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ommem Letter 11

TosCo CORPORATION
BUITE 2000, STELCAR PLAZA
1088 LIGHTEENTH STAEET
DENVER. COLOAATO 80202

1022022212

August 29, 1984 comrunare

2401 ¢0LORA00 4
BARTS MORICA. CALIPORNIA 0408

213,205 4000

Mr. Curtis Tucker

Book Cliffs Resource Management
Plan Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management

170 south 500 East

Vernal, Utah 84078

Re: Draft Book Cliffs Resource
Management Plan/Envirofmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Tucker:

As you know, Tosco Development Corporation, a wholly owned sub-
sidiary of Tosco Corporation, ie presently planning a major oil
shale project on 17,000 acres of oil shale leases from the State
of Utah in the central portion of the Book Cliffe Reasource Area,

Representatives of Tosco have carefully reviewed the draft
Resource Management Plan ("RMP"). We commend the Bureau of Land
Managyement (“"BLM®") and other contributing public agencies for
the thoroughness and clarity of the document.

In the past, Tosco has expressed a variety of concerns with
respect to the alignment of utility corridors on federal lands
adjacent to the Uintah and Quray fndian Reservation (note
Tosco's comments to the draft Uintah Basin Synfuels Development
Environmental Impact Statement). We have stated our belief that
in determining the future alignment of utility corridors it is
unwise for the BLM or the Department of the Interior to make any
assumptions about the Ute Tribe's future land use planning
objectives or policies ... particularly with respect to the
existence and location of "utility corridors" within the reser-
vation, We believe that the BLM should take appropriate steps
to ensure that all federal oil shale and other mineral reserves
within the Book Cliffs Resource Area are provided with adequate
access across land within the BLM's jurisdiction. We have

BLM Letter Response
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Mr. Curtis Tucker
August 29, 1984
Page 2.

specificially proposed the creation of a utility corridor immed-
jately south, southeast and east of the southeastern corner of
the Ute Reservation to ensure that existing and future oil shale
projects in the west central and southwestern portions of the
resource area will be able to locate access roads, powerlines,
pipelines and other similar facilities around the reservation on
land subject to BLM jurisdiction.

In response, the BLM has promised either to amend existing man-
agement framework plans to estahlish such a corridor when Tosco
evidences its intent to proceed with its project or to include
such a corridor in future resource management plans.

We are pleased to note that the proposed corridor has been
included in three of the four resource management planp alterna-
tives, including the BLM's preferred alternative (note the loca-
tion of corridor 5 on Figure 2-1}1, corridor 12 on Figure 2-19,
and corridor [0 on Figure 2-26.)}. For reasons we do not fully
understand, however, the proposed alignment has not been includ-
ed in the current management alternative as indicated by Figure
2-5 in the draft statement. We believe that even the current
management alternpative should reflect the BLM's previous commit-
ment to amend existing management framework plans to ensure
access to Tosco's project from the northeast across non-Indian
lands, More specifically, we suggest Figura 2-5 be revised to
include a corridor around the southeastern corner of the Ute
Reservation linking the western end of corridor 4 with the
northern end of corridor 9 for the reasons previously stated,
The proposed revision will ensure that adequate corridors have
been provided under all land management alternatives for the
potential development of existing projects in the resource area
without any reliance upon unwarranted or unrealistic assumptions
about future land use policies on surface areas within the
reservation.

Thahk, yQu dfor your cooperation.

Vedy yyours,

W. Dixon Shay
Director, Government Relations

WDS/jal

BLM Letter Response

A specific right-of-way proposal by Tosco, Inc., has been approved
within the segment indicated. Approval of the right-of-way does not,
however, result in the designation of a right—of-way corridor under
the existing Manageaent Framework Plan (MFP). Corridors are

deslgnated through the planaing procees, by sither a plan asenduent

or & new plan. The Resource Management Plan will replace the MFP and

designate a corrlidor along this segment when the plan is approved.
Anending the MFP when the RMP is nearly completed would not be cost

effective.
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Comment Letter 12

Wildlife Management Institute

Suite 725, 1101 14th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20005 202/371-1808

DANIEL A. POOLE
Pressent

L RJAHN
Vice-Presdent

L L. WILLIAMSON
Secretary

WESLEY M. DIXON, Jr.
Board Charm. August 28, 1984

Mr. Curtis Tucker

Book Cliffs Resource Management Plan
Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management

170 south 500 East

Vernal, Utah 84078

Dear Mr. Tucker:

The Wildlife Management Institute is pleased to comment
on DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ON THE BOOK CLIFFS RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT PLAN, Utah.

