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Grand Junction District Office
764 Horizon Drive
Grand Junction, Colorado 81506

NOTICE

Enclosed for your review and comment is the draft Grand Junction
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. Your
comments are invited on the alternatives presented and on the
adequacy of the impact analysis.

Public hearings have been arranged in four locations to receive oral
testimony on this resource management plan. A1l hearings will run
from 7:30 to 8:30 p.m, at the following locations.

Location Date
BLM District Office May 13, 1985

764 Horizon Drive
Grand Junction, Colorado

Community Center May 14, 1985
Gateway, Colorado
Delta Middle School May 15, 1985

822 Grand Avenue
Delta, Colorado

Ramada Inn Foothills May 20, 1985
11595 West Sixth Avenue
Denver, Colorado

The primary purpose of the hearings is to receive comments on the
wilderness recommendations in this resource management plan.
However, testimony will also be accepted on other parts of the
document.

Prior to each hearing, an open house will be held to give you an
opportunity to discuss the resource management plan with some of the
specialists who helped develop it. Open houses will run from 6:30
to 7:30 p.m.

In addition to oral testimony, written comments will be accepted
until close of business on July 3, 1985. Whether written or oral,
all comments will be considered in developing a final resource
management plan and environmental statement.

Please address your written comments or questions to Forest Littrell,
Bureau of Land Management, Grand Junction Resource Area, 764 Horizon
Drive, Grand Junction, Colorado.

Sincerely yours,

el

District Manager
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ABSTRACT

This draft resource management plar and environmental impact
statement for the Grand Junction Resource Area describes and
analyzes four alternatives for managing public land resources in the
Grand Junction Resource Area. They are the (1) Continuation of
Current Management Alternative, (2) Commodity Alternative, (3)
Protection Alternative, and (4) Preferred Alternative. The
Preferred Alternative represents BLM's favored option for managing
public land in the Grand Junction Resource Area.

For further information regarding this environmental impact
statement contact:

Forest Littrell, Area Manager

Bureau of Land Management

Grand Junction Resource Area

764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction, Colorado 81506
Telephone: (303) 243-6552

Date by which Comments Must be Received: July 3, 1985

Please keep this draft RMP to use in conjunction with the final RMP,
scheduled for publication in November 1985. If changes in the draft
RMP are minor, the final RMP will include only those changes and
will not be a reprint of the entire draft RMP,
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SUMMARY

ALTERNATIVES ADDRESSED

A total of four alternatives for managing public land
resources within the Grand Junction Resource Area
are examined in detail in this resource management
plan/environmental impact statement (RMP/EIS).
They are the Continuation of Current Management
Alternative, Commodity Alternative, Protection Alter-
native, and Preferred Aiternative.

The Continuation of Current Management Alter-
native is the No Action Alternative required by the
Council on Environmental Quality. The Commodity
and Protection Alternatives provide a range of
choices from those actions favoring resource devel-
opment to those favoring resource protection. The
Preferred Alternative incorporates management ac-
tions that reflect the range of those developed in
each of the other alternatives.

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE
ALLOCATIONS

The resource management proposals for each al-
ternative are summarized below. A comparison of
impacts, by alternative are summarized at the end
of Chapter 4.

Continuation of Current Management
Alternative

Under the Continuation of Current Management
Alternative, emphasis would be placed on manag-
ing resources at current levels. Any new proposals
would have to be consistent with these levels.

Existing air quality in the resource area would be
maintained within the designated nonattainment
area through project design.

Projects on suitable soils would be designed to
minimize soil loss. In the Baxter/Douglas Pass
area, 18,000 acres would be managed to exclude
surface occupancy and limit surface disturbance
because of high soil slump hazard.

Water quality degradation would be minimized
through project design. Approximately 117,000
acres would be managed to reduce sediment, and
about 133,000 acres would be managed to reduce
salinity. A total of 27.3 miles of critically eroding
stream channels would be treated. Existing sedi-
ment and salinity control structures in Indian Wash
and Leach Creek would be maintained. Studies
would continue in Badger Wash hydrology study

area and Sinbad Valley. The Palisade municipal wa-
tershed would be protected from surface-disturbing
activities. o

Existing withdrawals from mineral location on
124,843 acres would continue. An additional 68,000
acres would be withdrawn to protect recreation
values.

Approximately 14,100 acres would be identified
as unsuitable for further coal leasing consideration
based upon coal unsuitability criteria. An additional
24,421 acres in the Little Book Cliffs Wild Horse
Range would be identified as unacceptable based
upon multiple use tradeoffs.

Approximately 608,383 acres would be identified
as open to oil and gas leasing without stipulations,
and approximately 482,771 acres would be identi-
fied as open to oil and gas leasing with stipulations.
An additional 111,838 acres would be identified as
closed to oil and gas leasing, and 256,399 acres
would be considered on a case-by-case basis.

Existing closures to mineral material sales on
6,188 acres would continue. An additional 97,638
acres would be closed to protect a variety of re-
source values.

The Morrison and Wasatch Formations would be
designated as Class | paleontological areas. The
Fruita and Rabbit Valley paleontological sites would
continue to be managed for scientific and educa-
tional purposes.

Approximately 2,600 cords of fuelwcod would be
offered for sale annually. No commercial forest land
areas would be identified as suitable for manage-
ment. An annual allowable harvest would be estab-
lished only after completion of a timber production
capability classification.

Habitat of the major wildlife species wouid be ac-
tively managed. Habitat provided would be capable
of supporting a deer population of 34,400 in winter
and 15,500 in summer and an elk population of
2,950 in winter and 870 in summer. Sensitive big
game habitat would be protected by placing stipula-
tions on development. A total of 71 miles of trout
streams would be managed for sport fisheries.

Habitat of unique, sensitive, and endangered
plants and animais would be identified for active
management and protection. Unaweep Seep and
Pyramid Rock would be designated as special man-
agement areas.

No new livestock management actions would be
proposed. Livestock grazing, as described in the
Grand Junction Livestock Grazing Environmental
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Statement, would continue and would be consistent
with Bureau policy.

The Little Book Cliffs Wild Horse Range would be
managed to accommodate a herd of from 65 to
120 wild horses. Foaling areas in Coal Canyon
would be protected from all surface-disturbing ac-
tivities except development of existing coal leases.
No additional coal leases would be issued in Coal
Canyon.

Cultural resources would be protected from sur-
face-disturbing activities as required by law. Ap-
proximately 1,290 acres of archaeological sites
would be identified for active management.

The three existing developed recreation sites
would continue to be managed. Two intensive
recreation management areas would be identified.
The remainder of the resource area would be man-
aged as an extensive recreation management area.

Approximately 173,374 acres would be designat-
ed as Class |I for visual resource management. An
additional 161,821 acres would be designated as
Class lll. The remaining 944,865 acres would be
undesignated.

The majority of the resource area (1,058,472
acres) would be classified as open to off-road vehi-
cle (ORV) use. Critical and fragile resource values
would be protected from damage caused by ORV
use.

The seven wilderness study areas would be rec-
ommended as nonsuitable for wilderness designa-
tion. '

Land tenure adjustment proposals would be proc-
essed and analyzed as received, based upon avail-
able funding. No tracts would be identified for dis-
posal. However, if proposals were made, primary
emphasis for disposal would be on exchanges, and
secondary emphasis would be on sales. Five tracts,
totaling 896 acres, would be identified for acquisi-
tion.

Easements on 17 miles of roads and one-half
mile of trails identified in approved activity plans
would be acquired. Other easements would be ac-
quired only as specific management problems were
encountered.

Three zones would be identified to guide the de-
velopment of utilities: suitable for development
(470,339 acres), sensitive to development (618,842
acres), and unsuitable for development (191,119).
The use of existing routes would be encouraged.
All proposals to construct public utiliies would be
considered as received.

Fire on public land would be managed as direct-
ed by five fire response levels: critical (0 acres), full
(792,658 acres), limited (460,402 acres), prescribed
(27,000 acres), and wilderness (0 acres). These

levels support the objectives of other resource pro-
grams.

Commodity Alternative

The Commodity Alternative would place primary
emphasis on making public land and resources
available for public use and development. Environ-
mental values would be protected only to the
extent required by law or regulation. New proposals
would be allowed to the extent they would not
unduly restrict other resources’ abilities to produce
goods and services.

Existing air quality in the resource area would be
maintained within the designated nonattainment
area through project design.

Projects on suitable soils would be designed to
minimize soil loss. In the Cactus Park area, 800
acres would be stabilized through reseeding and by
limiting vehicular access.

Water quality degradation would be minimized
through project design. Approximately 175,600
acres would be managed to reduce sediment, and
about 146,300 acres would be managed to reduce
salinity. Approximately 63 miles of critically-eroding
stream channels would be treated. Existing sedi-
ment and salinity control structures in Indian Wash
and Leach Creek would be maintained. Studies
would continue in Badger Wash hydrology study
area and Sinbad Valley. The Palisade municipal wa-
tershed would be protected from surface-disturbing
activities.

Existing withdrawals from mineral location on
124,843 acres would continue. No additional with-
drawals would be proposed.

Approximately 14,100 acres would be identified
as unsuitable for further coal leasing consideration
based upon coal unsuitability criteria. No additional
area would be determined unacceptable.

Approximately 1,125,664 acres would be desig-
nated as open to oil and gas leasing without stipu-
lations, and approximately 333,727 acres would be
designated as open to oil and gas leasing with stip-
ulations. None of the resource area would be des-
ignated as closed to leasing, and no areas would
be left undesignated.

Existing closures to mineral material sales on
6,188 acres would continue. An additional 2,692
acres would be closed to protect resource values.

The Morrison and Wasatch Formations would be
designated as Class | paleontological areas. The

. Fruita and Rabbit Valley paleontological sites would

continue to be managed for scientific and educa-
tional purposes.
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Approximately 3,200 cords of fuelwood would be
offered for sale annually in the resource area. No
commercial forest land areas would be identified as
suitable for management. An allowable harvest
would be established only after completion of a
timber production capability classification.

Habitat of the major wildlife species would be ac-
tively managed. Habitat provided would be capable
of maintaining the current deer population of
25,700 in winter and 12,800 in summer and the cur-
rent elk population of 2,750 in winter and 850 in
summer. Approximately 75,600 animal unit months
(AUMSs) would be allocated to deer and elk. Sensi-
tive big game habitat would be protected by placing
stipulations on development. A total of 97 miles of
trout streams would be managed for sport fisheries.

Habitat of unique and sensitive plants and ani-
mals would be identified for active management
and protection. Important habitat of listed threat-
ened and endangered species would be protected.
Unaweep Seep would be designated as a special
management area.

No new livestock management actions would be
proposed. Livestock grazing would be managed as
described in the Grand Junction Livestock Grazing
Environmental Staternent.

The Little Book Cliffs Wild Horse Range would be
managed to accommodate a herd of from 65 to
120 wild horses. The wild horse range would be ex-
panded by 2,380 acres to include historically used
winter range. Critical foaling and wintering areas in
Coal Canyon would be protected. Identifying Coal
Canyon as available for further coal leasing pend-
ing further study and mitigating any adverse im-
pacts from coal development would ensure a viable
horse herd is maintained.

Cuitural resources would be protected from sur-
face-disturbing activities as required by law. Ap-

proximately 2,105 acres of archaeological sites -

would be identified for active management.

The three existing developed recreation sites
would continue to be managed. The Mud Springs

site would be expanded to accommodate more .
group use. A total of 17 roadside rest stops would -
be developed. Nine intensive recreation manage- -

ment areas would be identified. The remainder of
the resource area would be managed as an exten-
sive recreation management area.

None of the resource area would be placed in
visual resource management (VRM) classes. All
1,280,060 acres would be left undesignated.

The majority of the resource area (1,067,537
acres) would be classified as open to off-road-vehi-
cle (ORV) use. Critical and fragile resource values
would be protected from damage caused by ORV
use.

The seven wilderness study areas would be rec-
ommended as nonsuitable for wilderness designa-
tion.

Two hundred seven tracts, totaling 41,550 acres,
would be identified for disposal. Primary emphasis
for disposal would be on exchanges, and second-
ary emphasis would be on sales. Seven tracts of
private land, totaling 1,049 acres, would be identi-
fied for acquisition.

Easements on 80.75 miles of roads and 6.75
miles of trails would be acquired for a variety of re-
source management needs.

Three zones would be identified to guide the de-
velopment of utilities; suitable for development
(766,385 acres), sensitive to development (511,443
acres), and unsuitable for development (2,232

" acres). The use of existing routes would be encour-

aged.
Fire on public land would be managed as direct-

- ed by five fire response levels: critical (32,000

acres), full (573,019 acres), limited (642,441 acres),
prescribed (32,600 acres), and wilderness (0
acres). These levels support the objectives of other
resource programs. '

Protection Alternative

The Protection Alternative would emphasize the
maintenance or improvement of environmental

. values and fragile and unique resources. New re-

source use and development would be permitted to

- the extent of their compatibility with the environ-

mental protection emphasis.

Existing air quality in the resource area would be
maintained within the designated nonattainment
area through project design.

Projects on suitable soils would be designed to
minimize soil loss. In the Baxter/Douglas Pass area
18,000 acres would be managed to exclude surface
occupancy and limit surface disturbance because to
the high soil slump hazard. In the Cactus Park area,
1,500 acres would be stabilized through limiting
access and by reseeding. No surface occupancy or
disturbance would be allowed on steep slopes
(those over 40 percent).

Water quality degradation would be minimized
through project design. Approximately 164,700
acres would be managed to reduce sediment, and
an additional 146,300 acres would be managed to
reduce salinity. A total of 58.1 miles of critically
eroding stream channels would be treated. Existing
sediment and salinity control structures in Indian
Wash and Leach Creek would be maintained. Stud-
ies would continue in Badger Wash research area
and Sinbad Valley. The Palisade municipal water-
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shed would be protected from surface-disturbing
activities.

Existing withdrawals from mineral location on
124,843 acres would continue. An additional
441,219 acres would be withdrawn to protect re-
source values.

. Approximately 14,100 acres would be identified
as unsuitable for further coal leasing consideration
based upon coal unsuitability criteria. An additional
127,252 acres would be identified as unacceptable
based on multiple use tradeoffs.

Approximately 471,595 acres would be designat-
ed as open to oil and gas leasing without stipula-
tions, and approximately 735,241 acres would be
designated as open to oil and gas leasing with stip-
ulations. An additional 252,555 acres would be
identified as closed to oil and gas leasing and no
areas would be left undesignated.

Existing closures to mineral material sales on
6,188 acres would continue. An additional 612,606
acres would be closed to protect resource values.

The Morrison and Wasatch Formations would be
designated as Class | paleontological areas. The
Fruita and Rabbit Valley paleontological sites wouid
continue to be managed for scientific and educa-
tional purposes. These areas would also be desig-
nated as research natural areas.

Approximately 2,200 cords of fuelwood would be
offered for sale annually in the resource area. No
commercial forest land areas would be identified as
suitable for management. An allowable harvest
would be established only after completion of a
timber production capability classification.

Habitat of the major wildlife species would be ac-
tively managed. Habitat provided would be capable
of supporting a deer population of 34,400 in winter
and 15,500 in summer and an elk population of
2,950 in winter and 870 in summer. Sensitive big
game habitat would be protected by placing stipula-
tions on development. A total of 71 miles of trout
streams would be managed for sport fisheries.

Habitat of unique, sensitive, and endangered
plants and animals would be identified for active
management and protection. Unaweep Seep and
Pyramid Rock would be designated as special man-
agement areas.

No livestock management actions would be pro-
posed. Livestock grazing would be managed as de-
scribed in the Grand Junction Livestock Grazing
Environmental Statement.

The Little Book Cliffs Wild Horse Range would be
managed to accommodate a herd of from 65 to
120 wild horses. The wild horse range would be ex-
panded by 2,380 acres to include historically used
winter range. Foaling and wintering areas in Coal

Canyon would be protected from all disturbing ac-
tivities except the development of existing coal
leases.

Cultural resources would be protected from sur-
face-disturbing activities as required by law. Ap-
proximately 12,990 acres of archaeological sites
would be identified for active management.

The three existing developed recreation sites
would continue to be managed. The Mud Springs
site would be expanded to accommodate group
use. An area north of Collbran would be managed
as a quality hunting area. Eight intensive recreation
management areas would be identified. The re-
mainder of the resource area would be managed as
an extensive recreation management area.

Approximately 273,995 acres would be designat-
ed as Class | for visual resource management
(VRM). An additional 180,820 acres would be des-
ignated as Class Il. The remaining 825,245 acres
would be undesignated.

The majority of the resource area would be clas-
sified as closed or limited to off-road vehicle (ORV)
use. About 3,600 acres would be classified as open
to ORV use. Critical and fragile resource values
would be protected from damage caused by ORV
use.

The seven wilderness study areas would be rec-
ommended as preliminarily suitable for wilderness
designation. Wilderness boundaries would be ex-
panded to improve manageability.

Ninety-one tracts, totaling 7,635 acres, would be
identified for disposal. Primary emphasis for dispos-
al would be on exchanges, and secondary empha-
sis would be on sales. Fourteen tracts, totaling
3,579 acres, would be identified for acquisition.

Easements on 71.75 miles of roads and 6.25
miles of trails would be acquired for a variety of re-
source management needs.

Three zones would be identified to guide the de-
velopment of utilities: suitable for development
(115,729 acres), sensitive to development
(761,632), and unsuitable for development
(402,799). The use of existing routes would be en-
couraged.

Fire on public land would be managed as direct-
ed by five fire response levels: critical (22,300
acres), full (412,489 acres), limited (423,964 acres),
prescribed (27,000 acres), and wilderness (394,307
acres). These levels support the objectives of other
resource programs.
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Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative represents the Bu-
reau’s favored management approach. It includes
aspects from the other three alternatives and would
provide a rational and balanced approach to public
land management.

Existing air quality in the resource area would be
maintained within the designated nonattainment
area through project design.

Projects on suitable soils would be designed to
minimize soil loss. In the Baxter/Douglas Pass area
18,000 acres would be managed to exclude surface
occupancy and limit surface disturbance because of
the high soil slump hazard. In the Cactus Park area,
1,000 acres would be stabilized through limiting
access and by reseeding. Surface occupancy and
disturbance would be limited on steep slopes
(those over 40 percent) .

Water quality degradation would be minimized
through project design. Approximately =2 500
acres would be managed to reduce sediment, and
an additional 146,300 acres would be managed to
reduce salinity. A total of 63.3 miles of critically-
eroding stream channels would be treated. Existing
sediment and salinity control structures in Indian
Wash and Leach Creek would be maintained. Stud-
ies would continue in Badger Wash research area
and Sinbad Valley. The Palisade and Grand Junc-
tion municipal watersheds and Jerry Creek Reser-
voirs would be protected from surface-disturbing
activities.

Existing withdrawals from mineral location on
124,443 acres would continue. An additional
154,067 acres would be withdrawn to protect re-
source values.

Approximately 14,100 acres would be identified
as unsuitable for further coal leasing consideration
based upon coal unsuitability criteria. No additional
area would be identified as unacceptable.

Approximately 624,701 acres would be designat-
ed open to oil and gas leasing without stipulations,
and approximately 685,603 acres would be desig-
nated as open to oil and gas leasing with stipula-
tions. An additional 149,087 acres would be desig-
nated as closed to oil and gas leasing, and no
areas would be left undesignated.

Existing closures to mineral materials sales on
6,188 acres would continue. An additional 281,988
acres would be closed to protect resource values.

The Morrison and Wasatch Formations would be
designated as Class | paleontological areas. The
Fruita and Rabbit Valley paleontological sites would
continue to be managed for scientific and educa-
tional purposes. These areas would also be desig-
nated as research natural areas.

Approximately 2,800 cords of fuelwood would be
offered for sale-annually in the resource area. Ap-
proximately 1,319 acres of commercial forest land
also would be identified as suitable for manage-
ment. An allowable harvest would be established
only after completion of a timber production capa-
bility classifications.

Habitat of the major wildlife species would be ac-
tively managed. Habitat provided would be capable
of supporting a deer population of 34,400 in winter
and 15,500 in summer and an elk population of
2,950 in winter and 870 in summer. Sensitive big
game habitat would be protected by placing stipula-
tions on development. A total of 71 miles of trout
streams would be managed for sport fisheries.

Habitat of unique, sensitive, threatened and en-
dangered plants and animals would be identified for
active management and protection. Unaweep Seep
and Pyramid Rock would be designated as special
management areas.

No new livestock management actions would be
proposed. Livestock grazing, as described in the
Grand Junction Livestock Grazing Environmental
Statement, would continue and would be consistent
with Bureau policy.

The Little Book Cliffs Wild Horse Range would be
managed to accommodate a herd of from 65 to
120 wild horses. The. wild horse range would be ex-
panded by 2,380 acres to include historically used
winter range. Critical foaling and wintering areas in
Coal Canyon would be protected. Identifying Coal
Canyon as available for further coal leasing pend-
ing further study and mitigating any adverse im-
pacts from coal development would ensure a viable
horse herd is maintained.

