable to public lands, including FLPMA. The | aw al so directed that
certain |lands be | eased for oil and gas within one year and that the



remai ning | ands be offered for | ease as soon as practicable. The formal
transfer of the Roan Plateau to the BLM has broadened BLM s
responsibilities and requires that the GSFO conpl ete an RVMP anendnent.

An RMP anmendnent for the Roan Pl ateau woul d not necessarily be designed to
revisit all the decisions in the current RMP. At a minimum it would focus
on the needed nmaj or | and use allocation decisions. O secondary inportance
woul d be to confirmthe previous set of nanagenent decisions. Dependi ng on
the nature of the public interest in the area, it is possible that sone
current decisions could be nodified. For exanple, |land tenure categories
could be adjusted. In addition, sone issues were not addressed in the 1984
RWP. For exanple, no WIld and Scenic River eligibility determ nations were
made. U timately, public scoping and the availability of funding woul d be
the primary factors determ ning the scope of any RMP Anendnent.

ESTI MATED TI ME FRAMES AND FUNDI NG NEEDS

The pl anning schedul e at a gl ance (detail ed draft schedul e bel ow):

1999 The GSFO is currently conducting internal pre-planning work which
entails prelimnary review of existing guidance and internal scoping of
i ssues and pl anni ng strategy.

The GSFO wi |l be conpleting the mandatory w | derness inventory, land health
assessnents, transportation/travel inventory, and forest inventory.

2000 The GSFO wi I| devel op a pre-plan and get bids from DOE/ Argonne (and
ot her consultants). Future planning strategies wll be based on; 1)
avai l abl e funding, 2) available staff, 3) priorities and, 4) workl oads.

The GSFO wi Il collect additional resource datal/baseline infornmation and
digitize information fromfiles and field assessnents (see |11.1).

Fundi ng Needs: $110, 000

2001-2003 - Formally initiate the RMP/ EI' S anendnent process and fol |l ow
draft Roan Pl ateau pl anning schedule. This work may be done by contract of
cooperative agreenent wth Argonne.

Fundi ng Needs: $557, 000

5. Statewide Transportation and Off-Highway Vehicle M anagement

GENERAL LOCATI ON AND APPROXI MATE SI ZE




Statewide - 8.2 mllion acres

RANKI NG FACTORS

1. Need to address resource conditions:

Fol | om ng conpl eti on of the rangel and managenent gui delines, Col orado BLM
in consultation and coordination with the state's Resource Advisory Council
(RAC) nenbers, has been in the process of devel oping recreation guidelines
for the state. The RACs are particularly concerned about OHV travel and the
effects of such on |and health. There is significant interest in revisiting
exi sting designations, especially areas that are currently open to vehicle
travel .

2. Anticipated changes in use (demand) not addressed in planni ng/ NEPA
docunent s:

Col orado' s older RWPs (six of our eleven RMPs covering nore than five of
our eight mllion acres are ten or nore years old) were prepared at a tine
when OHV use was not a mmjor issue. Most OHV use was by authorized users
and, other than for hunting, recreational use was relatively light. Most
managers responded by taking the |east restrictive approach needed,
consistent with preventing resource damage. Consequently, about 50 percent
of Col orado's public | ands were designated open to OHV use. Over the past
ten years, rapid population gromh along the Front Range and throughout
nost of Western Col orado, and the increasing popularity of OHV use, coupl ed
wi th declining budgets and staff, has forced managers into a reactive node
of responding to incidents of resource damage by initiating energency
closures. In spite of heavy workl oads, nine of ten field offices have
already initiated or proposed Transportation Planning for FY 2000.

The anticipated change in OHV use will be from designated as open to being
restricted in sone fashion on approximately 3.7 mllion acres of BLM
adm ni stered | and in Col orado.

3. Programor adm nistrative requirenents BLM has not fulfilled:

I n many cases, even where our RMP decisions are appropriate, we have not
been able to inplenent decisions calling for further travel nanagenent
pl anning that would result in closures or designations of travel routes.
Addi tionally, over the years Col orado has aggressively pursued | and
exchanges but has not

al ways i ncluded OHV designations concurrent with the acquisitions. This has



resulted in a sizeable anbunt of |and scattered around the state requiring
RWP anendnents and travel managenent pl anning.

4. Qutside interest (independently recognized issues and concerns):

The RACs are particularly concerned about CHV travel and the effects of
such on | and health. They have specifically requested that the State
Director address this issue.

SUVMARY OF PLANNI NG NEPA ACTI ONS NEEDED

RMP anmendnents and nore site-specific travel managenent planning and

i npl ementation are needed statew de. How this can best be acconplished has
not been deci ded pending the conpl etion of Recreation CGuidelines by RAC
menbers.

ESTI MATED TI ME FRAMES AND FUNDI NG NEEDS

We expect that the Recreation Guidelines wll be conpleted and adopted this
wi nter. A decision on the best way to proceed in addressing this issue wll
followin the spring of 2000; in tine to determ ne budget and staffing
needs for the FY 2001 annual work plan subni ssion.

For sone groups this is a highly contentious issue, and any nanagenent
deci sions concerni ng recreation guidelines have a broad inpact on all
public land users. To avoid creating future managenent and enfor cenent
problens, it is essential that the planning process be inclusive of all
interests and col | aborative in design. We anticipate that this will be a
| ong, labor intensive and costly process, but an essential one to avoid
even hi gher costs during inplenentation.

FY 2001 - Transportation planning and RVP anendnents:
Fundi ng Needs: $500, 000
FY 2002 - Transportation planning and RMP anendnents:
Fundi ng Needs: $500, 000
FY 2003 - Transportation planning and RVP anendnents:
Fundi ng Needs: $500, 000

FY 2004 and Beyond - | npl enentation:



Fundi ng Needs: $250, 000/ year
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