The Plan needs much more Information to be acceptable for
wildlife., No details are provided telling where the developments
will be made, who will benefit, or how much they will cost. Overall
impacts are not ghown in a master chart.

There is no schedule for asaigning wonitoring responsibility,
timing or costs. The Utah Division of Wildlife should have a large
part in monitoring wildlife effects.

There is no definition of "stable use". We are at a loss
to know if this is the population level desired by the Utah Division
of Wildlife or ia a BLM term.

The term "Authorized Grazing Use" (page xv) is confusing
as is the frequent reference to active preference (listed as 102,915
AUM) to compute livestock reductions. Based on active preference
the reductions look very large, but realistically the computation
base should be the average 3 year use. Reductions then would show
the true number of AUM's to be lost. The 3 year average use 1s
66,980 AUM's. Moderate reductions are shown by this base, only a
reduction of 13,607 AUM's for the resource protection alternative
and only 93 AUM for the balanced use alternative.

DEDICATED TQO WILDLIFE SINCE 1911

BLM Letter Response

Additlonal details pertaiuning to wildllfe habltat developmenta will
be addressed in the activity plaauing phase of the BLM's wildltfe
program. Habitat wanagement plans (HMP3) will be prepared to cover
the entire BCRA and will detaii developments as to locatfon, cost,
and tne benefiting specles.

Overall impacts to wildlife are addressed Ln Appeadix 15, Sectivn €
(p- Al5-19) by alternative. Additional {nformwation 1s available in
tne technical repart referenced as Hawiltoa 1944, “Impacts to
wildiife/vildhorees by alternative“.

Monitorkng costs, responsibliity, and tiolag will be addressed i{u tas
HMP procees (sea Respunse No. 12-1). Coocdindtiva 4ud covperation
with the Utan Oivisfon of Wildlife Resouvces (UbWK) is aa ongolng
process tuat will coatinue into the future. The UDWR plays a major
role in providing wildiife population data relative to the habitat
wanagement procesd undertdkea by BLM.

The term "stable use” {8 deffaed oa p. 215 of tne DELS under the
terminology of “prlior stable population numbers”. The teram and its
definition i jolntly derived from UDWR aad BLM data aad projec-
tions. The prior stable numbers presented 1n the RAP are desired
population levels as determined by UDWR.

The term “authorized grazing use” on page xv 1lan the DE(S5 haa been
changed in the PEIS to "active grazing preference”. The term “active
grazing preference” has beea further defined 1a tihe glussary of the
FEIS.

Information to show the proposed livestuck increases and decreases to
both the active grazing preference and tue average use based upon
tnree represeatative years has been shown chroughout the DEILS.
Changes from average use snow changes from what is happening now.

The changes from active preference show the chdanges that would effect
how a livestock operator could function. Actlve grazing preference
was establieuned as the base for livestock graziag at tue time of
adjudication (mid 1960‘s), This base was establfshed through range
loventories and studies. These studles detecmined tie amount of
AUd's that are allocated to an area of public lands for botn
livestock and wildlife and are baved oa tae type aad awmouar of
vegetative resources.
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Mr, Curtis Tucker August 28, 1984

This plan has one of the highest livestock subsidies we
have yet seen. We computed the costs for the developments listed
oa page 24 by using midrange unit costs given on page 75.

We find the resource protection alternative will cost
$348,000 and increase the AUM's by only 1,700 (page 24) at an
averuge cost of $205 per AUM. The balanced use (prefered) alter~
native will cost 51,090,175 and increase AUM's by only 2,000. The
cost will be $545 per AUM.