Cultural resources would be protected from sur-
face-disturbing activities as required by law. Ap-
proximately 11,685 acres of archaeological sites
would be identified for active management.

The three existing developed recreation sites
would continue to be managed. The Mud Springs
site would be expanded to accommodate more
group use. Three intensive recreation management
areas would be identified. The remainder of the re-
source area would be managed as an extensive
recreation management area.

Approximately 154,200 acres would be designat-
ed as Class | for visual resource management
(VRM). An additional 106,520 acres would be des-
ignated as Class |, 180,481 acres as Class Ill, and
the remaining 838,499 acres would be undesignat-
ed. The Palisade above Gateway would be desig-
nated an outstanding natural area to protect scenic
values.
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Approximately 800,190 acres would be designat-
ed as closed or limited to off-road vehicle (ORV)
use. An additional 479,870 acres would be desig-
nated as open to ORV use. Critical and fragile re-
source values would be protected from damage by
ORYV use. '

A total of 149,087 acres in four wilderness study
areas (Black Ridge Canyons, Black Ridge Canyons
West, Dominguez Canyon and Sewemup Mesa)
would be recommended as preliminarily suitable for
wilderness designation. Some wilderness bound-
aries would be expanded to improve manageability.

One hundred fifty-five tracts, totaling 27,956
acres, would be identified for disposal. Primary em-
phasis for disposal would be on exchange, and
secondary emphasis would be on sales. Eight
tracts, totaling 1,889 acres, would be identified for
acquisition.

Easements on 65 miles of roads and 6.75 miles
of trails would be acquired for a variety of resource
management needs.

Three zones would be identified to guide the de-
velopment of utilities: suitable for development
(480,799 acres), sensitive to development (531,524
acres), and unsuitable for development (267,737
acres). Eight utility corridors totaling 67,580 acres
would be designated for specific uses. The use of
existing routes would be encouraged.

Fire on public land would be managed as direct-
ed by five fire response levels: critical (18,950
acres), full (976,790 acres), limited (108,233 acres),
prescribed (27,000 acres), and wilderness (149,087
acres). These levels support the objectives of other
resource programs.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This document consists of both a resource man-
agement plan (RMP) and a draft environmental
impact siatement (DEIS). The RMP has been pre-
pared in accordance with the Bureau of Land Man-
agement’s (BLM's) planning regulations 43 CFR
1600. The DEIS has been prepared in accordance
with the Council on Environmental Quality’s regula-
tions for implementing the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, 40 CFR 1500.

PURPOSE AND NEED

The Grand Junction Resource Management Plan
(RMP) has been prepared for one fundamental pur-
pose: to provide an overall framework (a master
plan) for managing and allocating public land re-
sources within the Grand Junction Resource Area
over the next 15 to 20 years. This framework deter-
mines which resources will be given management
emphasis in various parts of the resource area. In
addition to providing a master plan for the Grand
Junction Resource Area, this RMP also meets sev-
eral specific objectives. It (1) identifies the areas in
the Grand Junction Resource Area that are suitable
for further coal leasing consideration, (2) analyzes
the wilderness suitability of seven wilderness study
areas (WSAs) located wholly or partially within the
Grand Junction Resource Area, (3) identifies public
land open, closed, or limited to vehicle use, (4)
identifies public land that would be available for po-
tential sale or exchange to consolidate ownership

for improved management, and (5) analyzes the

conflict between development of existing oil and
gas leases with development rights and wilderness
preservation of two wilderness study areas.

Management of public fand resources is currently
guided by five planning documents and one EIS
prepared in the early or mid-1970s. The previous
planning documents were prepared in a variety of
formats and had varying levels of detail. Two of the
documents were prepared to address single issues.
These old documents did not adequately address
many resource problems that are of concern today.
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LOCATION OF THE PLANNING
AREA

This RMP was prepared for the Grand Junction
Planning Area. The planning area boundary covers
most of the Grand Junction Resource Area. The
planning area boundary excludes the national forest
land on the eastern and southern boundary of the
Grand Junction Resource Area. The planning area,
resource area, and district boundaries are shown
on maps in the map pockets located in the back of
this document.

Portions of the Montrose and Moab Districts
were included in this resource management plan
because three wilderness study areas extend into
these districts and several livestock grazing allot-
ments in the Moab District are administered by the
Grand Junction Resource Area. These areas, totai-
ling approximately 108,703 acres, were included for
wilderness and/or livestock grazing management
only.

The Grand Junction Resource Area is located in
the extreme west-central portion of Colorado. It is
bounded on the north by BLM’s Craig District, on
the south by BLM’s Montrose District, on the west
by the Colorado-Utah state line, and on the east by
the Glenwood Springs Resource Area. The city of
Grand Junction is roughly in the center of the re-
source area.

The Grand Junction Resource Area is responsi-
ble for administering 1,459,391 acres of federal
minerals that underlie both the public land
(1,280,060 acres) and some private land (179,331
acres) within the planning area boundary. The gen-
eral location of the Grand Junction Resource Area
is shown on Figure 1-1.The Grand Junction Plan-
ning Area encompasses approximately 2,021,775
acres of public, private, national forest, national
park, and state lands (see Table 1-1). Of this, ap-
proximately 1,280,060 acres are public and admin-
istered by the Bureau of Land Management.
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Issues Addr_essed

Table 1-1. Land Ownership in the Grand Junction Planning Area
County
Ownership : Total
Delta | Garfield Mesa Montrose |
Public Land (Administered by BLM) .......ccoooveniniivcererernerrereeenrernrenesseesans 1,335 334,236 927,619 16,870 1,280,060
National Park Land (Colorado National Monument) ....... 0 0 20,445 0 20,445
National Forest Land (Fruita ReServe)........ccevvcecinninncsviesveecrneveesasnenes 0 0 7,680 [VIN 7,680
State Land (DOW, Parks, State Land Board).........c..cceovinnenrcncccncvencrcennnes 0 0 5,635 0 5,635
PLVAE LANGY ...ttt estcrereana s se sttt nan e sssaesessnasnesnessssosnsnnsssasrens 305 157,546 548,744 | 1,360 707,955
TOMAL. ...t et re et e et st nannasa ot st serananaasenonentonnnsnesasenon 1,640 491 ,78ﬂ 1,510,123 I 18,230 | 2,021,775

Note: This table does not include 108,703 acres in Montrose and Moab Districts that are being analyzed for livestock grazing or

wilderness only.

This includes about 179,331 acres of private surface with some reserved federal minerals.

ISSUES

At the beginning of the planning process, the
BLM, the general public, other federal agencies,
and state and local governments identified issues
and management concerns in the planning area.
These issues were then screened to determine
which issues would or would not be considered in
the resource management plan (RMP). Both Issues
Considered and Issues not Considered are present-
ed in this section. Also presented is a discussion of
Issues Previously Addressed.

ISSUES ADDRESSED

Air Quality Management

impacts of various management actions on air
quality.

Water Resource Management

Management of water flowing onto, from, and
under the public land, especially regarding quality
(sediment, salinity, etc.) and quantity.

Minerals Management

Suitability of public land within the Grand Junc-
tion Resource Area for coal leasing and develop-
ment. Avaifability of mineral resources for explora-
tion and development.

Paleontological Resource Management

Identification and protection of paleontological re-
sources on public land.

Forestry

Management of commercial forest land and pro-
ductive woodland in a sustained yield manner.

Wildlife Management

Management and protection of riparian areas.
Protection of threatened, endangered, and sensitive
species. Management and protection of game
ranges. Consideration of nongame habitat.

Livestock Grazing and Wild Horse management

Compatibility of the Little Book Cliffs Wild Horse
Range and mineral production. Categorization of al-
lotments using the new | (improve), M- (maintain),
and C (custodial) system.

Cultural Resource Management

Management of unique cultural resources and
special designations of public land for cultural re-
sources.

Recreation Management

Designation of public land as open, closed, or
limited for ORV use. Identification of public land
needing special recreation management emphasis.
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Wilderness Management

Suitability of wilderness study areas to be recom-
mended to Congress for inclusion in the National
Wilderness Preservation System.

Land Tenure Management

Identification of tand for disposal or acquisition to
improve management effectiveness. ldentification
of land suitable for county landfiil sites.

Social and Economic Conditions

Evaluation of significant social and economic im-
pacts of program recommendations.

Transportation

Maintenance of existing legal and physical
access and acquisition of new access to public
land where resource values demonstrate the need.

Public Utilities

Protection and reclamation of resources during
and foliowing surface-disturbing activities. Identifica-
tion of areas where utility corridors should not be
allowed.

Fire Management

Management of wildfire to protect lives and prop-
erty and enhance resource management.

ISSUES NOT ADDRESSED

Numerous concerns were identified that could
.not be appropriately addressed in the RMP. Many
of these concerns will or are being addressed in
other EISs or are issues that cannot be resolved in
the RMP. Following are some examples of issues
not addressed in the RMP.

The Colorado-Ute Southwest Project.

Disposal of spent oil shale.

Issuance of rights-of-way in a reasonable time.
Multiple leasing of rights-of-way.

Operation Game Thief type programs to pro-
tect archaeological sites.

Law enforcement.
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Requiring lessees to permit public access
across their private property or across ease-
ments they obtain.

Dominguez Dam.

The establishment of the proposed Rifle Re-
source Area.

Expansion of the Colorado National Monument.
Methods of land disposal.
Use of poisons to control predators.

Designation of Ruby Canyon and the Dolores
River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers
System.

Studying the Gunnison River for possible inclu-
sion in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

Provision of interpretive and educational mate-
rials.

Low level nuclear waste disposal.

Additional mineral leasing in wilderness study
areas.

Funding for reintroduction of wildlife species.
Valuation of game species.

The above is only a partial listing of issues that
were not addressed in the RMP. A complete listing
and the reasons they were not addressed are avail-
able at the Grand Junction Resource Area Office.

ISSUES PREVIOUSLY ADDRESSED

In 1979, a grazing environmental statement was
completed for the Grand Junction Resource Area.
This environmental statement complied with the
NEPA and court-ordered requirements (NRDC vs
Morton) for preparation of site-specific analyses of
grazing impacts on public land. The environmental
statement analyzed the impacts of proposed graz-
ing management and range improvement practices
for all allotments in the resource area.

Subsequently, a range management program
document was issued describing the range man-
agement program decided on as a result of the en-
vironmental statement and public input. In 1980,
some 130 grazing decisions were issued which in-
cluded an allotment management plan (AMP) for
each allotment. The grazing decision referred to
above established active preference, suspended
preference, total preference, number of livestock,
kind of livestock, period of use, percent public land,
and stocking rate by allotment. These decisions fur-
ther "identified objectives for each aliotment. They
also incorporated the AMP as a condition of the
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grazing permit, identified the monitoring to be done,
and stated that future changes in grazing would be
based on land use plan decisions and the results of
monitoring. This effort was completed in the
summer of 1980.

As the direction for the grazing management pro-
gram has been established, this RMP will not dupli-
cate that effort. The allocations made, and the
grazing decisions issued, will not be altered unless
new issues arise in the RMP that were not ad-
dressed in the grazing environmental statement.
Significant grazing-related issues or conflicts not
addressed in the grazing environmental statement
will be analyzed and considered in the decision
making process. If this analysis and the resulting
multiple use decision require a change in the graz-
ing program, new grazing decisions will be issued
following completion of the record of decision docu-
ment for the RMP, and appropriate changes in
grazing use will be instituted.

Reductions in anticipated funding have resulted
in the implementation effort being several years
behind schedule. To date, 56 AMPs have been fully
or partially implemented.

In 1978-79, allotments were classified as | {those
to be intensively managed) and C (those to be less
intensively managed). In 1982, BLM adopted an al-
lotment categorization policy. This policy required
each allotment to be analyzed and placed in one of
the three categories: |, improve the current re-
source condition; M, maintain the present resource
condition; and C, custodially manage the existing
resource values. This process allows allotments to
be placed according to similar rangeland resource
characteristics, which helps to identify needed man-
agement actions and intensity. It also helps to es-
tablish priorities for distributing available funds and
personnel to achieve cost effective improvement of
the rangeland resources. Criteria used in the cate-
gorization and the purpose and effect of the cate-
gorization are displayed in Chapter 1, Planning Cri-
teria.

Some range improvements originally proposed in
various allotments proved unfeasible based on en-
gineering or economics when the time came to ac-
tually do the work. Accordingly, in many cases, pro-
posed projects were dropped or replaced by a dif-
ferent improvement or moved to another location.
Appendix G shows the present status of all allot-
ments including the new categorization and identi-
fies changes made in public areas since 1979 in
season of use and stocking rates. '

Livestock management on portions of the Grand
Junction Resource Area are managed under coop-
erative agreement by the Grand Resource Area,
Utah, and were addressed in the Grand Resource
Management Plan.

PLANNING CRITERIA

The issues listed previously in issues Addressed

“were reworded into planning questions. Pianning

criteria were then developed to provide a frame-
work for responding to the planning questions and
issues. The planning criteria were used to guide in-
ventories, to establish limits for proposed resource
uses or levels of production, and to develop alter-
natives and select the Preferred Alternative.

Planning criteria may be legal, policy, or regula-
tory constraints that direct or limit BLM’s ability to
resolve issues, or they may respond to public input
or coordination efforts with state and local govern-
ments and other federal agencies.

'AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT

How will the Clean Air Act, air quality classifica-
tions, and other federal and state air quality legisla-
tion affect resource management?

A. ldentify federal and state air quality standards
for the study area,

B. Ensure that management practices minimize
impacts to air quality and comply with existing
standards and regulations.

WATER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

1. Which public land should be managed as critical
watersheds—

A. Limit developments within 100-year flood
plains.

B. Provide protection to community watersheds.

2. Which public land should be managed to main-
tain or improve water quality (including salini-

ty)?

A. Comply with the standards identified in the
208 Plan and Colorado State Water Quality Stand-

ards.

B. Classify the waters in the resource area ac-
cording to their quality and trend for human con-
sumption, aquatic life/wildlife, irrigation, recreation,
and livestock.

C. Identify sources of highly saline water.

D. Identify areas of high erosion which contribute
to high sediment loads.
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E. Develop procedures to improve the quality of QOIL AND GAS MANAGEMENT

waters not meeting minimum legal standards.

SOILS MANAGEMENT

Where are the areas of active and potential soil
erosion hazards?

A. Identify soil erosion areas which constitute a
threat to human life and property.

B. Identify erosion potential for all soils and those
soils that have good potential for improved produc-
tion and erosion control through treatment.

OTHER LEASABLE MINERALS,
LOCATABLE MINERALS, AND
MINERAL MATERIALS MANAGEMENT

What other federal minerals should be made
available for possible development through leasing,
sale, free use, or location?

A. Provide opportunities for the development of
sand and gravel, moss rock, and flagstone, as indi-
cated by demand.

B. Limit the sale of mineral materials if they are
readily available from private sources.

C. Give priority to meeting the mineral material
needs of local governments.

D. Provide for development of uranium.

E. Identify areas where valuable resources must
be protected from mineral development through
segregation. Use lists of lands identified in Land
Tenure Adjustment criteria as a partial screen.

F. Ensure adequate consideration is given to any
mineral resources identified through mineral re-
source inventory.

COAL MANAGEMENT

What federal coal resources should be consid-
ered for future coal leasing?

A. Identify areas with resource development po-
tential for coal development and consider only
these areas in accordance with 43 CFR 3420.1-1.

B. Apply the 20 unsuitability criteria to the areas
of resource development potential where sufficient
information exists.

C. Provide for a sufficient amount of leasing po-
tential to stabilize existing industry within the area.
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What federal lands should be made available for
possible oil and gas development through leasing?

A. Coordinate with the oil and gas industry to
identify mineral potential.

B. Assess the acceptability of oil and gas leasing
through the spectrum of no leasing to leasing with
special stipulations.

C. Compare analysis of accessibility to resource
potential.

D. Compare the public value of leasing against
the use of lands for other purposes and the value
of other resources which might be damaged or de-
stroyed.

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT

Which areas should be managed for the protec-
tion and preservation of paleontological resources?

A. Classify paleontological resources into one of
four appropriate categories as defined by policy.

B. Provide protection and/or interpretation of par-
ticularly significant paleontological areas through
management as a research natural area, outstand-
ing natural area, area of critical environmental con-
cern or state natural area.

FOREST MANAGEMENT

1. Which public land should be managed as pro-
ductive forest land and woodland?

Identify all public land suitable and available for
sustained timber production based upon supply/
demand, management needs, stand location
(access, topography, ownership pattern, etc.), site
potential, stand conditions, and other resource
values.

2. What harvest levels and techniques are appropri-
ate for those lands identified as suitable and
available for sustained timber production?

A. ldentify cutting practices based upon an exam-
ination of stand conditions, silvicultural treatments
available, and the environmental conditions present
within the constraints of multiple use.

B. Identify the harvest level that is technically,
economically, and environmentally sound within the
constraints of muitiple use.



Planning Criteria

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT

1. How will aquatic and riparian habitats be man-
aged to comply with laws, executive orders,
and expressed public desire?

A. ldentify aquatic and riparian resources.

1. Locate the streams, ponds, and reservoirs
that have a fisheries potential and describe the
present conditions.

2. Locate existing wetland and riparian habitats
and describe the plant and animal characteristics,
including the assessed condition of the habitats.

B. Develop a management strategy for aguatic
and riparian resources.

1. List aquatic and riparian habitat improve-
ment options and prioritize kinds of improve-
ments, project sites, and action procedures.

2. Develop management guidelines that con-
sider tolerance for the development of resources
within aquatic/riparian areas.

2. How will wildlife habitats be managed to comple-
ment the work of the State Division of Wildlife?

A. Cooperate with the DOW to define areas
where minerals - exploration, rights-of-way process-
es, and other concentrated human activities could
significantly affect big game and other localized
species of wildlife.

B. Establish management guidelines to reduce or
eliminate disturbances to those areas defined as
sensitive to disturbance.

C. Identify the need for habitat management
plans in a prioritized sequence. Incorporate require-
ments for aquatic/riparian areas and threatened,
endangered, and sensitive species into these plans.

D. Sample mapped vegetation types throughout
the resource area for game and nongame species.
This will be the basic search for management op-
portunities, species useful as indicators of general
habitat conditions, effects of land treatments, and
estimations of relative habitat values.

3. What actions will be taken to comply with the
state and federal endangered species acts?

A. Inventory and monitor sensitive plant and
animal species and those listed as threatened and
endangered by state and federal governments.
Prioritize the inventory and monitoring of these spe-
cies on the basis of legal status, local threats, and
chance of finding usable data.

B. Coordinate with appropriate state and federal
agencies. Assist, where appropriate, state and fed-
eral initiatives to raise threatened or endangered
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species out of threat or endangerment, such as in
reintroductions on public land.

C. Improve habitats of threatened, endangered,
and sensitive species where possible.

1. Coordinate with interested users of public
land.

2. Incorporate threatened, endangered, and
sensitive. species requirements into habitat man-
agement plans.

LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT

1. Which allotments should be categorized as im-
provement, maintenance, or custodial?

A. Be consistent with the grazing environmental
impact statement. Any deviations must be clarified
and justified.

B. Rely on the categorization in the existing graz-
ing environmental impact statement to the extent
possible.

C. Standards for the three categories are as fol-
lows:

I—Improve Category Criteria
Present range condition is unsatisfactory.

Allotments have moderate to high resource
production potential and are producing at low
to moderate levels.

Serious resource-use conflicts/controversy
exist.

Opportunities exist for positive economic
return from public investments.

Present management appears unsatisfactory.

Other criteria appropriate to EIS area.
M—Maintain Category Criteria

Present range condition is satisfactory.

Allotments have moderate or high resource
production potential, and are producing near
their potential (or trend is moving in that direc-
tion).

No serious resource-use conflicts/controver-
sy exist.

Opportunities may exist for positive econom-
ic return from public investments.

Present management appears satisfactory.

Other criteria appropriate to EIS area.
C—Custodial Category Criteria

Present range condition is not a factor.
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Allotments have low resource production po-
tential, and are producing near their potential.

Limited resource-use conflicts/controversy
may exist.

Opportunities for positive economic return on
public investment do not exist or are con-
strained by technological or economic factors.

Present management appears satisfactory or
is the only logical practice under existing re-
source conditions.

Other criteria appropriate to EIS area.

WILD HORSE MANAGEMENT

What actions can be taken to reduce or eliminate
conflicts between wild horse management and oil
and gas development in the Little Book Cliffs Wild
Horse Area?

A. Work with the oil and gas industry to identify
possible alternative levels of development.

B. Retain the goals in the existing wild horse
management plan to the extent possible.

C. Recognize valid existing rights associated with
the existing oil and gas leases.

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Which cultural resource sites or areas should be
designated for protection and preservation?

A. Identify the most important cuitural resource
sites or areas. These sites/areas will be further cat-
egorized as high, moderate, or low priority.

B. Designate the most important sites or areas
for special management.

RECREATION RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT

What types and levels of recreation management
and special designations are needed to provide
suitable recreation opportunities?