No locations are given for these developments. However,
based on BLM poulicy, we assume that most or all will be on the 245
allotments classed as Improvement or "I" giving an average allotment
subsidy of $13,920 in the resource protection allotment and $43,619
in the balanced use alternative. We question whe.her thes. large
subsidies to a few operators are justified when most of the good to
be accomplished could be done with reductions in numbers of livestack
at no cost to the taxpayer. These subsidies far exceed the Interest
rate and will never be recovered from grazing fees.

We prefer the resource protection alternative, but even
this one should be carefully examined to reduce costs of range
improvements.

Some specific comments follow:

p- 83 Reductions in wealth; these statements are based on the
number of AUM's in active preference and relate to the increase
of capital value of ranch property for each federal AUM. This
ranch value 18 not recognlzed by the federal goverameat.

p. 83 How can bly game hunting and recreational Llucome Le the
highest in the Lalanced use alternative rather thau fn the rescurce
protection alternative? Please explain how less AUM's zllocated to
wildlife result in more hunting.

The balanced use alternative does not tell us what will
be done or where - only that more of every resource will be produced,
even though monitoring and agreement with the permitees have a flve
year period before anything is accomplished.

These remarks have been coordinated with William B. Morse,
the Institute's western representative.

Sincerely, ;

Daniel A. Poole
President

BLM Letiter Response

The locatlion of livestues projects by allotaeut is lucated in
Appeadix $.

All livestock prujects woull 52 devetoped witi a multiple use concepl
(See Appendix 8). These projects would provide botn tanglble .and
intangible beneflts fur other vesvurces La additioa to livestock.
Wildlife and wild horses would benefit frowm incressed watec and for-
age. Ecological coudition and plant vigor would faprove tucough
improved livestock, wildlife, ana @ild horse distribution.

Flfty perceat of tne livestock grezing fec¢s come back to tue grasiong
district for the Jdevelopment of livestock projects through the range
improvement fund. Ovec the ten-yeac project period, tais would
amount to approximately $374,000 for the Resource Protection Alterna-
tive and approximately $463,200 foc tue Balanced Use Altecaative. An
additional $93,500 (Resource Protection Alternative) ur $117,000
{(Balanced Use Altecnative) wJoull be avallaole tucvugh Advisory Boucd
monies derlved turougi livestock grazlug fees. 1t {s also 4 comeon
practlce for the livestock pecawittee to suppurc 50 perceut of tue
cost of livestock projects within theic allotments.

Please refer to Appendis 12, page 3, fourta pacagraph wuich expliing
our use of "capltalized value for graziag prefereaces”.

An grror was found B0 the reveade gunerated frowm the lucresss o biy
dame hunting and recreational Licome tur the Kesource Protecttun amd
Balanved Use Alterualives. Lt has been vorrevted lu Lue FELS.  The
local revenues would iacrease Ly 334,200 foc the Resvurce Prutection
and $339,750 for the Balaaced Use Alterndtive. Balanced Use
Alternative revenues would be nlgher vecduse tlhie population facrease
resulting from BLM projects would ve 11,000 more people tuan for tiwe
Resource Protection Alteramative,

Uslag the corrected figuces, taere would be mouce hanter days uader
the Resource Protection Alternative (4000 Jdays, as cowmpared to 3,350
days uader tae Balauced Use Alternative).
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Comment Letier 13

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20556

AYG 1§ 1984

Kr. Curtis Tucker

Book C1iffs Resource Managewent
Plan Team Leader

U.S. Department of the Interior

Bureau of Land Management

170 South 500 East

Vernal, Utah 84078

Dear Mr. Tucker:

In response to the letter from Rolana G. Robison, BLM Utah State Director,
we have reviewed the Draft Book Cliffs Resource Management Plan/Environ-
mental lmpact Statement (ELS) prepared by the Vernal District, Bureau of
Land Management, May 1964. Our review was directed to whether the action
described in the draft £1S involved matters within our jurisdiction by law

or special expertise or had any potential impact on NRC licensed facilities.

No potentiai effects were identified; therefore, we have no specific
comments on the draft EIS.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft document.

Sincerely,

, %ﬂ/v( (O

Richard H. Vollmer, Director
Division of Engineering
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

BLM Letter Response 13

Thank you your comment.
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Comment Letter 14

September 3, 1984

Bureau of Land Management
Blue Mountain Allotment
Attention: Carl Wright

Oear Mr. Wright:

In reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Book C)iff
Resource Management Area, it appears that under the Balanced Use Alter-
native (preferred alternative), the temporary nonrenewable A.U.M.'s would
be reduced on the Blue Mountain Allotment. The proposed reduction would
be from 449 A.U.M.'s under the Current Management Alternative to 325
A.U.M.'s under the proposed monitoring level, a reduction of 124 A.U.M.'s,

At this time it would be very detrimental to our cattle operation. We
feel the allotment has not been overgrazed and with some type of sage-
brush treatment the allotment will continue to handle the amount of cattle
which we are running at the present time.

We would like to meet with you people before a final decisicn has been
made.,

Sincerely,

& g (VD

BLM Letier Response 4

Thank yo foc your commeot.

See Response l.1.

Under the Proposed Plan, vagebrush treatmeat has been recommended for
the Blue Mountain allotwment. The Temporary Non-renewable (TNR) AUMs
you previously received wore based on the Blue Mountain Allotment
Managenment Plan and the sagebrush treataents that were completed in
the early 1960s. BLM studles {ndlcate that these tredtmeuts need to

be redone and that the avai'ible AUMs have decreased.

The Proposed Plan allows for monitoring to be accomplished on the
Blue Mountain Allotment at average use (449 AUMs). Any adjustaenrs

to this level would e accomplished following monitoring.
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Comment Letter 15

United States Departinent of the Interior
BUREAU OF MINES

¥. 0. BUX 25086
BUILDING 20, DENVER $EDERAL CENTER
DENVER, CULURADO #0223
Intermountain Field Operations Center

September 6, 1984

Memorandum

To: Mr. Curtis Tucker, Book Cliffs Resource Manageament Plaa Teaw
Leader, Bureau of Land Management, 170 South 300 East, Vernal,
Utah 84078

From: Acting Chief, Intermountain Field Operationa Center

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Stacement on the Book Cliffs Resource
Management Plan .

Personnel of the Intermountain Field Operations Ceater, Bureau of Mines, have
revieved the subject report, as you requested.

Four alternatives for managing the resources on 1.1 million acres of public
land in northeastern Utah are described and unasiyzed. Our comments concern
management of the Federal mineral reacurces in the resource area, uhich are
related mainly to the plsuning issue of nineral developsent.

Descriptions of the substantial mineral fuel resources {except coal) and
salable minerals (pp. 87-97) of the resource area are good, but we suggest
that the section about locatable minerals (pp. 97-99) be amended to discuss
areas favorable for uranlus that were noted in the National Uranium Resource
Evaluatlon (NURE) study. The NURE study of the Vernal 1° by 2° quadrangle
detarmined that two aress in the Book Cliffs Resource Area sre faverable for
uraniom (U.S. Dept. Energy Open-file Report PGJ/F-026(82)); one is a belt
uaderlain by the Mesaverde Group {n the north pu.t of the area, and Lhe otler
is underlain by the Ulnta Forwation along the Green River near Ouray.

Although parts of the Book Cliffs (Sego) and Vernal coalfields extrend into the
resource area, coal resources are not mentf{oned in the report. Apparently,
the coal 1s inferior to that belng uined in adjacent flelds and {s of little
commercial interest at present. Nevertheless, we believe th:r, for complete~
ness, manageament of this resource should be discussed briefly.

BLM Letter Response

Locatable minerals, such as gold, uranium, and copper were not de-
scribed in any detail because no expressions of Interest was recelved
for them, no wining districrs exist in the ares, and only minor local
interest {s shown in rhese minerals. Locatable minerals are aduwinie-
tered under the 1872 mining law, as amended, and the 43 CFR 3800
regulations. No withdrawals have be:n proposed within the RMP which

would eliminate the potentail developaent of locatabiv minerals.