A. Provide for a variety of recreational settings
and opportunities.

B. Provide for management of intensive public
use areas.

C. Provide for protection of special natural fea-
tures desired by recreationists such as highly
scenic areas and water-based recreation resources.
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D. Reduce user conflicts, particularly in the
Grand Valley area, by segregating incompatible
uses.

E. Provide appropriate visitor services and infor-
mation such as brochures, a recreation user guide,
and visitor assistance based on public demand and
recreation management priorities.

F. Assess the future demands for recreation
within the area.

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE (ORV)
MANAGEMENT

Which public land should be designated as open,
closed, or limited to ORV use?

A. Areas that have no user or resource conflicts
will be designated as open.

B. Coordinate ORV designations with the trans-
portation system.

C. Ensure designations consider adjacent U.S.
Forest Service, National Park Service, and county
designations.

D. Provide for intensive ORV use areas and spe-
cial events by identifying suitable areas.

E. Provide protection to sensitive areas and re-
sources such as scenic areas; threatened, endan-
gered, or sensitive species; fragile soils; critical wa-
tersheds; critical wildlife areas; cultural and paleon-
tological resources; areas designated for the pro-
tection of their natural values; and wilderness study
areas.

F. Reduce conflicts between ORV users and
other recreationists to an acceptable level of
safety.

G. Reduce noise and dust problems adjacent to
residential areas.

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT

Which wilderness study areas (WSAs) should be
recommended to Congress as suitable for designa-
tion as wilderness?

A. Evaluation of wilderness values. For each
WSA consider the following:

1. The quality of the WSAs mandatory wilder-
ness characteristics (size, naturalness, outstand-
ing opportunities for solitude or primitive recrea-
tion).



Planning Criteria

2. The presence and quality of supplemental
wilderness characteristics.

3. The benefits to other multiple resource
values and uses which only wilderness designa-
tion could provide.

4. The extent to which wilderness designation
would contribute to expanding the diversity of the
National Wilderness Preservation System in
terms of. (1) expanding the diversity of ecosys-
tems and land ferms, (2) providing opportunities
for solitude or primitive recreation within a day’s
driving time (5 hours) of major population cen-
ters, and (3) balancing the geographic distribution
of wilderness areas. :

B. Manageabilily. Each WSA must be capable of
being effectively managed to preserve its wilder-
ness character.

C. Quality Standards. For each WSA, consider:

1. The effect on all identified or potential
energy and mineral resource values.

2. The extent to which other resource values
or uses would be foregone or adversely affected
as a result of wilderness designation.

3. The alternative use if the area is not desig-
nated as wilderness, and the extent to which wil-
derness values would be foregone or adversely
affected as a result of this use.

4, Comments received from interested and af-
fected publics at all levels—local, state, regional,
and national.

5. Adverse or favorable social and economic
effects which designation would have on local
areas.

6. The extent to which the recommendation is
consistent with officially approved and adopted
resource-related plans of other federal agencies
and state and local governments.

D. Consider demands for additional wilderness
based on ecosystem representation from the exist-
ing supply of areas under wilderness review in the
Grand Junction Resource Area.

E. Consider impacts to WSAs from actions ap-
proved under the wilderness interim management
policy.

AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL
CONCERN (SPECIAL MANAGEMENT
AREAS)

Which public land should be designated as areas
of critical environmental concern (ACECs) and
why?
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A. Direct inventories in such a manner as to iden-
tify potential ACECs for cuitural, scenic, soil, hydroi-
ogy, geology, paleontology, fish and wildlife, and
threatened, endangered, or sensitive species.

B. As appropriate, incorporate ACECs into the
Colorado Natural Areas Program.

C. Areas identified as potential ACECs must
meet the definition of ACECs as specified in 43
CFR 1610.7-2 and appropriate documentation pro-
vided.

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENTS

1. Which lands should.be retained, disposed of, or

acquired to improve resource management?

A. Public land will be placed in one of the follow-
ing categories:

1. Category I, Retention Areas. Lands and min-
eral resources that will be retained under BLM
administration for multiple use and will not be
considered for sale. However, exchange propos-
als, boundary adjustments, and recreation and
public purpose applications will be considered
suitable for lands in the retention areas.

a. Public land to be considered for Category
I:

(1) Wilderness areas and wilderness study
areas.

(2) National conservation areas.

(3) wild and scenic rivers and wild and
scenic study rivers.

(4) National or historic trails.
(5) Natural or research natural areas.

(6) Designated areas for cultural or natural
history.

(7) Designated areas of critical environmen-
tal concern.

(8) Designated wild horse preserves.
(9) Other Congressionally designated areas.

(10) Threatened or endangered species
habitat areas.

(11) Riparian habitat areas.
{12) Valuable recreation areas.

(13) Wetland areas as defined in Executive
Order 11990, dated May 24, 1977.

(14) Flood plain areas (100-year) as defined
in Executive Order 11988, dated May 24, 1977.
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(15) Large blocks of public land that are suit-
able for multiple use management.

(16) Lands containing water sources with
valid existing water rights held by.BLM (usually
a 40-acre fract containing a spring).

(17) Critical big game winter range.

b. Public mineral resources to be considered
in Category I:

(1) Coal potential development area.
(2) Known geologic structures (oil and gas).

(3) Areas identified to have nationally signifi-
cant oil shale deposits.

(4) Lands known to contain economic depos-
its of locatable and salable minerals.

2. Category ll, Disposal Tracts. Lands that will
be considered for sale, transfer through ex-
change, R&PP, or boundary adjustment. In sales,
the law requires the mineral estate be reserved
to the government where there are known miner-
al values. Generally, the BLM will not acquire pri-
vate land through exchange in the vicinity of dis-
posal tracts.

a. Public land to be considered for Category
ll:

(1) Land proximate to cities, towns, or devel-
opment areas.

(2) Isolated nonurban tracts so located as to
make effective and efficient management im-
practical.

(3) Lands designated for agricultural, com-
mercial, or industrial development as the high-
est use or otherwise most appropriate use.

b. Consider impacts to local governments.
c. Identify specific tracts for disposal.

d. Consider reserving public access in
patent, where it would benefit the public.

3. Category lll, Further Study. Lands and min-
eral resources that will require further study to
determine whether they should be placed in Cat-
egory | or Category |l.

B. Consider acquisition of private land identified
by the resource specialists as necessary to improve
management of a particular resource. Give priority
to exchange as the method of acquisition.

2. Which public land is suitable for lease or sale for
recreation and public purposes to meet the
needs of the state and local governments?

Coordinate with local governments to identify
needs for recreation and public purposes (parks
and landfills).
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SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

What are the significant social and economic im-
pacts of management actions recommended in
plan alternatives?

A. Identify economic sectors most depéndent on

‘public land resources.

B. Determine, where possible, demographic, eco-
nomic, and social effects of program recommenda-
tions.

TRANSPORTATION

1. Which areas of public land require administrative,
legal, or physical access?

A. Identify vehicular and trail access needs.

B. Identify large blocks of public land lacking
legal or physical access.

C. Identify areas having intensive use or high in-
vestment.

D. Determine areas requiring only administrative
access.

2. What is needed to develop a transportation'
system?

A. Coordinate with program specialists to deter-
mine road needs over time.

B. Coordinate with local, state, and other federal
agencies to assess their needs.

Identify potential roads needed for resource
management.

D. Classify roads according to type of use; i.e.,
trunk line vs. feeder roads.

E. Close and rehabilitate unneeded roads for re-
source protection and public safety.

PUBLIC UTILITY MANAGEMENT

Which public land should be identified as sensi-
tive to the placement of major utility systems?

A. Define sensitivity levels in terms of the pres-
ence or absence of critical resources. These may
include threatened, endangered, or sensitive spe-
cies; Class | or || VRM areas; hazards; wilderness
study areas; highly significant cultural resource
sites/areas; community expansion areas; etc. Sen-
sitivity levels will be identified in three categories:
suitable, sensitive, and unsuitable.
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B. Identify existing corridors and their capacity.

C. Designate areas for corridor use, as appropri-
ate.

FIRE MANAGEMENT

How should wildfires be managed to protect lives
and property while enhancing resource manage-
ment?

. A. Exclude wildfires from areas where they pose
a threat to human life, property, and high resource
values.

B. Manage fires or initiate prescribed burns to
maintain natural ecosystems or manipulate vegeta-
tive types.

C. Identify areas where a limited suppression
policy should be established.

D. Comply with BLM policy to minimize air quality
impacts from open burning particulates.

CRITERIA FOR ALTERNATIVE
FORMULATION

1. Each must be implementable and a complete
land use plan itself.

2. Be responsive to the issues (e'ach issue must be
addressed in appropriate alternatives).

3. A range of alternatives from resource protection
to resource production will be included.

4. Meet Bureau requirements for wilderness, coal,
oil and gas, and ORYV designations.

. Each alternative should comply with the multiple-
use and sustained yield principle for renewable
resources. :

. Each alternative will incorporate the Priority Use
Management concept. This includes identifying
priority areas (areas where a specific resource
will be given management emphasis), compat-

(4]

(22}
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ibility (limits or restrictions that must be place
upon resources or uses to avoid conflict with
the priority use), and the types of uses or ac-
tivities that would be excluded from a specific
priority use area.

7. Each must consider other agency and state and
local government plans and policies.

8. Each must recognize prior existing rights.

9. Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs)
will be identified in all alternatives except the
No Action Alternative.

10. All potential alternatives must be screened to
ensure they meet the above requirements.
Similar alternatives will be combined in order to
reduce the number of alternatives to a man-
ageable number. Alternatives which do not
meet the following standards will be eliminated:
1) consistent with existing laws and regula-
tions; and 2) constrained by probable future
funding levels, technology, and other appropri-
ate factors.

CRITERIA USED TO SELECT
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

1. Resource allocations should reflect protection of
unigque and fragile resources.

2. Resource allocations should be responsive to
issues and concerns of national importance.

3. Resource allocations should be responsive to
concerns and needs expressed through public
scoping.

4. Resource allocations should promote the stabili-
ty, diversity, and growth of local and regional
economies.

5. Resource allocations should be practical in terms
of implementation and monitoring.

6. Resource allocations should be as compatible as
practicable with other agencies’ goals and ob-
jectives.
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CHAPTER 2

ALTERNATIVES

INTRODUCTION

Four alternative land use plans are being consid-
ered for management of the Grand Junction Plan-
ning Area—Continuation of Current Management
Alternative (CCMA), Commodity Alternative (CA),
Protection Alternative (ProA), and Preferred Alter-

native (PA).

Under the Continuation of Current Management
Alternative, public land resources would continue to
be managed much the same as they are now. Poli-
cies and decisions made in existing planning docu-
ments would continue to be implemented.

Under the Commodity Alternative, production of
resources such as minerals and forest products
would take priority over protection of resources
such as wilderness and wild horses. In contrast,
under the Protection Aiternative, the management
priority would be nearly reversed. Management of
wilderness and wild horses would be given top pri-
ority whereas mineral and forest production would
be given low priority.

Under the Preferred Alternative, resources would
be managed to provide for both production and
protection. Where production is proposed, the re-
maining resources would be protected as much as
possible by placing special stipulations on mineral
leasing, limiting off-road vehicle use, and designing
timber sales to enhance wildlife objectives. Where
protection is proposed, production would some-
times be allowed. However, more stringent meas-
ures would be taken to protect the sensitive re-
sources.

This chapter describes management proposed
under the four alternatives. It is composed of three
major sections. The first section is a summary of
the management actions by resource. The second
section is a comparison of management actions by
alternative, and the third section is a description of
how resources would be managed in a particular
geographical area, termed emphasis area. The
management recommendations presented in the
third section. (emphasis area) are much more de-
tailed than those prescribed in the first section
(summaries).

Five maps, one for resource uses common to all
alternatives and one for each alternative, are pro-
vided in map pockets at the end of this document.
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The alternative maps are to be used with the third
section, emphasis area narratives.

SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT
ACTIONS

Each alternative proposes a different manage-
ment of the public land resources. The differences
generally translate into acres of public land either
available or unavailable for management of a re-
source or resource use and the stipulations or re-
strictions placed on such use.

The differences in acres available or unavailable
for management of each resource are summarized
in this section. This section also describes how the
management actions proposed under each alterna-
tive would be implemented, support needed to im-
plement the management proposals, and how they
would or would not be consistent with other federal,
state, and local land use plans. Finally, this section
contains a -brief discussion of the most important
effects of implementing the management actions.

AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT

Proposed Management Actions

Proposed management actions, implementations,
and consistency would be the same under all alter-
natives. Existing air quality would be inventoried
(cooperatively with other agencies) to establish a
baseline from which changes associated with BLM
or other agency proposals could be determined.
Future impacts from BLM actions would be predict-
ed prior to implementation. Proposed projects
would comply with all applicable local, state, and
federal regulations to limit air quality degradation.

Proposed projects would be designed so as not
to further degrade existing air quality within the
Grand Junction nonattainment area.

implementation

Site-specific project plans for proposals affecting
BLM and adjacent lands would be reviewed for
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compliance with existing laws and policies protect-
ing these areas. Mitigation would be incorporated
into project proposals to reduce air quality degrada-
tion.

Support

Technical support would be required from air
quality specialists in the Colorado State Department
of Health, Air Pollution Control Division; U.S. Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, Region VIII; the U.S.
Forest Service, Region II; and the National Park
Service, Rocky Mountain Region. :

Consistency

These procedures are consistent with Colorado
Department of Health Air Control Division and U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency Region VIl goals
for air quality management.

Effects

Deterioration of air quality would be limited as re-
quired by law.

SOILS MANAGEMENT

Proposed Management Actions

Under all alternatives, proposed surface-disturb-
ing projects would be analyzed to determine suit-
ability of soils to support or sustain such projects.
Projects on suitable soils would be designed to
minimize soil loss (Appendix C).

Three locations—Baxter/Douglas Pass, Cactus
Park, and Plateau Creek—would receive special
management consideration depending on the alter-
native (Table 2-1). In the Baxter/Douglas Pass
area, 18,000 acres would be managed to exclude
surface occupancy and limit surface disturbance.
Approximately 860 acres with soil slump hazard in
Plateau Creek area would have no surface occu-
pancy allowed under the Preferred Alternative. The
critically eroding soils and gullies in Cactus Park
would be stabilized and protected through reseed-
ing, gully plug installation, off-road vehicle limita-
tions, and other erosion control methods. Table 2-1
shows the acres proposed for treatment under
each alternative.

Steep slopes (those over 40 percent) throughout
the resource area also have a high susceptibility to
slumping and accelerated erosion when the surface
is disturbed or deep cuts are made. No surface oc-
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cupancy or disturbance would be allowed on these
slopes under the Protection and Preferred Alterna-
tives. Other surface-disturbing activities on these
slopes would be allowed only after considering site-
specific conditions and the degree of disturbance
that could be expected.

Table 2-1. Soils Management Recommendations
(Acres)
Proposed Management Alternative
Actions COMA | CA | ProA | PA

Treatment of Critically-Erod-

ing Soils in Cactus Park....... 0| 800 1,500 1,000
Protection of Soil Slump

Hazard Area.........ccccoerereenneee 18,000 0| 18,000 | 18,860

implementation

Prior to approval of surface-disturbing projects,
soil suitability would be determined. Projects pro-
posed on unsuitable soils might be denied, modified
to mitigate soil imposed limitations, or moved to a
suitable location. Soils stabilization in Cactus Park
would be accomplished through limiting access and
land treatment such as reseeding. Guilies would be
plugged and other sediment and erosion control
measures could be used to reduce concentrations
of overland flow and gully cutting.

Support

Support would be needed from all resources to
incorporate in management actions measures that
reduce soil erosion and enhance soil productivity
{(Appendix C).

Consistency

Reducing soil erosion and sediment yield is con-
sistent with improving water quality and long-term
soil productivity and with long-term state and USDA
Soil Conservation Service planning.

Effects

The proposed actions would decrease the hazard
of soil failures to property and life and would
reduce sediment yield and loss of soil productivity.
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WATER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Proposed Management Actions

Under all alternatives, critically-eroding soils in
selected locations would be treated to reduce sedi-
ment and salinity. Existing sediment and salinity
control structures in Indian Wash and Leach Creek
would be maintained. Several critically-eroding
stream channels would be treated. Possible treat-
ment techniques for water quality improvement are
listed in Appendix B.

Under all alternatives, the Palisade municipal wa-
tershed would be protected from surface-disturbing

activities that could adversely affect water quality
and quantity. The Grand Junction municipal water-
shed and Jerry Creek Reservoirs would be protect-
ed under the Preferred Alternative only.

Studies would continue in the Badger Wash hy-
drologic study area and the Sinbad Salinity Control
Project under all alternatives.

The remaining public land would be managed to
maintain or improve water quality under all alterna-
tives. Table 2-2 summarizes water resource man-
agement action.

Table 2-2. Water Resources Management Recommendations

(In Acres Unless Otherwise Noted)

Alternatives
Proposed Management Action
CCMA CA ProA PA
Sediment Reduction:
a. ROUGH CANYON ATGA....c.cvimiiiiiuiecictiiisiee ettt st st et s st st a bbb 0 8,500 8,500 8,500
b. Cactus Park............... 0 1,500 1,500 1,500
C. Upper Big Wash......c.oimmnineiennemie. 0 1,500 1,500 1,500
d. South of South Shale Ridge and North of Sulphur Gulch..... 0 9,700 9,700 9,700
e. Northwest of Corcoran Wash.............ccecvcnrcrnneneciieieccnnnen 0 3,800 3,800 3,800
f. East of Lower Roan Creek......... 0 3,100 3,100 3,100
g. East of De Beque Cutoff Road. 0 2,200 2,200 2,200
h. Grand Valley Desert................... 117,000 | 117,000 | 117,000 | 117,000
i. Snyder Canyon.................. 0 900 900 900
j. Calamity and Blue Creeks ... 0 3,300 3,300 3,300
k. Dolores River Area.......... 0 18,100 13,200 18,100
I. Little Dominguez Creek............... 0 2,400 0 0
m. Jerry Guich and Coal Canyon..........ciiiiiiti st 0 3,600 0 0
TOAL: e et ettt s e e r e e s RE e s ae e bbbt b e e anneesen 117,000 | 175,600 | 164,700 | 169,600
Salinity Reduction:
. ROUGh CanYON AFEa.........ccvueeurueererinisiiitesiinsissis st sebss e s aes st tssast oo esserense 0 3,700 3,700 3,700
b, Upper Big Wash........ccivriiiriececeerete st sren s e 0 1,200 1,200 1,200
c. South of South Shale Rldge and North of Sulphur Guich.................... 0 6,500 6,500 6,500
d. East of ROAN Creek.......ooveeircierierecsersreecrcsesrersisosessensnnns 0 1,000 1,000 1,000
e. East of De Beque Cutoff Road. 0 900 900 900
f. Grand Vallgy DESEI ...ttt ettt et 133,000 | 133,000 { 133,000 ; 133,000
TOTAL ...t eeeerete e ra e s b et e s ess st st s eas e e aa e e bt easesere s asaeaEetat st ee e sateE SR s as et ne st e bt eenananann 133,000 | 146,300 | 146,300 | 146,300
Sediment and Salinity Project Maintenance:
A, LEACK CFEEK ...ttt rasen e sn b ete b e s s ststs st saensesebe sasneses s seasseseassessstnssnsaronea 2,040 2,040 2,040 2,040
b. Indian Wash ... 4,020 4,020 4,020 4,020
1017 | S OO OO VRSO OT 6,060 6,060 6,060 6,060
Stream Channel Treatment (total MIlES) .......cccovrerrervrerenmeerererieremnsneessecneesesssirsssensrerssssssenserare 27.3 63.3 58.1 63.3
Municipal Watershed Protection:
a. Palisade Municipal Watershed..............coveinnn et 14,000 14,000 14,000 14,000
b. Grand Junction Municipal Watershed and Jerry Creek Reservoirs.. 0 0 0 1,760
Badger Wash Hydrologic Study Area ... 685 685 685 685
Sinbad Valley Salinity PrOJECE ..... ..ot nse s mee s esssr s e e e emenens e cases 50 50 50 50

Implementation

Under the Continuation of Current Management
Alternative, projects including vegetation manipula-
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tions, timber sales, and range improvements would
be designed to minimize water quality degradation.
Existing salinity and sediment reduction projects, in-
cluding Sinbad Valley, would be continued resulting
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in enhanced quality of water. Site-specific analyses
of sediment yield and other water quality species
would be conducted for projects with potential for
substantial water quality impacts. All projects would
require development of activity plans.

Under the Commodity, Protection, and Preferred
Alternatives, measures would be taken in selected
critically-eroding and saline areas to reduce sedi-
ment and salinity yield. Activity plans would be writ-
ten for each of these water quality problem areas.
When feasible, water quality would be improved or
maintained in all other areas by incorporating im-
provement measures into other resource program
project designs. Site-specific analyses of water
quality parameters would be done on projects with
potential large scale water resource impacts.

Support

Sediment and salinity control structures would
generally require the filing of a permit with the Colo-
rado State Engineer under all alternatives. Struc-
tures constructed in perennial streams, or with a
storage capacity of greater than 10 acre-feet, or
dams with more than 15 feet in height would re-
quire a water right. Engineering support would be
required for the survey, design, and construction of
most projects benefiting water quality. Support
would be needed from hydrology to implement off-
road vehicle designations.

Consistency

The State of Colorado and the Colorado West
Area Council of Governments’ 208 Plan, which in-
cludes the Grand Junction Resource Area, estab-
lishes water quality standards by use by stream.
The effects of management would be consistent
with the 208 plan. Localized increases in salinity
and/or sediment from range and wildlife vegetation
manipulations and during timber and mineral activi-
ties could occur. This might result in a temporary
violation of a recommended standard. The actions
proposed to improve or maintain water quality have
received favorable support from affected city and
county governments.

Effects

Continuation of Current Management. Existing
water quality would be maintained but would not
improve except for within the Indian Wash and
Leach Creek watersheds.

Commodity Alternative. Existing water quality
would be improved in the long term by reducing
sediment and salinity yields in 13 areas where criti-
cal erosion of saline and nonsaline soils is present-
ly occurring (Table 2-2). Water quality would be
maintained in the remainder of the resource area.

Protection Alternative. Existing water quality
would be improved in the long term by reducing
sediment and salinity yields in 11 areas of critically-
eroding saline and nonsaline soils (Table 2-2).
Water quality would be maintained in the remainder
of the resource area.

Preferred Alternative. Existing water quality
would be improved in the long term by reducing

. sediment and salinity yields from 11 areas (Table 2-

2). Water quality would be maintained in the re-
maining portion of the resource area.

LOCATABLE MINERALS MANAGEMENT

Proposed Management Actions

Existing withdrawals would continue under all al-
ternatives. Under the Continuation of Current Man-
agement Alternative, the Black Ridge recreation
area would be withdrawn. Under the Commodity Al-
terntive, there would be no additional withdrawals.
Under the Protection Alternative, all seven areas
recommended for wilderness designation, highly
valued backcountry recreation areas, and most
special management areas would be withdrawn
from mineral entry. Under the Preferred Alternative,
the three areas recommended for wilderness desig-
nation and Ruby Canyon would be withdrawn.
Table 2-3 shows acres recommended for withdraw-
al under each alternative.

Table 2-3. Locatable Minerals Management Recommendations

(Acres)
Alternative
Proposed Management Actions s e
CCMA CA ProA CA

OPEN 10 IOCALION -..cveierer et es et et s e se et b bbb nrnie 1,266,548 | 1,334,548 | 893,329 | 1,180,881
Closed to location:

a. Existing withdrawais.... 124,843 124,843 | 124,843 124,443

b. Additional withdrawals 68,000 ol 441,219 154,067
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Table 2-3. Locatable Minerals Management Recommendations—Continued

(Acres)
Alternative
Proposed Management Actions
CCMA CA ProA CA
1. Wilderness study areas
a. Black Ridge Canyons 0 0 20,185
............................. 873,937
b. Black Ridge Canyons West 0 0 55,015
C. SEWEMUPD MESA......cccoiiitiiereccceset st et ereste st s e e se s st e bt e sast et sasason 0 0 19,140 18,835
d. The Palisade............ccuvereermmiisivcrienncrcnncnmsasnsereresionsencserens ] 0 26,180 0
€. Little BOOK CliffS........cccornreereniimiiniieecriinciinn e it rene s s 0 0 28,600 0
f. Demaree Canyon.... 0 0 24,500 0
g. Dominguez Canyon ....... 0 0 78,935 56,315
2. Special management areas
a. Transect 7........ 0 0 9,000 0
B, INIAN CrEEK ..ottt bt aseasene 0 0 350 0
c. Littie Book Cliffs WHR............cccoeicimiriecrcrnccreccreene 0 0 11,232 0
. UNAWEEP SEEP.......cccemiiciirrinimiicnsses st ssns s e et sessss s esossons 0 0 37 0
e. Badger Wash Uplands ...t sscscssenceesens 0 0 1,230 0
f. Rabbit Valley ...t ccnisissenens 0 0 280 0
g. Black Ridge ANGIOSPEIM.........ccociiimieneiennrcianiiiiaccseeses s nersssseasssseesessssesnenes 0 0 0 0
h.  ULility COTTION. c..urercmririirerrnerersctstssstnasssenesesstsistsstananocrersesassremsmnaransssesssassossases 0 0 0 860
i Pyramid ROCK .......cccoiicieneecni e cteictreee sttt st sae e e re s eren e 0 0 470 0
3. Highly valued recreation areas )
a. Mount Garfield 0 0 9,520 0
b, RECreation SHtes...........coovvvrcricnisininneccsinisisseesesrenecsin st sssseaesesessassssssasnens 0 0 0 120
C. GUNNISON GIAVEIS ......c.coeveereeiiemeicreieieenneesesnanassssssesserereasesssssssssasssssesssossssssanes 0 0 5 0
d. South Shale Ridge.........cocoiemmimiimnisieniisi et s seassensersonens 0 0 22,500 0
€. SiNbad VARY.....ccoiir ettt et 0 0 15,000 0
f. Ruby Canyon 0 0 10,000 4,000
g. Gunnison River. 0 0 18,000 o
N, DOIOTES RIVET....c.ceiciitriiterrercnrrctstste s nseneer et st sssneesessesasnensasseneassensssnssananns 0 0 17,000 0
i. Granite Creek ... 0 0 15,000 0
o Hunter/Garvey CanyONs ............cucverueeercsrenrciesertonessssseseesasssssessansssessassessssees 0 0 19,000 0
k. Bang’s Canyon 0 0 40,000 0
I. Black Ridge Recreation Area..............cccceererrererseresrarsssereesemsassenssnssnsssssssssessssns 68,000 0 0 0
TORAL ..ottt et sk e s s a e et tena 68,000 0| 441,219 154,067
Total Existing and Additional Withdrawals...........cc.coceiccenrennrcncicnninnnonns 192,843 124,843 | 566,062 278,510

*Black Ridge Canyons and Black Ridge Canyons West WSAs would be combined under the Preferred Alternative.

Implementation

A formal withdrawal would be required to close
any area to location under the general mining laws.
The restrictions on location within the wilderness
study areas would become effective only if these
areas are designated wilderness by Congress.
Pending this determination, the areas would be
managed under the /nterim Management Policy and
Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review and
43 CFR 3802.

For those areas identified as open to location,
BLM approval would not be required to prospect for
minerals or locate mining claims on public land.
However, prior to developing mining claims, the
mining claimant must notify the local BLM office
and the Colorado Mined Lands Reclamation Board
of the proposed operations. Disturbance of 5 acres
or less does not require approval of the notice; dis-

turbance of more than 5 acres requires a plan of
operations for approval. Both the notice and plan
submitted under 43 CFR 3809, Surface Manage-
ment of Public Lands under U.S. Mining Laws. The
Colorado Mined Lands Reclamation Board requires
either a notice of intent to conduct prospecting or
an application to mine.

Support

Support would be required from other resource
specialists to review and provide input into approval
of a plan of operations or for comments on a notice
of intent. Support would also be required by the

. local BLM office in preparing formal withdrawal re-
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ports and by the Secretary of the Interior in approv-
ing the reports.
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Consistency

The local land use plans for Garfield and Mesa
Counties state that mineral development should
take place in an environmentally acceptable
manner so as not to destroy the recreational and
scenic values of the counties and that mineral ac-
tivities' should not destroy the ability of the land to
be used for farming and ranching. The plan is con-
sistent with the intent of those land use plans.

Effects

Closing additional acres to mineral location (see
Table 2-3) would reduce by a like amount the
number of acres available for exploration and de-
velopment. These reductions could adversely affect
the minerals industry in the long term if demands
for these resources increase significantly. Additional
closures would protect other valuable resources
such as wilderness, recreation, municipal water-

- sheds, recreational potential, and scenery.

COAL MANAGEMENT

Proposed Management Actions

Under all alternatives, three areas would be iden-
tified as unsuitable for further coal leasing consider-

ation based upon coal unsuitability review. This in-
cludes the FAA site (40 acres) located within the
Palisade municipal watershed, the Palisade munici-
pal watershed (10,000 acres), and the Colorado
River corridor (4,100 acres) in De Beque Canyon.

Under the Continuation of Current Management
Alternative, the Little Book Cliffs Wild Horse Range
would be eliminated from further coal leasing con-
sideration based on multiple use tradeoffs. Under
the Protection Alternative, two wilderness study
areas recommended for wilderness designation and
the Little Book Cliffs Wild Horse Range would be
identified as unsuitable for further coal leasing con-
sideration based on multiple use tradeoffs. This
does not includes 1,934 acres of pre-FLPMA coal
leases in Little Book Cliffs WSA and 2,080 acres in
Demaree Canyon WSA. Under the Commodity and
Preferred Alternatives, no areas would be identified
as unacceptable for further coal leasing consider-
ation based upon multiple use tradeoffs except for
the Little Book Cliffs Wild Horse Range. The Little
Book Cliffs Wild Horse Range (24,421 acres) would
be acceptable pending further study. This study
would determine the effects of surface facilities in
upper Coal Canyon on the viability of the horse
herd. If the study showed that coal development
would result in a nonviable herd, the adverse im-
pacts would be mitigated by lease stipulation to
ensure a viable horse herd is maintained. Table 2-4
summarizes coal management recommendations.

Table 2-4. Coal Management Recommendations

(Acres)
Alternative
Proposed Management Actions
CCMA CA ProA PA
Acceptable for further coal leasing consideration ... 2325,968 | 2350,389 223,137 | 2350,389
Unacceptable for further coal leasing consideration:®
a. Unsuitable based on coal unsuitability:

1. Palisade municipal watershed ..., 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000

2 Colorado River corridor 4,100 4,100 4,100 4,100

B, FAA BASE c.uocvcv et es e n s b b e s e e e e et s san s ¢ ¢ < ¢
1o | OO OO SOOI OO 14,100 14,100 14,100 14,100

‘b.  Unacceptable based on multiple use tradeoffs

1. Little BOOK CHIfS WSA ...t tsssarre et seanrer s s scssssbsbsssa e sassennnsenens 0 0 26,666 0

2. Demaree Canyon WSA ...t 0 0 22,420 0

3. Little BOOK Cliffs WHR......ccoeeieeieieeceeieicener et sn s sesesssssas s see s sss s sennanaes 24,421 90 0 a0

4. Little Book Cliffs WHR (outside WSA) ...t 0 0 9,066 0

5. HUNEr/Garvey CANYONS ......ococrerririismmseresiesissssainsasesssssasssnasstssessnes st assssaranas 0 0 19,000 0

6. Mount Garfield/Grand Mesa ... 0 0 9,520 0

7. South Shale Ridge.......c.cococoneane. 0 0 22,500 0

8. Baxter/Douglas Pass soil areas...... 0 0 18,000 0

. THE GODINS .ocvveieieiiriisiiseastesiestesiesasessessesessesesesesrearesararsssostssssiassanrasrsnsnssesessansanes 0 0 80 0
1o 7 OO ORI 24,421 0 127,252 0

alncludes 45,419 acres within two WSAs that would be unsuitable pending Congressional action on wilderness recommendations.

bSee Apnendix D.
cincluded in the Palisade municipal watershed acreage.
dAcceptable pending further study.
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Implementation

Areas identified as suitable for further consider-
ation for coal leasing would go through additional
steps before being offered for lease. First tracts
would be identified, and an EIS would be prepared
on those tracts. This process involves industry, the
regional coal team (RCT), governmental agencies,
and the public. Recommendations would be made
to the Secretary of the Interior, based on the analy-
sis of the coal tract through the activity plan stage.
The Secretary of the Interior would make the final
decision on regional sale schedule dates and tracts
to be offered, if any, and leave stipulations on of-
fered tracts. '

Support

Cadastral surveys would be required to locate
potential coal lease tracts in the Book Cliffs and
Grand Mesa coal fields.

Consistency

The local land use plans for Garfield and Mesa
Counties state that mineral development should
take place in an environmentally acceptable
manner as not to destroy the recreational and

scenic values and that mineral activities should not
destroy the ability of the land to be used for farm-
ing and ranching. The plan is consistent with the
intent of those land use plans.

Effects

Closing additional acres to further consideration
for coal leasing (Table 2-4) would reduce by like
amount the number of acres available for leasing.
This reduction could adversely affect the coal in-
dustry in the long term if demands for coal increase
significantly. However, other valuable resources
would be protected.

OIL AND GAS MANAGEMENT

Proposed Management Actions

Leasing. Under all alternatives, the federal oil
and gas estate within the resource area (1,459,391
acres) would be assigned to various leasing cate-
gories. Three categories would be used under the
Continuation of Current Management Alternative,
and two categories would be used under the Com-
modity, Protection, and Preferred Alternatives
(Table 2-5).

Table 2-5. Proposed Leasing Categories

Alternative!
Category SR, ———
CCMA CA ProA PA
Open to leasing:

a. Without StIpUIAHONS..........c.ooeieete ettt ee s 608,383 1,125,664 471,595 624,701

b. With stipulations
1. NO SUMACE OCCUPANCY ..ottt sn e et seeme s sme s sesasssene 43,439 9,842 307,044 131,340
2. Others..cierere e 439,332 323,885 428,197 554,263
TOtal...ceieeeeeee et 1,091,154 1,459,391 1,206,836 1,309,951
Closed to 1easing?..........c.cceeeveeeeriieveriseinnns 111,838 0 252,555 149,087
Undesignated (case-by-case basis) 256,399 0 0 0

[

‘These acreages include federal oil and gas estate on lands with both federal and privately controlled surface estate.

*Wilderness study areas are presently closed to ieasing, pending Congressional action. This table shows proposed leasing

categories following Congressional action.

All lands placed in the Open to Leasing category
would be leased with standard lease terms. These
lands would be leased either Without Stipulations
(except for standard lease terms) or With Stipula-
“tions.

a. Lands placed in the Open for Leasing With
Stipulations category contain sensitive resources.
These lands would be leased either with a No Sur-
face Occupancy Stipulation or with Other Stipula-
tions.
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b. Lands leased with a No Surface Occupancy
stipulation contain sensitive resources that could be
destroyed or severely degraded by oil and gas de-
velopment. Other less restrictive stipulations would
not adequately protect the sensitive resources in
these areas.

c. Lands leased with Other Stipulations also con-
tain sensitive resources. However, these areas
could be adequately protected without prohibiting
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all surface use. A list of Other Stipulations is pre-
sented in Appendix E.

Lands placed in the Closed to Leasing category
contain sensitive resources under the Continuation
of Current Management Alternative and areas that
would be designated as wilderness in the Protec-
tion and Preferred Alternatives.

Lands placed in the Undesignated category also
contain sensitive resources where a decision has
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not been made about the leasing category. These
lands would be placed in a leasing category as
lease proposals are received and analyzed.

The acreage within each lease category and sub-
division would change depending on the restrictions
placed on oil and gas leasing by other resources.
Table 2-6 shows the restriction placed on oil and
gas leasing by other resources that would be pro-
tected under each alternative, '
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Table 2-6. Qil and Gas Leasing Restriction Recommendations

{in Acres)
CCMA CA ProA PA -
Resource Concern Undes No Stipulations No Stipulations No Stipuiations LNO " Stipulations
h + | Leas- - : Leas- . Leas- - eas- ;
lonated | Ting” | NSO | Others | SIP: | Ting | NSO | Others | SIP: | Ting | NSO | Others | SP: | Ting | NSO | Others | N
SOILS MANAGEMENT
Baxter/Douglas Pass soil : '
slump. 0 0 118,000 0 0 0 0 0| 18,000 0 0| 18,000 0
Cactus Park erosive soils ....... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,500 0 0 0 0
Plateau Creek slump............... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 860 0
Steep SIopes .........cveerevenen. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 200,000 3 0 0 |200,000 3
Subtotal.........cccovrereerrernnnnen. 0 0 18,000 0 0 0 0 0| 19,500 |200,000 0| 18,860 |200,000
WATER RESOURCES
Badger Wash hydrologic
study area.........cccrerenene... 0 0 685 0 0 685 0 0 685 0 0 685 0
Palisade municipal water-
shed.....covvnvevnicnieeienn, ] 0 0 0 4] 0| 14,000 6 0 0| 14,000 6 0 0} 14,000 6
Grand Junction municipal
watershed...........cccocovecvnnnen.. 0 0 560 0 0 560 0 0 1,240 0 0| 1,240 0
Jerry Creek Reservoirs .. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,160 6
Perennial streams................... 0 0 0 6,145 7 0 0 0 0 0 6,145 7 0 0 6,145 7
Indian Wash Dam..................... 0 0 300 0 0 10 0 0 300 0 0 0 10 8
Subtotal..........cocveeereerrencnans 0 0] 1,545 | 6,145 0| 1,255 | 14,000 0| 2225 | 20,145 0| 19251 21315
GEOLOGY/
PALEONTOLOGY
Fruita Paleontological Site...... 0 280 0 o 0 280 0 0 280 0 0 280 0
Rabbit Valley paleontolog-
ical site 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 280 0 (0] 280 0
Gunnison Gravels 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 0 0 5 8
Black Ridge angiosperm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 {40) 0 0 0 0
Subtotal......ccccovncinnannnnnd 0 280 0 0 0 280 ¢} Q 560 5 0 560 5
WILDLIFE
Deer and elk winter range....... 0 0 0 238,820 12 0 0| 13,500 12 0 0 [238,820 12 0 0 |238,820 12
Bighorn sheep range............... 0 0 0 0 0 0| 26,800 9 0 0| 2560 9 0 0| 6,200 9
Elk calving areas..................... 0 0 0 7,139 4 0 0 1,920 4 0 0 7,139 4 0 0 7,139 4
Skipper’s Island........................ 0 160 0 0 0 160 [} 0 160 0 0 160 0
Rough Canyon.........cceconne. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| (1,470) 0
Subtotal......ccccenirinninirnnnen. 0 160 0 [ 245,959 0 160 | 42,220 0 160 [248,519 0 160 |252,159
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Table 2-6. Qil and Gas Leasing Restriction Recommendations—Continued