No expressions of interest have been received ia “he BCRA for coal
and no past coal development of any economic sigrificance has oc-

curred in the BCRA.

In addition, the known coal deposits are considered ro be very mar-—
ginal in qualiry where exposed at the surface, or be Loo deeply bur-
red to be of any commerclal interest in tue forsecable future. For
these reasons, coal was not addressed in the RMP. If deposits having
potent{al for economical coal mining exist, the information should be

submitted to the Vernal District Office so 11 can be constdered In a

subsequeat planning efforr.
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elieve that =most of the impacts of a
miceral resources are described adequately in chlpnr- 2 nnd 4
15 showing resource distribution and nv-llabuity are especlally helpf
Lt 1

ficiant discrapancy howaver. should bs corractad The Nava

153 The text and fi{gures have been corrected to reflect your concerns.

iciant discrepancy, however, should be corrected. The Naval 041 Shae
Reserve (NOSR II) and reclamation and power site withdrswals are sald to b
closed to oil and gas leasing (p. 34), but these areas (53,000 acres) are
1, 2-8, 2-15, and 2-23, If th
are indeed closed to leasing, they should be shown as "No lease areas”

(category &) on the figurea, and the acreage should be included in "no lease”
le {n tables 2-1 and 4~7. (Inct. the Hi1ll Cr

shown avatlsble for le

Sand Area within the NOSR II is shown as a "No lssse area.”) We note that
these areas are moderately (F2) or highly (F3) favorable for oil and gas
(f1g. 3-1) snd a small part lies within a Knoun Geologic Structure (fig 1-2).
We believe it 18 necessary to correct this discrepancy so that the status

of these lands {s described correetly throughout the statement and the “no
leasing” acreage data include the full amount of land in this category.
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Comment Letter 16 BLM Letter Response 16

United States Department of the Interior

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
RESTON, VA, 22092

The comaingling and dlsruprions of waters from the Douglas Creek
Aquifer and the Birds Nest Zone has received little atteatlon to date

in ?ep]y Refer Tc: within various environmeatal aualysis (Bechrtel 1981, USDL 1982c,
WGS-Mail Stop 423

Lindskov and Kimball, 1983, Holumes and Kimball, 1983).

Memorandum Lack of interest is due to a number of reasons which can be
To: Book Cliffs Resource Management Plan Team Leader, summarized:
Bureau of Land Management, Vernal, Utah

From: Assistant Director for Engineering Geology
. : The Birds Nest Zone and the Dougl Creek Aquif. 3 1
Subject: Review of draft environmental statement for Book Cliffs e e ne 4 uglas Creek Aquifera are not only
Resource Management Plan, Utah separated by an oil shale zone but by several hundred feet of
we have reviewed the draft statement as requested in a letter from the

lower grade oil shales and macrlstones. This entire zone acrts as
State Director.

i ble 1 .
The statement does not address effects of oil-shale development on aquifers, an impermeable layer

except in considering the potential for ground.water pollution by seepage
or accidental discharge from surface operations {e.g., p. 200). Impacts

1174

from disruption of aquifers, comirgling of poor-quality ground watar from
one aquifer with better-quality water in another and loss of artesian

pressure are not addressed. Because the scope of the selected plan is tu
include decisfons as to number and location of areas for mineral development,
the statement should discuss these kinds of impacts and possible witigation,

QK e

fa Sames F. Devine

The Birds Neat Zone is vary limited in extent and only covers a

portivn of the acreage delineated as priority management areas.

The water quality within both aquiferas is conaldered falr ro
poor. The water {8 nor considered sultable for municipal and
agricultural needs and may only be suitable for some ladustrial

needs.

This condition is in contrast to the situation in rhe Piceance
Basin where comaingling of aquifers has been addressed as a

significant 1lssue.

SINIWINOD ANV M3IAZH JIN8Nd — § "dVHD