(In Acres)
CCMA CA ProA PA
Resource Concern No Stipulations No Stipulations No Stipulations No Stipulations
onatos | Leas- ’ Stip. | Leas Stip. | Leas- stip. | Leas Stip
9 ing NSO | Others N op; ing NSO | Others Nop; ing NSO | Others No'?; ing NSO | Others | G
THREATENED AND EN-
DANGERED SPECIES
MANAGEMENT
Bald eagle concentration
ArCAS....ccneererererrre e o 0 0} 37,305 15 0 0| 37,305 15 0 0| 37,305 15 0 0| 37,305 15
Peregrine falcon habitat. . 0 0 0 | 30,875 15 0 0] 30,875 15 0 0| 30,875 15 0 0| 30,875 15
Black-footed ferret................... 0 0 0| 21,488 14 0 0t 21,488 14 0 0| 21,488 14 0 0| 21,488 14
Spineless hedgehog cactus ... 0 0 0 | 59,0562 13 0 0| 59,052 13 0 0| 59,052 13 0 0| 59,052 13
Uinta Basin hookless cactus.. o] 0 0 {131,503 13 ¢ 0 (131,503 13 0 0 131,503 13 0 0 {131,603 13
Sensitive plant species ........... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| 73,600 13 0 0 0
Cryptantha elala site............... 0 0 0 0 0 3,700 0 0 3,700 0 0 0 0
Badger Wash uplands............. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,230 0 0 0 0
Pyramid ROCK ....ooevverrerrnanenn 0 0 470 0 0 470 0 0 470 0 0 470 0
Unaweep Seep........covrem..... 0 440 0 0 0 37 0 0 37 0 0 440 0
Colorado cutthroat trout.......... 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 14 0 0 100 14 0 0 100 14
Subtotal 0 440 470 | 280,223 0| 4,207 |280,323 0 5,437 353,923 0 910 |280,323
WILD HORSE
MANAGEMENT
Wild horse range 0| 27,881 0 0 0 0 0 0 11,232 0 0 0| 30,261 2
Wild horse winter range. 0 0 0 0 0 0| 6,500 10 0 0 0 o 0 | (6,500) 10
Wild horse foaling area........... 0 0 0 0 (o] (6,500) | 11 0 0 0 0 0| (6500) | 11
Subtotal.....c..creerrrircecrirernnn. 0| 27,881 0 0 (0] 6,500 0] 11,232 0 0 0 | 30,261
VISUAL RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT
Juanita Arch ........oceeeceverenennncnne, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 0 0 40 0
Rattlesnake Arches. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| (1,920) 0 0 0 0
The Goblins..................... 0 0 80 0 0 80 0 0 80 0 0 80 0
Colorado River corridor.......... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| 7040 0 0| 7,040 0
Ruby Canyon................. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| 8,000 0 0| 8,000 0
Dolores River corridor ... 48,054 0 0 6,145 2 0 0 0 0| 17,000 0 0 17,000 0
Gunnison River corridor. 9,600 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| 18,000 0 0 8,960 9,040 2
South Shale Ridge................... 27,985 0| 2,560 0 0 0 0 0| 22,500 0 0 0| 22,500 2
Mount Garfield cliffs .............. 0 0| 3,398 0 0 0 0 0| 9520 0 0| 9520 0
Grand Mesa slopes ................. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 9600 0 0| 9,600 ((13,440) 2
Bang’s Canyon...........cccou.... 40,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 40,000 0 0| 14,080 | 25,920 2
Sinbad Valley .... .| 14,560 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| 15,000 0 0 1,920 | (1,470) 2
Granite CreeK............cccouuuunnn. 15,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 15,000 0 0| 2,240 | 12,760 2
De Beque/Mount Logan......... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 6,400 0 0 0 0
Unaweep Canyon ........cco.u..... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 40,000 0 01 14,080 | 6,400 2
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Collbran Valley........................ ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| 16,000 0 0 0 0
Hunter/Garvey Canyons.......... 28,440 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| 19,000 0 0 7,600 | 11,400 2
Vega Reservoir viewshed........ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 120 2
Douglas Pass (Hwy. 139) ....... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| 10,800 0 0| (1,920} | 19,200 2
Highway 50—Grand Junc-
tion to Deflta......cccoeuene..... 0 0 0 0 0 4] 0 0 ¢} 0 0 0 5,760 2
I-70—Grand Junction to sta- '
teline........occeeeee, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 2320 2
Black Ridge corridor................ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 860 0
Subtotal........cceveereern, 183,639 0| 6,038 6,145 0 80 0 0 |253,980 0 0 {101,020 {121,420
CULTURAL RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT )
Indian Creek........ccccomvcurunnee. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 350 0 0 350 0
Rough Canyon ...............ccc...... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| (1,000) 0
Cactus Park..........ccceeuvnnnee. 0 640 0 0 0 0 640 5 0 0 640 0 1,000 0
Sieber Canyon..... 0 0 0 0 0 0 300 5 0 300 0 0 300 0
McDonald Creek . 0 0 0 0 0 0 160 5 0 160 0 0 160 0
5ME1358............. [} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 35 0
Ladder Springs.........ccoevuruennnn. 0 0 0 0 0 0 640 5 0 640 0 0 640 0
Transect 7 ....cccuvcevveereeenens 0 0 0 0 0 0 9,000 5 0 9,000 0 0 0] 9,000 | 5
Subtotal 0 640 0 0 0 0| 10,740 0| 10,450 640 0 2,485 9,000
RECREATION RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT
Black Ridge recreation
laNdS....ooceernrriree e, 0 | 68,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sewemup Mesa recreation
1an0Ss....occocrrcie, 0] 12,197 | 5,283 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dominguez Canyon ... .| 72,760 0| 8,040 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
The Palisade ONA.................... 0 0| 2,803 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,920 0
Developed recreation
sites—BLM.......ccoevevrnee, 0 0 160 0 0 160 0 0 160 0 0 160 0
Island Acres recreation site? .. 0 80 0 0 0 80 0 0 80 0 0 80 0
Vega Reservoir recreation
SItO2 e, 0 2,160 0 0 0| 2,160 0 0 2,160 0 0 2,160 0
Highline Reservoir recrea-
tion site? .....cccevecci, 0 0! 1,100 0 0| 1,100 0 0 1,100 0 0 1,100 0
Unaweep Overlook.................. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0
Subtotal.......oocvurrrrerernenn, 72,760 | 82,437 (17,386 3,500 0 0 3500 0, 5420 0
WILDERNESS
MANAGEMENT®
Black Ridge Canyons.............. 0 0 0 0 o] 0 0 75,200 0 0 73,937 0 0
Sewemup Mesa......... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19,140 0 0 18,835 0 0
Dominguez Canyon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 78,935 0 0 56,315 0 0
Demaree Canyon... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24,500 0 0 0 0 0
Little Book Cliffs.. 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 28,600 0 0 0] 0 0
The Palisade ..........ccccceueuenenen. 0 0 o] 0 0 0 0 26,180 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal......ccovveirieirrens 0 0 0 0 0 0 252,555 0 0 0 0 0
Gross Total..................... 256,399 1111,838 143,439 (538,472 0 | 9,842 1353,783 252,555 1307,044 1823,237 149,087 1131,340 1914,483

suonoy jJuawabeuepy jo Alewwng



9€

Table 2-6. Oil and Gas Leasing Restriction Recommendations—Continued

(In Acres)
CCMA CA ProA PA

Resource Concern Undes. No Stipulations LN o Stipulations LNO Stipulations LNos Stipulations

: Leas- : eas- : eas- . eas- :

ignated ing NSO | Others Eltép; ing NSO | Others ﬁtg’; ing NSO | Others itg.:; ing NSO | Others ,S\l‘('f,‘
Other Stipulations Esti-

mated Overlap.............. 0 0 0 |—99,140 0 |—29,298 0 0 |—395,04( 0 0 |-360,22(

Adjusted Total................ 256,399 (111,838 |43,439 |439,332 9,842 323,885 252,555 (307,044 1428,197 149,087 (131,340 (554,263

Note: Parentheses indicate total overlap with another restriction.
'See Appendix E for description of stipulations.

*Most of this acreage is private surface, federal minerals.

Wilderness study areas are presently closed to leasing. This shows proposed leasing category following Congressional action on wilderness recommendations.
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Summary of Management Actions

As shown in Table 2-6, some areas would re-
ceive the same protection under all alternatives.
These include the Badger Wash study area, Fruita
Paleontological Site, Skipper's lIsland, threatened
and endangered species habitat, existing BLM de-
veloped recreation sites, and Highline Reservoir
recreation site. The level of protection afforded is
the minimum required to protect sensitive resources
present or investments in facilities.

Under all aiternatives, ten pending applications
for permit to drill (APDs) on pre-FLPMA leases
would be approved in the Little Book Cliffs area.
This includes eight in the Little Book Cliffs WSA,
one in the Little Book Cliffs Wild Horse Range, and
one just outside both areas. (These ten pending
APDs are discussed in Appendix E). Additional
APDs on pre-FLPMA leases (14 are projected)
would also be approved. Additional APDs on exist-
ing post-FLPMA leases (nine are projected) would
be approved if they were found to be nonimpairing
to wilderness suitability (see Qil and Gas Assump-
tions, Chapter 4).

Under all alternatives, APDs on pre-FLPMA
leases (26 are projected) would be approved in De-
maree Canyon WSA. APDs on existing post-FLPMA
leases (7 are projected) would also be approved if
they were found to be nonimpairng to wilderness
suitability (see Oil and Gas Assumptions, Chapter
4).

Implementation

Leasing. Under all aiternatives, the oil and gas
leasing program would continue to be administered
by the BLM Colorado State Office. Leasing forms
would be filled out and sent to the Colorado State
Office to direct future leasing. The leasing forms
would show the leasing categories, with appropriate
stipulations, for all iands in the resource area.

Under the Continuation of Current Management
Alternative, lease applications for lands within the
undesignated category would be sent to the re-
source area. The resource area would then deter-
mine which of the other leasing categories or subdi-
visions would be appropriate for those lands
through an environmental assessment. Lease forms
would then be completed and forwarded to the Col-
orado State Office where the lease application
would be processed.

Development. Under all alternatives, applications
for permit to drill (APDs) and sundry notices re-
ceived would be processed according to the lease
terms, except where stipulations not a part of the
original lease but needed to protect sensitive re-
sources (to the extent consistent with lease rights
granted) would be added as an approval condition
to APDs. Development of a well would typically

occur as shown in Appendix E, Section 1. Also
added would be applicable standard design prac-
tices listed in Appendix C.

Support

Under all alternatives, support would be neces-
sary from Cadastral Survey to locate public land
boundaries.

Consistency

The Continuation of Current Management and
Preferred Alternatives are generally consistent with
the existing land use plans and policies of local mu-
nicipalities, Garfield and Mesa Counties, the State
of Colorado, and adjacent public and forest land
management plans. In relationship to these plans
and policies, the Commodity Alternative appears to
place too much emphasis on oil and gas production
at the expense of other resource values, and the
Protection Alternative appears to overly restrict oil
and gas leasing and development.

Effects

The major impacts on oil and gas resources
would occur in areas with high oil and gas develop-
ment potential under all alternatives. Therefore, the
following discussion applies only to areas with high
development potential. The management action
with the greatest impact is assigning lands to the
Closed to Leasing category. Closure of lands with
high development potential would result in lost
rental and royalty revenues and foregoing of oil and
gas resources. Assigning lands to the Leasing with
No Surface Occupancy stipulation category could
also have high impacts. Drilling and development
costs would be higher, as directional drilling would
be necessary. Higher costs may result in limited ac-
tivity and foregoing of some oil and gas resources.
Leasing high development potential lands with
other stipulations may result in slightly higher drill-
ing and development costs and scheduling incon-
veniences, but would probably not result in forego-

ing oil and gas resources.
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Under the Continuation of Current Management
Alternative, approximately 30,121 acres with high
development potential would be closed to leasing,
21,135 acres would be available for leasing with
the no surface occupancy stipulation, 371,146
acres would be available for leasing with other stip-
ulations, and 125,812 acres would be undesignat-
ed. These impacts would be relatively moderate.
Under the Commodity Alternative, no lands with
high development potential would be closed to
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leasing, 7,844 acres would be leased with the no
surface occupancy stipulations, and 245,558 acres
would be leased with other stipulations. These im-
pacts would be relatively low. Under the Protection
Alternative, approximately 53,100 acres with high
development potential would be closed to leasing,
166,173 acres would be available for leasing with
the no surface occupancy stipulation, and 337,500
acres would be available for leasing with other stip-
ulations. These impacts would be relatively high.
Under the Preferred Alternative, no lands with high
development potential would be closed to leasing,
approximately 63,100 acres would be available for
leasing with the no surface occupancy stipulation,
and 394,001 acres would be available for leasing
with other stipulations. These impacts would be rel-
atively moderate. All remaining high development

potential lands, under all alternatives, would be
available for leasing with standard lease terms only.

MINERAL MATERIALS MANAGEMENT

Proposed Management Actions

Under all alternatives, areas currently closed to
mineral material sales and free use permits would
continue to be closed. Under the Preferred Alterna-
tive, areas that would be closed to mineral materi-
als are similar to those areas that would be closed
to oil and gas leasing or prohibited from surface oc-
cupancy. Table 2-7 shows the acres that would be
open or closed to mineral materials.

Table 2-7. Mineral Materials Management Recommendations

(Acres)
Alternative
Proposed Management Actions
CCMA CA ProA PA
Open to sales and free use Permits ...........occceeeeevceeerrereveseseees ..| 1,355,565 | 1,450,511 | 840,597 | 1,171,215
EXIStING ClOSUIES......ciiieeciinii sttt s s e st st 6,188 6,188 6,188 6,188
Additional closures:
a. Badger Wash hydrologic study area ..........cccccouerenceorcnnnneseccnecnenesenesesinnnens 685 685 685 685
b. Palisade municipal watershed.............. 0 0 14,000 0
c. Grand Junction municipal watershed .. 0 0 0 1,240
d. Jerry Creek.......ooercorecncennncecrenincns 0 0 0 1,160
e. Baxter/Douglas Pass soils area... 0 0 18,000 18,000
f. Plateau Creek SIUMP .....ccceeererreeeeeceereree e 0 0 0 860
g. Rabbit Valley and Fruita paleontological sites... 560 560 560 560
h. Elk calving area ..........cccceevmrivrnvnrrnssscriesverosennnans 0 0 400 400
i. Riparian area.......... . 0 0 6,145 0
j. Badger Wash uplands...... 0 0 1,230 0
k. Unaweep Seep..........cc..... 37 37 37 440
. Pyramid Rock..........cceeneee. 470 255 470 470
m. Little Book Cliffs WHR ... 27,881 0 11,232 30,261
n. Cultural Sites.........ccovniveinicnncnrinnnens 0 1,150 11,360 2,485
0. Recreation sites and VRM areas.........ccccccvvevvrercecevcecnerenetesmeesseeensennnns 68,005 5| 295,932 75,480
p. Wilderness study areas...........coeoeerererrevrreniereenneseevevssecseserseens 0 0| 252,555 149,087
Q. ULility COPTIAONS ...ttt sssstsas s e ssnenen 0 0 0 860
TORAL ettt e ettt e s et R et enene 103,826 8,880 | 618,794 288,176
Implementation environmental, social, or economic values would be
encouraged.
Mineral materials (moss rock, flagstone, sand
and gravel, red gravel, etc.) would be available for Support

purchase or free use. Although most disposals
would occur from common use areas, permits
would be issued for disposal outside of common
use areas. Mineral reports and environmental as-
sessments would be prepared on all permits issued
outside of common use areas; a blanket environ-
mental assessment would be prepared for all
common use areas. Operations not in conflict with
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Support from the Division of Operations staff
would be needed to open new common use areas.

Consistency

The local land use plans for Garfield and Mesa
counties state that mineral development should
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take place in an environmentally acceptable
manner so as not to destroy the recreational and
scenic values of the counties and that these activi-
ties should not destroy the ability of the land to be
used for farming and ranching. The plan is consist-
ent with the intent of those land use plans.

Effects

Closing additional acres to mineral materials
sales (Table 2-7) would reduce by like amount the
number of acres available for sale of mineral mate-
rial. These reductions could adversely affect this in-
dustry in the long term if demands for these re-
sources increase significantly. However, other valu-
able resources such as wilderness, recreation, mu-
nicipal watersheds, recreational potential, and sce-
nery would be protected.

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT

Proposed Management Actions

Under all alternatives, the Morrison and Wasatch
Formations (433,760 acres) would be classified as
Class | paleontological areas. The remainder of the
resource area would be classified as either Ciass Ii
or Class Ill.

Under all alternatives, the Fruita and Rabbit
Valley paleontological sites would continue to be
managed for scientific purposes. The Rabbit Valley
site also would be managed for educational pur-
poses.

Under the Protection and Preferred Alternatives,
the Fruita and Rabbit Valley paleontological sites
would be designated as research natural areas.

implementation

Under all alternatives, surface surveys would be
conducted in Class | areas prior to approving any
surface-disturbing projects. Surface surveys would
not be required prior to approving surface-disturbing
projects in Class Il and Ill areas. Any fossils found
during surveys in Class | areas or during project im-
plementation in all areas would be protected. Either
the fossils would be removed or the project would
be moved to another location.

Under all alternatives, the Fruita and Rabbit
Valley paleontological sites pians would continue to
be implemented.

Under the Protection and Preferred Alternatives,
the Fruita and Rabbit Valley paleontological sites
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would be recommended for research natural area

-designation, and the existing Fruita activity plan

would be modified to reflect the designation.

| Support

Support might be needed for construction of
paths and placement of signs.

Consistency

The Garfield County Land Use Plan does not
specifically address paleontological resources.
However, the management approach of this plan is
consistent with existing laws and policy and with
the intent of the Mesa County Land Use Plan.

Effects

Inventory of project sites prior to project approval
would continue to protect paleontological re-
sources. Special management of the Fruita and
Rabbit Valley sites would add to the existing scien-
tific knowledge of paleontological resources.

FOREST MANAGEMENT

Proposed Management Actions

Under all alternatives, forest land would be identi-
fied as suitable or unsuitable for harvesting and
management. All forest land would be protected
from insects and disease. Practices that would be
used in managing suitable forest lands are listed in
Appendix B.

Under all alternatives, an annual allowable har-
vest for commercial forest land (Douglas-fir, spruce-
fir, aspen, and ponderosa pine) would be estab-
lished only after completion of a timber production
capability classification (TPCC). Only under the Pre-
ferred Alternative would specific areas be identified
for harvest and management.

Under all alternatives, poorly stocked pinyon-juni-
per woodlands and woodlands located on steep
slopes would be identified as unsuitable for harvest.
The annual allowable harvest of productive pinyon-
juniper woodlands varies from a high of 3,200 cords
per year under the Commodity Alternative to a low
of 2,200 cords per year under the Protection Alter-
native. Under all alternatives, the annual allowable
harvest has been reduced to account for trespass.
This reduction is an estimate based upon field ob-
servation and public input. A study will be done at a
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later date to determine the exact amount of tres-  Canyon Intensive Recreation Management Area,
pass, and the allowable harvest will be adjusted ac- Granite Creek, Sinbad Valley, South Shale Ridge,
cordingly at that time. Under all alternatives except  Hunter/Garvey Canyons, and The Palisade area by
the Commodity Alternative, harvest and manage- Gateway.

ment of productive woodland would be designed to .
meet wildiife management objectives on big game Table 2-8 shows the acres of commercial forest
winter ranges. Under the Preferred Alternative, har-  land (CFL) and pinyon-juniper woodlands identified

vest and management of productive woodland  as suitable or unsuitable for management under
would be designed to be compatible with visual  each alternative.
quality and recreational values in the Bang's

Table 2-8. Forest Management Recommendations

(In Acres Unless Otherwise Noted)

Alternative
Proposed Management Actions
: CCMA CA ProA PA

Commercial forest land unsuitable for management:!

a. PoOr SIOCKING OF StEEP SIOPES .......ecvieriict et ene e seastsens s senas s ssssseses sesstobassensessssasnese esseseesessesenssaoesesess s sesons

D, AdVEISE I0CAHON.......ce ettt s s nen e

€. Fragile SOMS .....coeeeeeece ettt en st sense s s st esasnssstsebetsesenensenensesehosessenesss s s eseee et b s

d. Municipal watersheds...........c.c........ . 0

e. Recommended wilderness areasz.. 0 0 546 434

f. Recreation areas 546 0 944 40

g. Recreation/wildlife areas.. . 0 0 0 400

h. Pending completion of TPCC..........o et e bess st 38,559 39,105 37,615 | 36,510

LI L OO 39,105 39,105 39,105 37,786

Commercial forest land suitable for management ............cccocoveecreeeesecevees et serenns 0 0 0 1,319
Commercial forest land annual allowable harvest (MMBF) .........c.ooiremeoemererieieeeereereeeeeesenens 0 0 0 0
Pinyon-juniper woodlands unsuitable for management:.

a.  Poor StOCKING OF S1EEP SIOPES ..ot st s bessbenns 401,400 | 401,400 | 401,400 | 401,400

D, AQVEISE I0CAHON .....cvererererrcecreerereraeere s v sanrr e e sbe s st ebs s s b se e et s e e eenes 3,881 7,097 3,881 4,738

c. Fragile soils................. - . N 336 336 336 336

d.  Municipal watersheds...........iiiieiicee ettt 0 0 0 955

e. Recommended wilderness areas?..............cccvreveveviecrennneincnesesisesesecsstecserss e en 0 0 29,335 15,717

f. BECTEALION @IEAS .......ceeeeeieieeeiee ettt et se st e e sn e eneene et soneeresneneesaseesensnssason 21,417 15 12,466 40

g. Recreation/wildlife areas...........cocceecuvrieeinerinecsececc e e T 0 0 0 1,654

h.  Pending completion of TPCC..........cocirrenenmnnnrseeeneinsissiresssissseserssessrsssssssensaners 0 0 0 0

TOtal: v ——— 427,034 | 408,848 | 447,418 | 424,840

Pinyon-juniper woodlands suitable for management ................. ... 109,050 | 127,236 88,666 | 111,244
Pinyon-juniper woodlands annual aflowable harvest (cords).................. 3,900 4,800 3,300 4,200
Pinyon-juniper woodlands reduced annual aliowable harvest (COrds)s............ovvmrrnemreerrenereeens 2,600 3,200 2,200 2,800

Note: Gommercial forest land species represented: Douglas-fir, aspen, spruce-fir, and and ponderosa pine. Woodland species
represented: pinyon pine, Utah juniper, and Rocky Mountain juniper.

'Based upon multiple use and TPCC restrictions. With completion of TPCC for CFL, revision in acreage and annual allowable
harvest would be necessary. The majority of the CFL is in small, isolated stands on steep ground and is uneconomical to manage now

or in the foreseeable future.
*These lands would be considered for multiple use management and return to the forest base if they were not designated

wilderness.
3This harvest level for fuelwood reflects a reduction to compensate for trespass. This reduction is an estimated based upon field

observation and public input. A study will be done at a later date to determine the exact amount of trespass, and the allowable harvest
will be adjusted accordingly at that time.

Implementation Support

Management plans and/or environmental assess- Cadastral surveying, Access, Transportation, and
ments would be prepared before the harvest of  Rights-of-Way (ATROW), and engineering support
forest products under all alternatives. would be needed for the design of management

plans. Law enforcement would be needed to curtail
the current trespass problem. Support would be
needed from fire management to protect valuable
timber resources.
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Consistency

The harvest of forest products on a sustained
yield basis is consistent with the plans of other fed-
eral and state agencies and is also consistent with
current national policies and objectives.

Effects

The BLM would supply approximately one-third of
the fuelwood market in the Grand Valley under all
the alternatives based upon current market de-
mands. The BLM would also supply a small amount
of sawtimber under the Preferred Alternative. Stand
productivity and yield would be expected to in-
crease with the application of forest management
practices under all alternatives.

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT

Proposed Management Actions

Under the Commodity Alternative, the estimated
existing population of 12,800 deer and 850 elk on

public land in summer and 25,700 deer and 2,750
elk in winter would be provided forage and cover.
Maintaining this big game use on the public land
would depend upon the following: (1) Implementa-
tion of the Grand Junction Grazing Managément
Environmental Statement, (2) active wildlife man-
agement proposed in this resource management
plan (Table 2-9), and (3) fully utilizing the range car-
rying capacity.

Under the Continuation of Current Management,

" Protection, and Preferred Alternatives, deer could

increase to 15,500 (summer) and 34,400 (winter),
and elk could increase to 870 (summer) and 2,950
(winter). This increase would come from the three
sources above, from wildlife improvement projects,
and from much greater protective management
(Table 2-9) proposed under these alternatives.

Table 2-9. Wildlife Management Recommendations

(In Acres Unless Otherwise Noted)

Alternative
Proposed Management Actions
CCMA CA ProA PA
Active habitat management (key species management):
a. Terrestrial Wildlite :
1, DEEE AN 1K viuiiireririsreereiresesenisssesr et sersstssesesesssessassresstessssssssamesssassessnsssressssserssentesses 761,043 | 1,101,755 | 731,697 | 1,011,859
2. Bear....ou. 259,846 273,830 | 260,830 273,830
3. PIONGROIN ... eeeeee et ceresersenesseses s s s s s e so b r e bse e nan b nes 196,753 219,100 | 207,870 209,100
4, BighOrN SREBEP ..ot s e e 30,990 30,990 2,560 6,200
5. Wild turkey and GrOUSE .........coccerriereririencnmtscrenneiste st nerenstssenenenstsscsenssssessasssenas 55,000 199,436 73,054 77,554
6. Waterfowl and desert gamebirds ............ccooreieincc e 150,253 209,100 | 207,870 209,100
b. Sport fisheries management
1. NUMDET Of SITEAMS ... sr et e e s rs e e ae e e sen e et e sa e nsneeesion 22 23 22 22
2. MIlES Of SIEAM.....c.ceetcecrtc e am s s s nae 7 97 71 71
Protective habitat management:
a. Deer and elk critical winter range and migration COrridors..........ccocinecnincnciennnnns 238,820 13,500 | 238,820 238,820
B.  EIK CAIVING BrEA....c.cireerreririmircriissiiinsis st b oo n e st st s se st ass s eesaas 7,139 1,920 7,139 7,139
c. Bighorn sheep range:
1. Protected by special SHPUIAHIONS .......ccccoeerrrirerinerrc et 15,851 26,800 2,560 6,200
2. Protected by wilderness or recreation designations...........ec.cecniieinineiesnennne 15,139 4,190 28,430 24,780
No surface disturbance (actual sites):
8. EIK CAIVING SItES ....oeereerecrerercrirre st rersr ettt ss sttt s n s s b nbat e : 0 100 500 500
b. Riparian area...... 6,145 140 6,145 6,145
c. Skipper's Island 160 160 160 0

Note:

Above figures cannot be totalled because of overlap. The area dedicated to a key species would not necessarily be where

habitat would be improved for that species. The acreage represents the area where that species’ needs would have priority over the
needs of other species (within the law). Among alternatives, acres identified for active management correspond positively with the
level of habitat threats and negatively with the amount of area having limitations on habitat developments. See Appendix F.
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Under all alternatives, habitat of the major wildlife
species would be actively managed using standard
management practices listed in Appendix B. The
number of acres actively managed for a key spe-
cies would change under each alternative (Table 2-
9). The priorities for management would also
change under each alternative (Appendix F).

A total of 71 miles of trout stream would be man-
aged for sport fisheries under all alternatives
except the Commodity Alternative where 97 miles
of streams would be managed as sport fisheries.
Table 2-9 shows the acres of wildlife habitat that
would be actively managed or receive protective
management and the miles of streams that would
be managed as sport fisheries under all alterna-
tives.

The active management of nongame species
would focus on the unigue, sensitive, and endan-
gered species discussed in the following subsec-
tion. Habitat protection would be of a general
nature targeted for whole groups of species. The
Protection and Preferred Alternatives would have
snag retention considerations in addition to protec-
tion for game and riparian habitat that would em-
brace advantages to nongame also.

Under all alternatives, critical deer, elk, and big-
horn sheep habitat would be protected by placing
stipulations on development (Table 2-9). Also, no
surface disturbance by any activity would be al-
lowed in specific areas to prevent loss of breeding
areas or special habitat. Timber sales would be de-
signed to enhance wildlife habitat.

Under all alternatives, land would be made avail-
able to the Colorado Division of Wildlife for reintro-
duction of various wildlife species. Also wildlife
habitats would be identified for active or protective
management of a primary wildlife species.

Implementation

Under all alternatives, habitat management plans
outlining specific management would be written for
specific portions of the resource area. Priorities for
implementing  management  recommendations
through development of habitat management plans
(HMPs) would change under all alternatives (see
Appendix F). Management practices to improve
wildlife distributions or available forage would be
specifically defined in' HMPs under all alternatives.
The type of habitat improvements that would be
made are listed in Appendix B. Monitoring effective-
ness would be a part of each project, and the over-
all progress of the plans would rely on cooperation
with the Colorado Division of Wildlife. '
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Support

Under all alternatives, big game habitat would be
managed by the BLM in consultation with the Colo-
rado Division of Wildlife which has responsibility for
species management. Harvest levels have a direct
impact on habitat condition.

Habitat management plans, which include habitat
condition goals, habitat improvement projects indi-
cator species and wildlife reintroduction, would re-
quire the participation of the Colorado Division of
Wildlife and occasionally the U.S. Forest Service
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under all al-
ternatives. Assistance from range, forest, soil and
cultural resource management would be required
for project design. Engineering and fire manage-
ment support would be required in both project
design and implementation of many projects.

Under all but the Commodity Alternative, assist-
ance from the Colorado Natural Areas Program
would be needed to prepare habitat management
plans for special management areas.

Consistency

The Continuation of Current Management, Pro-
tection and Preferred Alternatives contain adequate
measures to allow big game populations to meet
Colorado Division of Wildlife goals for 1988-1990.
The Commodity Alternative would drop seasonal
protection measures now in force.

Effects

Under all alternatives, habitat improvement
projects for deer and elk would account for approxi-
mately one-third of the 14 percent increase in
forage predicted in three of the four alternatives.
These projects would help to compensate for habi-
tat quality deficits present in the Commodity Alter-
native. The Commodity Alternative would not meet
Colorado Division of Wildlife population goals pri-
marily due to the absence of protective stipulations.
Prioritization of habitat management plan imple-
mentation would partially offset this deficit through
prioritization of wildlife projects in areas of develop-
ment activity.

The Protection Alternative would include the
most innovative and least tested habitat improve-
ment projects. Nongame species would be given
management priority over more economically at-
tractive species in many cases. Small game popula-
tions would aiso receive management priority.

The Preferred Alternative would combine many of
the protective aspects of the Protection Alternative
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with the habitat management philosophy of the
Commodity Alternative. Big game population in-
creases would be supported through improved
habitat conditions. Habitats of every native species
would be adequately maintained to protect these
species. Big game populations would increase al-
though the ultimate potential would decrease.
Public land administered by the BLM would accom-
modate an increasing percentage of big game pop-
ulations.

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED
SPECIES MANAGEMENT

Proposed Management Actions

Under all alternatives, habitat of unique, sensi-
tive, and endangered plants and animals would be
identified for active management and protection
{Table 2-10). This level of management or protec-
tion would vary only in the Protection Alternative.
Under the Protection and Preferred Alternatives,
some protection would be provided through poten-
tial wilderness designation.

Under all alternatives, areas would be made
available to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and
the Colorado Division of Wildlife for the reintroduc-
tion or management of peregrine falcons, summer-
ing bald eagles, the four Colorado River endemic
fishes, and black-footed ferrets.

Unaweep Seep would be designated as a special
management area under all alternatives (see Spe-
cial Management Areas, this chapter). Pyramid
Rock would receive a similar designation under the
Continuation of Current Management, Protection,
and Preferred Alternatives.

Implementation

Protection of habitat for state and federally listed
threatened or endangered species is required in all
BLM environmental documents where that habitat
could be affected. Under all alternatives better doc-
umentation of that habitat would be available.

Habitat management plans would be prepared in
consuftation with the Colorado Division of Wildiife,

Support

Under all alternatives, assistance from the Colo-
rado Division of Wildlife, Colorado Department of
Natural Resources, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice would be needed for baseline data, objective
formulation, project design, and monitoring in the
preparation and implementation of habitat manage-
ment plans and off-road vehicle designations where
those plans address listed species. All the program
support needed in the wildlife management pro-
gram would also be required for threatened and en-
dangered species management.

Consistency

Under all alternatives, the BLM would cooperate
with the Colorado Division of Wildlife, Colorado De-
partment of Natural Resources, and the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service in habitat management plan-
ning for threatened and endangered species man-

"~ agement to meet their goals. Recovery pians for

Colorado Department of Natural Resources, and -

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, as appropriate.
Under all alternatives, these habitat management
plans (HMPs) would consider both listed and sensi-
tive species as key management species. The
HMPs would include habitat condition goals, habitat
management projects, species reintroduction and
monitoring that were appropriate for these species.
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the bald eagle and bonytail chub have been ap-
proved. Recovery plans for the Uinta Basin hook-
less cactus and the spineless hedgehog cactus are
in draft form. Recovery plans for other threatened
and endangered species are presently being re-
vised. To the best of our knowledge, all alternatives
would assist the Colorado Division of Wildlife and
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in meeting their
goals.

Under all alternatives, information included in ap-
proved recovery plans would be incorporated into
BLM prepared wildlife management plans.

Effects

Under all alternatives, overall habitat area for
threatened and endangered species would continue
to decrease as a result of accommodating increas-
ing numbers of public land users and increasing
human pressure on adjacent lands. Significant local
gains would be likely in the reintroduction programs
and protection of these species is afforded under
all alternatives. The Protection and Preferred Alter-
natives provide for the greatest number of reintro-
duction projects and protective measures. The
Commodity Alternative would provide the least pro-
tection. All alternatives would comply with existing
laws and regulations.

Failure to maintain threatened and endangered
species would be due to activities off the public
land. The Protection Alternative would specify
active management for species that are rare or of
special concern and are strongly dependent upon
public land. The populations of these species would
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Table 2-10. Threatened and Endangered Species Management Recommendations

(Acres)
Alternative
Proposed Management Actions
CCMA CA ProA PA
Active habitat management:
a. Unique and Sensitive SPECIES ...ttt ces sttt st resesesones 55 55 | 296,860 55
b.  ENdangered SPECIES ..........cuuriciiiinrtris sttt s et 24,275 0 46,759 24,275
Protective habitat management:
a. Seasonal stipulations
1. Bald eagle concentration @reas........c..cvecreircrreiiriecrnmrcrerrassninersersennssrsorsensinseresensssnsasnaes 37,305 37,305 26,105 26,105
2. Peregrine falcon nest (only includes active nest buffer area)............ccoceevevrnrveeernernnn. 30,875 30,875 24,985 24,985
b. No surface disturbance (actual sites):
1. Peregring falCoN........ i e 0 0 480 0
2. Black-footed ferret 21,488 21,488 21,488 21,488
3. Spineless hedgehog......c..ococovvveueeee 59,052 59,052 51,452 51,452
4. Uinta Basin hookless cactus 131,503 | 131,503 | 131,503 | 131,503
5. Sensitive plant species.................... 0 0| 77,300 0

become mdre éecure and information would be de-
- veloped that would be of state-wide interest.

LIVESTOCK MANAGEMENT

Proposed Management Actions

Under all aiternatives, no livestock management
actions would be proposed. Livestock grazing
would be managed as described in the Grand Junc-
tion Grazing Management Environmental State-
ment. An update to the grazing statement table is
shown in Appendix G.

Implementation

Implementation would continue as specified in
the grazing statement based upon availability of
manpower and funding. Existing AMPs would be re-
viewed to identify conflicts between goals in the
AMPs and proposed actions for soils, riparian, and
water resources in the RMP. Conflicts identified
would be resolved by revising the allotment man-
agement plans to agree with RMP proposed ac-
tions. The AMPs would be revised according to the
EIS schedule or as they are evaluated under the
study schedule.

AMPs prepared following approval of the RMP
would be made compatible with RMP decisions.

Consistency

Allotment management plans would continue to
be developed under all alternatives as outlined in
the grazing statement and update. Other activity
plans developed after the RMP would be coordinat-

44

ed with the existing allotment management plans
and the grazing statement.

Support

No additional support beyond that identified in
the Grand Junction Grazing Management Environ-
mental Statement would be required except as
noted below. Under the Protection and Preferred
Alternatives, support would be required from soils,
wildlife, and water quality specialists to reevaluate
management objectives in AMPs.

Effects

The effects of grazing management and the im-
plementation of allotment management plans are
described in the grazing statement.

The effects on grazing resulting from the RMP al-
ternatives cannot be determined until existing
AMPs are revised. However, actions proposed
under the Protection and Preferred Alternatives to
reduce soil erosion and protect riparian habitat and
water quality could affect livestock management.
These actions could change season of use and
grazing systems and could require additional fenc-
ing and improvements.

WILD HORSE MANAGEMENT

Proposed Management Actions

The Little Book Cliffs Wild Horse Range would be
managed to accommodate a herd of from 65 to
120 wild horses under all alternatives. Under the
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Commodity, Protection, and Preferred Alternatives
the wild horse range would be expanded by 2,380
acres to include the historically used critical winter
range on the face of the Book Cliffs which was
omitted from the original designation.

Under the Continuation of Current Management
and Protection Alterniatives, the Little Book Cliffs
Wild Horse Range would not be available for fur-
ther oil and gas and coal leasing. The pre-FLPMA
leases could be developed. The lower end of Coal
Canyon would be available for mine mouth facili-
ties.

Under the Commodity and Preferred Alternatives,
the horse range would be available for further oil

and gas leasing and further consideration for coal
leasing. The upper end of Coal Canyon would be
available for location of coal mine mouth facilities,
pending further studies of the conflicts with the wild
horses. Any adverse impacts identified during the
study would have to be mitigated prior to lease is-
suance to ensure maintenance of a viable horse
herd.

Seasonal limitations would be placed on disturb-
ing activities under all alternatives. Table 2-11
shows the number of acres that would be included
in the wild horse range.

Table 2-11.  Wild Horse Management Recommendations
(Acres)
Alternative
Proposed Management Actions

. CCMA CA ProA PA
Existing Little Book Cliffs Wild HOrSe RANGE ......c...cuceciecesrierin sttt sesseans 27,881 | 27,881 | 27,881 | 27,881
Addition to Wild HOISE RANGE.........cccurie ettt tn s st s n st ssra s sen e | 0] 2380 | 2380 2380
L (07 LSOO OO VOOV 27,881 | 30,261 | 30,261 | 30,261

Under the Continuation of Current Management
and Protection Alternatives, the Littie Book Cliffs
Wild Horse Range would be identified as unsuitable
for public utilities. Under the Commodity and Pre-
ferred Alternatives, the range would be identified as
sensitive to public utilities. Under the Preferred Al-
ternative only, Coal Canyon would be identified as
a utility corridor for power lines only.

Implementation

The Little Book Cliff Wild Horse Management
Plan would continue to be implemented.

Support

Support would be needed under all alternatives
from the Divisions of Operations, Resources, and
Minerals to continue project design, implementing
and maintenance on the wild horse plan and to im-
plement off-road vehicle designations.

Consistency

The Continuation of Current Management and
Protection Alternatives would be consistent with the
wild horse management plan. Both the Commodity
and Preferred Alternatives would require revising
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the horse plan because of the power line right-of-
way in Coal Canyon and the further leasing of oil
and gas and coal in the horse range.

Effect

The Continuation of Current Management and
Protection Alternatives would have little effect on
the horses or other activities. The effect of oil and
gas development and forestry could be mitigated to
little or no effect. Foaling activities in Coal Canyon
would be protected from all disturbing activities
under the Continuation of Current Management and
Protection Alternatives, except for existing coal
leases which could reduce the horse herd by 10
percent.

Under the Commodity and Preferred Alternatives,
identifying Coal Canyon as available for further coal
leasing consideration, pending further study, and
mitigating any adverse impacts from possible coal
development would, through lease stipulations,
ensure a viable horse herd is maintained.
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CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Proposed Management Actions

Under all alternatives, cultural resources would
be protected from surface-disturbing activities as
required by law. Project areas would be inventoried
for cultural resources prior to project approval.
Measures would be taken to protect any cultural re-
sources found.

The Sinbad Valley area would be inventoried and
identified as a historic site area under all alterna-
tives. The number of archaeological sites/areas
identified for active management varies under each
alternative. Table 2-12 lists areas to be actively
managed by alternative. Special protective. meas-
ures would be taken to protect these areas. Re-
search would be directed by the resource protec-
tion planning process reports (RP3) plans estab-
lished by the State Historic Preservation Office.

Table 2-12. Cultural Resource Management

Recommendations
(Acres)
Proposed Management Alternative
Actions CCMA| CA | ProA | PA

Sinbad Valley Historic Unit... 0 0 0 0
Indian Creek.........covcercrcnnnen. 350 350 350 350
Sieber Canyon........cccooceueene. 300 0 300 300
Ladder Springs......c.cccvevevvnense 640 640 640 640
Rough Canyon ..........ccceunene 0 100 1,470 100
Cactus Park........cceecvinninnenenns 0| 1,000 1,000 1,000
Ten Gateway Sites ................ 0 15 0 0
Transect 7 ....ccccvevercrnnenn. 0 0 9,000 9,100
McDonald Creek.................... 0 0 160 160
5ME1358 .......... 0 0 35 35
Middle Mesa. 0 0 35 0

Total ... 1,290 | 2,105 | 12,990 | 11,685

The Indian Creek site would be managed as an
area of critical environmental concern under the
Commodity and Protection Alternatives. Rough
Canyon would be managed as an area of critical
environmental concern for wildlife and cultural re-
source values under the Protection Alternative.

Implementation

Under all alternatives, cultural resource clear-
ances would be required before authorizing any
surface-disturbing activities. Also, identified high
value sites (Table 2-12) would be managed as out-
lined in the Grand Junction Cultural Resource Man-
agement Guide and as directed by the Office of Ar-
chaeology and Historic Preservation of The Colora-
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do Historical Society in the RP-3 reports. Manage-
ment plans would be prepared for these sites.

Support

Fire management would be needed to protect
cultural resources from wildfires. Engineering sup-
port would be needed under all alternatives to im-
plement cultural resource management of high
value sites. Recreation input would be an important
aspect of the Sinbad Valley Historic Unit Plan.

Consistency

All alternatives are consistent with the State
Preservation Officer’s plan (RP-3) for managing cul-
tural resources and conform to federal regulations
and laws for cultural resource preservation.

Effects

Under all alternatives, cultural resource clear-
ances for project sites before project approval
would continue to protect cultural resources from
destruction and add to the data base. Active man-
agement of areas shown on Table 2-12 would in-
crease knowledge of prehistory in this area. Acqui-
sition of public access into Indian Creek, McDonald
Creek, and Sieber Canyon could adversely impact
cultural resources in these areas.

RECREATION RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT

Proposed Management Actions

Three existing developed sites (Miracle Rock,
Dominguez, and Mud Springs) would continue to be
managed under all alternatives. The Mud Springs
Recreation Site would be expanded to accommo-
date more group use under both the Commodity
and Preferred Alternatives. A fee system would be
instituted for both overnight camping and large
group use.

Under the Commodity Alternative, 17 roadside
rest stops would be developed. Under all alterna-
tives, the majority of the Grand Junction Resource
Area would be managed as an extensive recreation
management area. This involves basic stewardship
responsibilities and providing general signing, maps,
and information.

Under all alternatives, areas would be identified
for special recreation management, including inten-
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sive recreation management. Table 2-13 lists the

areas and describes the management proposed for

each areas.

Table 2-13. Management of Special Recreation Areas

Management by Alternative

CCMA

CA

ProA

PA

Black Ridge/Ruby Canyon
(68,000 acres) would be des-
ignated as recreation lands
and managed to provide for
high quality backcountry/
primitive recreation (minerals
withdrawal, scenic river man-
agement standards to extent
possible, minimum impact
camping, off-road vehicle
(ORV) restrictions, generally
unsuitable for public utilities,
visual resource management
(VRM) objectives). Pending
recreation lands designation,
the area would be managed
as an intensive recreation
management area (IRMA)
with objectives as listed
above.

Black Ridge/Ruby Canyon
(68,000 acres) would be des-
ignated as an IRMA and
managed under semi-primi-
tive motorized guidelines. Im-
proved boat access and
shoreline recreation facilities
would be provided in Ruby
Canyon. Trail oriented ORV
use on designated roads and
trails would be encouraged in
the Black Ridge area through
ORYV designation.

Ruby Canyon (10,000 acres)
would be designated as an
IRMA and managed under
semi-primitive motorized
guidelines to protect the
area’s natural, scenic, and ri-
verine  values.  Minimum
impact camping regulations
would be instituted. The
Black Ridge area would be
recommended for wilderness
designation.

Ruby Canyon (10,000 acres)
would be managed under
scenic river guidelines to the
extent possible without
formal designation. Minimum
impact camping regulations
would be instituted. The area
would be withdrawn from
mineral entry, identified as
open to oil and gas leasing
with no surface occupancy,
managed under VRM Class ||
objectives, and identified as
generally  unsuitable  for
public utilites. The Black
Ridge area would be recom-
mended for wilderness desig-
nation.

The Grand Valley (176,000
acres) would be designated
as an IRMA and managed to
provide for urban oriented
recreation. User conflicts
would be minimized and
group uses directed to appro-
priate locations. Competitive
ORV events would primarily
occur in the vicinity of Cycle
Park and east of 27-1/4
Road.

The Grand Valley (176,000
acres) would be identified as
an IRMA and managed as
described under CCMA
except increased recreational
use would be promoted and
increased use supervision
would be required.

The Grand Valley (176,000
acres) would be designated
as an IRMA and managed as
described under CCMA
except user conflicts would
be reduced to a greater
degree through zoning of in-
compatible uses and a high
level of use supervision. The
area allocated to intensive
ORV use would be greatly
reduced.

The Grand Valley (176,000
acres) would be identified as
an IRMA and managed as
described under CCMA
except no group uses would
be authorized in the
Whitewater Hill, Little Park
Road, or Snook's Bottom
areas. Mount Garfield would
be closed to ORV use. The
area between 27-1/4 Road
and Mount Garfield would be
available for competitive
events and intensive ORV
use but closed to target
shooting. The need for addi-
tional use supervision would
be addressed in the activity
plan prepared for this IRMA.

The Granite Creek area (15,000
acres) would be managed as
a sensitive recreation setting.

The Granite Creek area (15,000
acres) would be designated
as an IRMA and managed
under semi-primitive motor-
ized guidelines. Directional
and interpretive  signing
would be provided..

The Granite Creek area (15,000
acres) would be managed
under semi-primitive non-mo-
torized guidelines. The semi-
primitive non-motorized
guidelines would be applied
to the Granite Creek canyons
to protect scenic and natural
values. Directional and inter-
pretive signing would be pro-
vided.

The Granite Creek area would
be managed to provide semi-
primitive motorized setting
and opportunities on the
benches and semi-primitive
non-motorized setting and
opportunities in the canyons.
VRM Class Il objectives
would apply on the benches,
and VRM Class Il objectives
would apply in the canyons.
ORV use would be limited to
existing roads.
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Table 2-13. Management of Special Recreation Areas—Continued

Management by Alternative

CCMA

CA

ProA

PA

South Shale Ridge (22,500
acres) would be managed as
a sensitive recreation setting.

South Shale Ridge (22,500
acres) would be designated
as an IRMA and managed
under semi-primitive motor-
ized guidelines, emphasizing
the protection of the area’'s
unique scenic and geologic
values. Hiking and horseback
trails and directional and in-
terpretive signing would be
provided.

South Shale Ridge (22,500
acres) would be managed as
an area of critical environ-
mental concern (ACEC) to
protect unique scenic and
natural values.

South Shale Ridge (22,500
acres) would be managed to
protect scenic and natural
values by placing the scenic
and natural values stipulation
on oil and gas leases and
with VRM Class Hi manage-
ment objectives. ORV use
would be limited to designat-
ed roads, and no public
access would be permitted
on new roads.

The Gunnison River Canyon
(18,000 acres) would be
managed as a sensitive
recreation setting.

The Gunnison River Canyon
(18,000 acres) would be des-
ignated as an IRMA and
managed under semi-primi-
tive motorized guidelines.
River access points would be
developed, and interpretive
signing would be provided.

The Gunnison River Canyon
(18,000 acres) would be des-
ignated as an IRMA and
managed as described under
CA except greater emphasis
would be placed on protect-
ing the area’s scenic and
natural values.

The Gunnison River Canyon
(18,000 acres) would be
managed as part of the
Grand Valley IRMA and
would provide for semi-primi-
tive motorized recreation op-
portunities. The area would
be managed under VRM
Class |l objectives. Provision
of floatboating opportunities
would be the primary recrea-
tion activity. The area would
be leased for oil and gas de-
velopment with the no sur-
face occupancy stipulation.

The Hunter/Garvey Canyons
area would be managed as a
sensitive recreation setting.

The Hunter/Garvey Canyons
area (19,000 acres) would be
designated as an IRMA and
managed under semi-primi-
tive motorized guidelines
near roads and semi-primitive
non-motorized guidelines in
the  canyons. Emphasis
would be placed on protect-
ing the area’s scenic and
natural values. Directional
signing would be provided.

The Hunter/Garvey Canyons
area (19,000 acres) would be
managed for semi-primitive
motorized recreation settings
and opportunities on the
benches and semi-primitive
non-motorized settings and
opportunities in the canyons.
The benches would be man-
aged under VRM Class il ob-
jectives, and the canyons
would be managed under
VRM Class Il objectives.

The south slopes of Battlement
Mesa (14,700 acres) would
be managed as a quality
hunting area. Public vehicle
access on any new roads
would be prohibited. Existing
opportunities for hiking and
horseback access into the
area would be maintained.

The Dominguez Canyon area
(75,800 acres) would be
managed as a wildland area
to provide for high quality
backcountry recreation use.
The area would generally be
managed to provide for primi-
tive and semi-primitive non-
motorized recreation settings
and opportunities.

The Dominguez Creeks area
(12,000 acres) would be des-
ignated as an IRMA and
managed under semi-primi-
tive motorized guidelines.
Foot and horse access and
trails would be improved as
would public information and
signing to promote use.

The Dominguez Canyon area
would be recommended for
wilderness designation.

The Dominguez Canyon area
would be recommended for
wilderness designation.
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Table 2-13. Management of Special Recreation Areas—Continued

Management by Alternative

CCMA

CA

ProA

PA

The Sewemup Mesa area
(19,140 acres) would be
managed as a wildland area
to provide for high quality
backcountry recreation use.
The area would be managed
to provide for primitive recre-
ation settings and opportuni-
ties.

The Sewemup Mesa/Sinbad
Valley area (28,000 acres)
would be designated as an
IRMA and managed under
semi-primitive motorized and
primitive guidelines. Camping
facilities would be developed
at the mouth of Sinbad
Valley, interpretive materials
and signing would be devel-
oped throughout the area.

Sinbad Valley (15,000 acres)
would be designated as an
IRMA and managed under
semi-primitive motorized
guidelines. The area’s unigue
scenic value would be pro-
tected and interpretive mate-
rials and signing would be

. developed. The Sewemup
Mesa area would be recom-
mended for wilderness desig-
nation.

The Sewemup Mesa area
would be recommended for
wilderness designation.
Sinbad Valley would be part
of the Gateway IRMA and
managed for semi-primitive
motorized opportunities. The
cliffs in Sinbad Valley (1,920
acres) would be designated
as VRM Class |, and the
valley bottom (8,960 acres)
would be designated as VRM
Class lli.

The Bang’s Canyon/Northeast
Creek area (40,000 acres)
would be managed as a sen-
sitive recreation setting.

The Bang’s Canyon/Northeast
Creek area (40,000 acres)
would be designated as an
IRMA and managed under
semi-primitive motorized
guidelines.  Trail oriented
ORYV use, hiking, and horse-
back riding would be encour-
aged. Directional and inter-
pretive signing would be pro-
vided.

The Bang's Canyon/Northeast
Creek area (40,000 acres)
would be designated as an
IRMA and managed under
semi-primitive motorized and
semi-primitive non-motorized
guidelines. The non-motor-
ized guidelines would apply
to Northeast Creek and the
major canyons. Vehicle use
would be limited to designat-
ed roads. The Little Park
area would be managed for
group use. Directional and in-
terpretive signing would iden-
tify hiking and horseback
riding trails.

The Bang’s Canyon/Northeast
Creek area (40,000 acres)
would be designated as an
IRMA and managed under
semi-primitive motorized and
semi-primitive  non-motorized
guidelines. The semi-primitive
non-motorized guidelines
would apply to the major
canyons and  Northeast
Creek. Trail oriented ORV
use on existing roads, hiking,
and horseback riding would
be encouraged. Scenic cliffs
and canyons would be pro-
tected by VRM Ciass | desig-
nation. Directional and inter-
pretive signing would be pro-
vided. Activity planning for
this IRMA would be included
in the Grand Valley activity
management plan.

The Palisade area (26,050
acres) would be managed as
a wildland area to provide for
high quality backcountry
recreation use. The area
would be managed to pro-
vide for recreation settings
and opportunities. The Dolo-
res River Canyon (17,000
acres) would be managed as
a sensitive recreation setting
with emphasis on protecting
the area’s natural scenic set-
ting for river running and
highway oriented sightseeing
opportunities.

The Palisade/Dolores River
Canyon area (26,000 acres)
would be designated as an
IRMA and managed under
semi-primitive motorized
guidelines. Interpretive stops,
directional  signing, boat
launching sites, and hiking
trails would be provided.

The Dolores River Canyon area
(17,000 acres) would be des-
ignated as an IRMA and
managed under semi-primi-
tive motorized guidelines,
and some of the facilities
would be developed as under
the Commodity Alternative.
The Palisade would be desig-
nated wilderness.

The Gateway area (41,000
acres) would be designated
as an IRMA and managed
under semi-primitive non-mo-
torized guidelines. This IRMA
would include Sinbad Valley,
the Dolores River Canyon,
and The Palisade area. The
Palisade itself (1,920 acres)
would be managed as an
outstanding natural area to
protect scenic and geologic
values. Vehicle use would be
limited to existing roads and
trails, and protection of
scenic values would be em-
phasized. The cliffs in Sinbad
Valley would be managed
under VRM Class | guide-
lines, Sinbad Valley under
VRM Class lil guidelines, and
the Dolores River Canyon
under VRM Class Il guide-
lines. Interpretive  signing
wouid be provided.
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implementation

Under all alternatives, recreation area manage-
ment plans (RAMPs) would be prepared for each
IRMA. These RAMPs would address levels and
types of management and development in greater
detail and allow for more specific public input.
Within recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS)
classes, any proposed projects would be analyzed
to determine possible effects on continued avail-
ability of outdoor recreation opportunities, protec-
tion of resource values, user safety, and user con-
flicts. Site plans would be prepared for new facility
developments. Effective designation of no-shooting
zones under the Protection and Preferred Alterna-
tives would require coordination with county agen-
cies and the Colorado Division of Wildlife.

Support

Fire management support would be needed
under all alternatives for managing natural and
man-caused fires in meeting recreation resource
management objectives. Cadastral survey and ap-
praisal would be necessary for acquisition of the
Loma launch site, or the existing cooperative man-
agement agreement would be modified.

Engineering support would be needed for design
and construction of recreational facilities. Off-road
vehicle designations would be needed to provide
for intensive off-road vehicle use areas and for pro-
tection of recreational values and opportunities.

Ceonsistency

Specific recreation management of public lands
within the resource area is not addressed in the
State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan or
in the plans or regulations of other agencies or
local governments. However, recreation manage-
ment actions proposed under all alternatives
appear to be consistent with state and local con-
cerns as expressed through various coordination
and public input actions.

Effects

Under all alternatives except the Commodity Al-
ternative, important recreation settings would be
maintained in special management areas such as
wildland areas and intensive recreation manage-
ment areas. Existing developed sites would be
maintained.

Continued availability of important outdoor recre-
ation opportunities would be ensured under both
the Protection and Preferred Alternatives. Increased
levels of use supervision would protect unique and
fragile resources, promote user safety, and reduce
user conflicts in intensive recreation management
areas under the Commodity, Protection, and Pre-
ferred Alternatives.

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Proposed Management Actions

Under all alternatives, the majority of the re-
source area would not be placed in visual resource
management (VRM) classes. Under the Protection
and Preferred alternatives, the areas recommended
for wilderness designation would be managed
under VRM Class | objectives. Additional areas
would also be managed under VRM Class | objec-
tives as shown in Table 2-14.

The VBM designations include the more scenic
and visually sensitive areas in the Grand Junction
Resource Area as identified through the visual re-
source’ management inventory and public scoping.
Some scenic areas were deleted or downgraded in
various alternatives to accommodate competing
land uses. This was particularly true throughout the
area north of the Book Cliffs and in the Roan Creek
drainage. The Protection and Preferred Alternatives
would provide the greatest protection to areas of
high scenic value. Under the Preferred Alternative,
The Palisade above Gateway would be designated
an outstanding natural area to protect scenic
values.

Table 2-14. Visual Resources Management Recommendations

(In Acres)

Proposed Management Actions

Visual resource management class designation proposals:
a. Class |

(1) Wilderness study areas

(2) Mount Garfield

(3) Cliffs of Sinbad Valley

Alternative
CCMA CA ProA PA
0 0| 252,555 | 149,087
0 0 9,520 1,280
o) 0 1,920 1,920
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Table 2-14. Visual Resources Management Recommendations—Continued

(in Acres)
Alternative
Proposed Management Actions
CCMA CA ProA PA

(4) Ruby Canyon north Side ... e sssanenas 0 0 10,000 0. .

(5) The Palisade........cccoceveiiercreiencieiernecsse e ceeeseseesas . 0 0. 20 1,920
b. Class Il......... | 173,374 0| 180,820 | 106,873
C. CHASS ettt ettt s et s st s bbb s rnas 161,821 0 0! 180,481
. UNdeSIignated........miiiiniini e s s e 944,865 | 1,280,060 | 825,245 | 838,499

®Included in wilderness areas acreage.

Implementation

The VRM program is a support function, not an
active program; proposed projects are evaluated for
consistency with VRM objectives. Projects within
designated VRM class areas would be modified to
blend in with the characteristic landscape or may
be denied if visual contrast would be excessive.

Consistency

The proposed VRM designations are consistent
with issues identified by local, state, and federal
agencies.

Support

In some areas, a limited suppression policy would
help perpetuate natural, diverse ecological condi-
tions which add variety to landscapes.

Effects

Under all alternatives except the Commaodity Al-
ternative, many of the highly scenic and highly sen-
sitive visual resources in the Grand Junction Re-
source Area would be protected from visually con-
trasting land uses.

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE MANAGEMENT

Proposed Management Actions

Under all alternatives, critical and fragile resource
values would be protected from damage due to off-
road vehicle use. The protection afforded to these
resources would vary by alternative. The Continu-
ation of Current Management and Commodity Alter-
natives would provide the least protection while the
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Protection and Preferred Alternatives would provide
the greatest protection.

Under the Protection and Preferred Alternatives,
areas recommended for wilderness designation
would be closed to vehicle use.

Under all alternatives, an area for competitive
events and intensive use would be provided. Table
2-15 shows the proposed off-road vehicle designa-
tions by alternative.

implementation

Under all alternatives, an implementation plan
would be prepared for off-road vehicle designa-
tions. Notices would be published and designations
described in the Federal Register and local news-
papers. Maps showing the designations would be
printed and made available for public sale. Off-road
vehicle designation areas would, in some places,
be identified through signing; however, the off-road
vehicle map would be the primary implementation
tool.

Support

Under all alternatives, support would be needed
from Cartography to prepare an off-road vehicle
designation map. Support from a variety of re-
source programs (particularly wildlife, soils, water,
and recreation) would be required to fund the off-
road vehicle designation map, signs, and sign main-
tenance. .

Under all alternatives, implementation of off-road
vehicle designations would rely on active use su-
pervision and a field oriented law enforcement ca-
pability.
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Table 2-15. Off-Road Vehicle Designation Recommendations

(Acres)
Alternative
Proposed Designations
CCMA CA ProA PA
ClOSEU .....eseveervrreesets s ees s s ra s s s et bbb s b b e saeebese et e bbb n b ssentaen 17,902 17,912 | 259,243 | 159,274
Limited to designated roads............ 144,155 38,370 | 151,410 71,651
Limited to existing roads.........c.coceevcnne 47,911 144,621 | 826,427 | 384,423
Limited to season of use every year........occvvniiennnns 11,620 11,620 39,380 63,242
Limited to season of use in harsh winters 0 0 0| 121,600
OPEIN .. rrise st sas e et e snatses 1,058,472 | 1,067,537 3,600 | 479,870
Intensive/competitive use areas! (100,000) (176,000) (3,840) | (10,240)

1Acres identified for intensive/competitive use are included in the open category.

Consistency

Off-road vehicle designations along the south
slopes of Battlement Mesa would be consistent
with existing Forest Service designations only in the
Protection Alternative. The Grand Mesa National
Forest is now preparing an updated travel map.
Through discussions with Forest Service personnel,
it appears that off-road vehicle designations in the
Preferred Alternative would be consistent with the
new travel map, except as noted above.

There are no state and local off-road vehicle des-
ignations within the resource area. However, the
Protection and Preferred Alternatives appear to be
consistent with state and local policies regarding
provision of trail oriented and competitive off-road
vehicle use and protection of fragile resources.

Effect

Under all alternatives, identification of an area for
intensive use and competitive events would stream-
line the permitting process for competitive events
and group use. The Protection and Preferred Alter-
natives would provide the greatest reduction in user
conflicts. Under all alternatives, in areas closed or
limited to vehicle use, sensitive and unique re-
source value would be protected.

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT

Proposed Management Actions

The BLM is required by the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) to recom-
mend wilderness study areas (WSAs) as either suit-
able or nonsuitable for designation as wilderness.
These preliminary recommendations must be made
through a land use plan—in this case a resource
management plan (RMP). Suitability recommenda-
tions must be made under all alternatives.
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To satisfy the requirements of BLM’s Wilderness
Study Policy (1982), an all wilderness option and a
no wilderness option were analyzed. Partial wilder-
ness alternatives were analyzed in Appendix I. Ap-
pendix | provides a detailed analysis of the seven
wilderness study areas.

Appendix | summarizes the BLM's Wilderness
Study Policy. It also describes management of the
four WSAs recommended for wilderness designa-
tion in the Preferred Alternative should they not be
designated by Congress as wilderness.

Map 1, in the map packet, shows the seven WSA
boundaries as documented in the BLM's Fina/ Wil-
derness Study Areas—Colorado, dated November
1980. Areas recommended for wilderness designa-
tion by alternative are shown in Table 2-16 and on
the alternative maps in the map pockets. Wilder-
ness recommendations are preliminary and, there-
fore, could change during administrative review.
These recommendations would become final only if
adopted by the Secretary of the Interior and the
President. The President forwards these recom-
mendations to Congress who makes the final deci-
sion on wilderness designations. Until final disposi-
tion by Congress, all seven WSAs would be man-
aged under the BLM's /nterim Management Policy
for WSAs. Generally, this policy provides that
WSAs will be managed to protect Congress’ right
to make the wilderness decision. In short, if an area
presently has wilderness potential, it should still
have this potential when Congress is to make its
decision. Certain uses occurring in the WSAs at the
time of the passage of FLPMA have grandfathered
rights which may allow impairment of wilderness
values.

Under the Continuation of Current Management,
all seven WSAs would be recommended nonsuita-
ble for wilderness designation. The Colorado por-
tion of Black Ridge Canyons and Black Ridge Can-
yons West WSAs would be managed primarily for
recreation and would be designated as recreation
lands. Sewemup Mesa, The Palisade, and Domin-
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Table 2-16. Wilderness Management Recommendations

Alternative
Proposed Management Actions CCMA CA ProA PA
St NSz S NS ] NS S ~ NS
WSAs Recommended as Suitable or Nonstuitable for Wilderhess
Designation ’ : .
a. Demaree CanyoN............ccuvemerrrcrrmrnrnnmnssesecsesennsssessssseranns 0 21050 | 0O 21,050 24,500 0 0| 21,050
b. Little Book Cliffs ........... 0 26,525 | 0 26,525 28,600 0 0| 26,525
- ¢. Black Ridge Canyons 0 18,150 | 0 18,150 20,185 0 19,595 590
d. Black Ridge Canyons West 0 54,290 | 0O 54,290 55,015 0 54,342 673
e. The Palisade.........cccccoconrvurnnnne 0 26,050 0 26,050 26,180 ] 0| 26,050
f. Dominguez Canyon..........ccceueu. 0 75800} 0 75,800 78,935 0 56,315 | 19,495
g. Sewemup Mesa.........ccceennnnes 0 19,140 | 0 19,140 19,140 0 18,835 305
TOAL ettt sesae e e tn e snsas e rn e en e nenan 0]%241,005 | 0| 241,005 | 252,555 0| 149,087 | 94,688
'S = Suitable

NS = Nonsuitable

3Reflect actual acreage for all WSAs including public land in the Montrose, Colorado, and Moab, Utah, Districts.

guez Canyon WSAs would be managed as wildland
areas. The Little Book Cliffs WSA would be man-
aged for wild horses, and Demaree Canyon WSA
would be managed for coal and oil and gas.

Under the Commodity Alternative, all seven
WSAs would be recommended nonsuitable for wil-
derness designation. The Little Book Cliffs WSA
would be managed for wild horses, coal, and oil
and gas; and the Demaree Canyon WSA would be
managed for coal and oil and gas. The Palisade
would be managed for oil and gas, wildlife, and for-
estry. The Dominguez Canyon and Black Ridge
Canyons WSAs would be managed primarily for
wildlife and forestry.

Under the Protection Alternative, all seven WSAs
would be recommended for wilderness designation.
All WSA boundaries except Sewemup Mesa would
be expanded to improve manageability (252,555
acres total).

Under the Preferred Alternative, portions of the
Black Ridge Canyons, Black Ridge Canyons West,
Dominguez Canyon, and Sewemup Mesa WSAs
would be recommended suitable for wilderness
designation (144,087 acres total). The Demaree
Canyon WSA would be managed primarily for coal
and oil and gas, and the Little Book Cliffs WSA
would be managed for wild horses, coal, and oil
and gas. A portion of The Palisade WSA (1,920
acres) would be designated as an outstanding natu-
ral area, and the remainder of the area would be
managed under general multiple use guidelines.

Under the Preferred Alternative, boundaries
would be expanded in the Black Ridge Canyons
WSAs to create one larger, more manageable unit.
In these units and Dominguez Canyon, several
roads would be included in the WSAs. These would
still be available for administrative use by grazing
permittees in accordance with BLM's Wilderness

Management Policy. Other boundary modifications
in the WSAs would be made to improve manage-
ability by minimizing resource conflicts such as pre-
venting trespass. Boundary modifications are
shown in Appendix I.

Implementation

Following the completion of the resource man-
agement plan, a wilderness study report identifying
the wilderness suitability or nonsuitability recom-
mendations for each WSA will be prepared and
submitted to Congress. Appendix | explains the pro-
cedures and roles involved in the wilderness report-
ing process. The wilderness study report will be ac-
companied by a separate final environmental
impact statement on the wilderness portion of the
plan. This draft environmental impact statement
serves as the draft for both the final environmental
impact statement on the resource management
plan and the final wilderness environmental impact
statement.

Only Congress has the authority to add an area
to the National Wilderness Preservation System.
After wilderness designation, a wilderness manage-
ment plan would be written for each area designat-
ed. Fire management plans would also be devel-
oped for these areas. Once an area is designated

_as wilderness, the provisions of the Wilderness Act

apply and BLM will manage the areas to preserve
wilderness character and provide for the public pur-
poses of recreational, scenic, scientific, education-
al, conservation, and historical use.

If the Demaree Canyon and Little Book Cliffs
WSAs are designated wilderness, the existing pre-

'FLPMA leases will have to be further analyzed for
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environmental impacts. This will be done in an envi-
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ronmental analysis for each new application for
permit to drill or mine plan.

Support

Mineral surveys by the U.S. Geological Survey
and the U.S. Bureau of Mines would be required for
WSAs recommended as preliminarily suitable for
wilderness designation as requested by the BLM
Director. Fire management support would be
needed for the preparation of fire management
plans and for management of natural fire in meet-
ing the resource objective and for the protection of
unique and fragile resources for designated wilder-
ness. Cadastral survey will be needed to define
some wilderness boundaries. Support from the Op-
erations staff would be needed for right-of-way and
land acquisition.

Consistency

Wilderness designation is generally consistent or
not addressed in the local plans. Under the Protec-
tion Alternative, the major inconsistency is with the
West Central Colorado Coal Environmental State-
ment which identifies areas to be developed for
coal in the Demaree Canyon and Little Book Cliffs
WSAs.

Effects

Under the Continuation of Current Management
Alternative, wilderness values in the Black Ridge
Canyons and Black Ridge Canyons West WSAs
would generally be protected through management
of the area primarily for recreation and designation
of the area as recreation lands. Dominguez
Canyon, The Palisade, and Sewemup Mesa WSAs
would be managed as wildlands, which would help
to protect wilderness values.

Under the Commodity Alternative, wilderness
values would not be protected in any of the seven
WSAs. Surface-disturbing activities permitted under
this alternative would generally resuit in the loss of
wilderness characteristics.

Under the Protection Alternative, wilderness char-
acteristics would be protected through wilderness
designation in all WSAs except the Little Book
Cliffs and Demaree Canyon WSAs. In these two
areas, development of pre-FLPMA oil and gas and
coal leases would adversely impact wilderness
characteristics.

Under the Preferred Alternative, wilderness char-
acteristics would be protected in the Black Ridge
Canyons, Black Ridge Canyons West, Sewemup
Mesa, and Dominguez Canyon WSAs through wil-
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derness designation. Wilderness characteristics in
the Demaree Canyon, Little Book Cliffs, and The
Palisade WSAs would be lost because of permitted
surface-disturbing activities.

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS

Proposed Management Actions

Special management areas consist of areas of
critical environmental concern (ACECs), research
natural areas (RNAs), and outstanding natural
areas (ONAs). Table 2-17 shows which areas
would receive a special management area designa-
tion by alternative. Overlapping designations that
would provide similar management or protection
would not be made under the Continuation of Cur-
rent Management, Commodity, or Preferred Alterna-
tives. More specific management of these areas is
included in the appropriate emphasis area narrative,
and impacts are discussed under the appropriate
resources.

Implementation

Management of special management areas
would be prescribed in site-specific activity plans
prepared upon completion of this resource manage-
ment plan. Management objectives for these areas
are included in the emphasis area narratives. Des-
ignations would become final upon approval of this
resource management plan.

Support

Fire support would be needed to protect unique
and fragile resources. Assistance would be required
from a variety of resource specialists to prepare
site-specific activity plans.

Conéistency

State and local land use plans do not address
special management areas. However, state and
local regulations do address protection and man-
agement of unique and fragile resources. To the
best of our knowledge, these recommendations for
special management area designations are consist-
ent with those regulations.

All areas recommended as a special manage-
ment area in the preferred alternative would be
available for listing on the state’s Natural Areas
Program administered by the Colorado Department
of Natural Resources.
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Table 2-17. Special Management Areas Recommendations

(Acres)
Alternative
Proposed Management Actions "
CCMA CA ProA PA

Proposed for ACEC Designation:

a. Indian Creek (cultural resources) ............ccccceeeneene. et st e s eataraesrersens 0 350 350 0

b. Baxter/Douglas Pass soil slump (Soil hazard).........cccoevvonerecrerrrnnsnncncnnenenne 0| 18,000 [ 18,000 0

¢. Cactus Park soil area (cultural resources and soil stabilization) .........c..c.e.c... 0 800 1,500 0

d. Skipper’s Island (riparian values) ..............c.cmimimnenesneresnnssinensseisiciecsenees 0 160 160 0

e. South Shale Ridge (scenic values)..........c.cccovnirieninnene 0 0| 22,500 0

f.  Mount Garfield/slopes of Grand Mesa (scenic values) 0 0 9,520 0

g. Badger Wash Uplands (sensitive plants) ... 0 0 1,230 0

h. Rough Canyon (endangered plants, scenic values, and cultural resources) 0 0 1,470 0

TOHAL: .ttt e etttk e et et st b et et e Rt e enenanan 0| 19,310 | 54,170 0

Proposed for RNA Designation:

a. Unaweep Seep (sensitive butterflies) ..., 37 37 37 37

b. Pyramid Rock (endangered plants)................. 470 0 470 470

c. Gunnison Graveis (geologic processes) 0 0 5 5

d. Rough Canyon (endangered plants, scenic values and cultural resources)... 0 0 0| 1,470

e. Fruita Paleontological Site (geologic processes) ........rrmmmrensinssisnnenes 0 0 280 280

f. Rabbit Valley paleontological site (geologic processes)... 0 0 280 280

TORAL: cev.eeevevereeeesemeseeeesseessessesssassessssans et RS RS eR S eSS eRR e e r s 507 37| 1,072 | 2,542

Proposed for ONA Designation: ’

a. The Palisade (SCENIC VAIUBS).........cccuereeeeeccrererermeresarireesssssssessessseessesessessssetasssessessssessssescssessssesene 0 0 0 1,920

Effects

Protection and management of unique or fragile
resources would not be provided through ACEC
designation under the Gontinuation of Current Man-
agement and Preferred Alternatives. However,
under the Preferred Alternative, the Indian Creek
archaeological site would be identified for active
management, the Baxter/Douglas Pass soil slump
area would be protected from surface-disturbing ac-
tivities, the Cactus Park soil area would be stabi-
lized, Mount Garfield would be designated and
managed as a VRM Class | area and the adjacent
cliffs and slopes of Grand Mesa as VRM Class |l
sensitive plants in the Badger Wash Uplands would
be protected from surface-disturbing activities, and
Rough Canyon would be designated as a research
natural area. Skipper’s Island would be identified for
disposal.

The Palisade ONA would be protected from all
discretionary management decisions involving sur-
face-disturbing activities in all alternative except the
Commodity Alternative. Also, it would be managed
under VRM Class | guidelines in the Preferred Alter-
native, recognizing valid existing rights.

55

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENTS

Proposed Management Actions

Disposal. Under the Continuation of Current
Management Alternative, land tenure adjustment
proposals would be processed and analyzed as re-
ceived, based upon available funding.

Under the Commodity, Protection, and Preferred
Alternatives, specific tracts would be identified for
disposal as shown on Maps 3, 4, and 5 (see map
pocket). All tracts identified for disposal would
comply with the planning criteria discussed in Chap-
ter 1.

Under all alternatives, the primary emphasis for
disposal would be on exchanges, and the second-
ary emphasis would be on sales. Some disposal
tracts would be included in a statewide exchange
pool. All public lands identified for disposal would
be in the best interest of the public in order to (1)
increase management efficiency, (2) make lands
available for more intensive use or development,
(3) make lands available for management by an-
other government entity, or (4) serve the national
interest.

Under all alternatives, the mineral estates would
be conveyed with the surface where mineral values
are not known to exist or where retaining the miner-
al rights would interfere with or preclude nonmineral
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development of the land which is a more beneficial
use of the land than mineral development.

Public land identified for retention could be con-
sidered for exchange to improve management effi-
ciency or to meet the needs under the Recreation
and Public Purposes Act.

Acquisition. Private land would be identified for
acquisition under all alternatives. The preferred
method of acquiring this private land would be
through exchange of identified disposal tracts. Pri-
vate land identified for acquisition is generally locat-
ed within the Little Book Cliffs Wild Horse Range,
special management areas, or areas recommended
for wilderness designation (see emphasis area nar-
ratives).

Under the Commodity, Protection, and Preferred
Alternatives, in addition to identified acquisitions,
the BLM would consider exchanging identified dis-
posal tracts or other suitable public land for suitable
private lands. The private lands would have to lie
within or adjacent to large blocks of public land or
have special resource values needed by BLM to
improve resource management. Following are ex-
amples of the types of private land that would be
considered for acquisition through exchange:

1. Private lands within areas recommended as suit-
able for designation as wilderness.

2. Private lands needed for management of wild
and scenic rivers and wild and scenic study
rivers.

3. Potential national or historic trails.
4. Potential natural or research natural areas.

5. Potential areas for cultural or natural history des-
ignation. '

6. Potential areas of critical environmental concern.

7. Private lands within designated wild horse pre-
serves.

o]

. Private lands with potential for other Congres-
sional designations.

9. Threatened or endangered species habitat areas.
10. Riparian habitat areas.
11, Valuable recreation areas.

12. Wetland areas as defined in Executive Order
11990, dated May 24, 1977.

13. Flood plain areas (100-year) as defined in Exec-
utive Order 11988, dated May 24, 1977.

Table 2-18 summarizes the acres and tracts rec-
ommended for disposal and acquisition.

Table 2-18. Land Tenure Adjustment

Recommendations

Proposed Management Alternative

Actions CCMA| CA | ProA | PA
Disposal:
A ACIES.....ccveeeceerercrerenne 0} 41,550 | 7,635 | 27,956
b. Tracts....ccocevierverennene 0 207 91 155
Acquisition:
a. ACIES ....cccvereeirreeeiieereres 896 1,049 | 3,579 1,889
b. Tracts....ccecvevecercnene 5 7 14 8

Implementation

Under the Continuation of Current Management
Alternative, environmental assessments and land
reports would be prepared for all suitable exchange
and sale proposals. Proposals determined to be in
the public interest would be approved.

Under the Commodity, Protection, and Preferred
Alternatives, an activity plan would be prepared for
land tenure adjustments. The activity plan would
identify the general sequence of disposal and rec-
ommend disposal methods. Disposal tracts would
then undergo further screening through environ-
mental assessments and land reports. Tracts deter-
mined to be in the public interest to transfer would
be approved for disposal.

Some of the disposal tracts would be suitable for
cooperative management agreements (CMA) or
transfer to Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW),
the U.S. Forest Service, local governments or quali-
fied environmental groups. CDOW has indicated an
interest in lands with riparian values. The city of
Fruita has indicated an interest in lands located
southwest of Fruita for recreational purposes. Mesa
County has indicated an interest in recreational
lands in the Grand Valley. If these transfers or
CMAs are not feasible, then the tracts would be
recommended for private exchange or sale.

Private lands offered to BLM in exchange for
public lands will be evaluated using the criteria
identified in the acquisition section.

Support

Support would be needed under all alternatives
for appraisal reports, mineral reports, and cultural
clearances. Some of the tracts will also require
threatened and endangered species clearances
and/or paleontological clearances. Support may be
needed for conducting cadastral' surveys on some
of the tracts.
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Consistency

Coordinating and conferring with affected state
and local governments would continue concerning
land tenure adjustments. In preparation of an activi-
ty plan, close coordination and consultation with af-
fected counties would be made to establish prior-
ities and methods of disposal to minimize adverse
impacts. The proposed land tenure adjustments
appear to be consistent with state and local plans
and regulations.

Garfield and Mesa Counties have reviewed the
draft for the Commodity, Protection, and Continu-
ation of Current Management Alternatives. State
and county governments will be notified 60 days
prior to any disposal.

Effects

Under the Continuation of Current Management
Alternative, suitable exchange and sale proposals
would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis with-
out the benefit of an activity plan to guide the land
tenure adjustments.

Under the Commodity, Protection, and Preferred
Alternatives, an activity plan would be prepared to
guide the land tenure adjustments. Disposal of ap-
proximately 41,550 acres of public land in the Com-
modity Alternative, 7,635 acres in the Protection Al-
ternative, and 27,956 acres in the Preferred Alter-

native would decrease the amount of public land in
the Grand Junction Resource Area available for
muitiple use management by 3 percent, less than 1
percent, and 2 percent, respectively. Acquisition of
private land through exchange would offset some
of these decreases. Many of these isolated dispos-
al tracts cannot be used by the general public be-
cause there is no legal access. Administrative effi-
ciency would be improved by disposal of these iso-
lated tracts which are uneconomic to manage and
by acquisition of private tracts within large blocks of
public land.

TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT

Proposed Management Actions

Under the Continuation of Current Management
Alternative, only roads or trails identified in ap-
proved activity plans would be acquired. Other
easements would be acquired only as specific man-
agement problems were encountered.

Under the Commodity, Protection, and Preferred
Alternatives, additional miles of road and trail ease-
ments would be acquired for a variety of resource

~ management needs. Table 2-19 lists the purpose of
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each easement acquisition recommendation. Map 5
shows general locations of easement acquisitions
that would be acquired under the Preferred Alterna-
tive.
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Table 2-19. Transportation Management Recommendations

Miles Alternative
of -
Name of Road or Trail Er:::t' CCMA CA ProA PA
Re- Type of Benefiting Type of Benefiting Type of Benefiting Type of Benefiting Map
quired Access! Resource? Access! Resource? Access!? Resource? Access? Resource? No.?
AdODE ...t
Bull Draw .. .
Carpenter.........
Devil's Canyon....
Flume Canyon.........
Hawxhurst Creek...........
North Fork West Creek.
Pollack ....ccovurreeererrnnnns

Little Dominguez.....
Snyder Flats Horse .......
Barrel Springs.................
Baxter/Douglas Pass.
Beehive..............u.uc....
Brush Mountain...

F,Rec,WLRg...... Rec,WL,F,Rg..

Buniger Road...... .| FWL,Rg,Rec...... ..., FWLRg,Rec...... Rec,F,WL,Rg..

Carr Creek........... Rec,F.WL............ ....| Rec,F,WL.. Rec,WLF,ARg............
Chalk Mountain... .| F.WL,Rg,Rec...... S = 1 B
Cactus Park......... F.WLRg,Rec...... ...| FWLRg,Rec...... PR F.WL,Rg,Rec............ (36)
Coates Creek.. .| FWLRec............ .| F.WL,Rec. AR... F s (30)

Cow Ridge...........
Crawford Peak ........
Douglas Pass East.

| REC,RY rserer PR ooorser ReC.F.WLRG........... (24)
....| (Comm., site)....... AR (Comm. site)............. (29)
.| WLRg.. PR | Rec,WL,F.RG.rroo. (04)

Rec,F.WLRg......
(Comm. site).......
F,WL,Rg,Rec......

Corcoran Wash... WL,Rg,WH,Rec.. ....| RgWH,Rec......... PR ..o Rec,F,Rg.. ((org]
4-A Mountain........... F.WLRg.Rec...... Rg... PR . (22)
Haystack Mountain.

Horse Mountain ........................ (26)
Hunter Canyon-Bronco Flats ..

Indian Creek...........oceeveevreercnan, (17)
Little Dolores...

Logan Wash.... .
Mitchell ROAd ... B | ovvrcsereeennnnd seeeeeevsrersesnsesesond PRevooiee] WLREC,O e eervrevsniieiad cvvvernvsssssssesesssss] PRlvvvcoreressserene] REC, O cececrencrrerceneannens (37)

Middle North Dry Fork ..
Prairie Canyon................
McDonald Creek.
Reeder Ridge..........
Roan Creek
Sieber Canyon ....
Sinbad-Sewemup....

Rec,F.WL,Rg......
F.WL,Rg,Rec......

Snyder Flats South. Rec.F.WLRg.... ...| F.Rg,Rec (33)
South Canyon.......... F,WL,Rg,Rec...... .| FWLRg.... (06)
Timber Ridge... F,WL,Rg,Rec...... F.RQ...everrrereaenens (31)
29 Road REC ..ueervererirerere Rec. . (18)
33 Road...oooveerrrrrernne. REC evomrreereeeenrene Rec (19)
Upper Big Salt Wash..... F,WL,Rg,Rec...... WLRg ..ot

Unaweep to Little Park ................... Rec,F,WLAg...... Rg,ReC....ceremnens (32)

SaAljewld}ljy ‘2 "deyd
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Snyder Flats North.........

Hunter Canyon.........
Hopple Guich...
Tater Hills.......
Black Ridge..
Silt Cutoff

REC....coriermeinrermrnerennns {03)
Rec,WLF....ccorveneen. (27)
Rec,WLF........coecen. (28)
Rec,WL....oveieicrenne (16)

'Type of access: P = Public; A = Administrative; R = Road; T = Trail

2Benefiting resource:

Rec = Recreation; F = Forestry; WL = Wildlife; WH = Wild Horses; C = Cultural; WN = Wilderness; Rg = Range; O = Oil and Gas

3Map No.: Corresponds to map no. on Preferred Alternative Map

sSuonody Juswabeuepy jo Arewwnsg
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Implementation

Under all alternatives, a resource area wide
transportation plan, a site-specific route analysis,
and environmental assessment for each easement
proposal would be prepared. These analyses would
recommend the best approach for acquiring the
easement and specific routes. The transportation
plan would be closely coordinated with off-road ve-
hicle designations and with local, state, and federal
agencies. The transportation plan would identify
specific roads or types of roads to be closed and
rehabilitated. It would also identify those roads that
are to remain open for proper management of the
resource area.

Under the Preferred Alternative, some of the
twelve access locations in the De Beque/Book
Cliffs area would be analyzed for acquisition after
the preparation of an activity plan. Property owners
and local, county and state agencies would be
asked to attend a workshop to address positive and
negative aspects of acquiring each easement. BLM
managers would then select the most appropriate
route(s) based on information gained at the work-
shops.

Support

Cadastral survey would be needed for boundary
determination and corner identification. District
survey would be needed for the accurate plotting of
easement locations. Appraisal reports would be
needed 1o identify acquisition costs. Cartographic
support would be needed for plat preparation. Legal
support would be needed from the solicitor's and
U.S. Attorney’s offices for title and acquisition prob-
lems. Engineering support would be needed in
project design, implementation, and maintenance.

Consistency

U.S. Forest Service and Colorado Division of
wildlife programs require public access across
public land. Since the Continuation of Current Man-
agement Alternative fails to provide access to many
blocks of public land, it is not consistent with the
U.S. Forest Service and Colorado Division of Wild-
life transportation needs.

Proposed roads and trails under the other alter-
natives are consistent with the transportation plans
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of the Grand Mesa and White River National For-
ests. It is consistent with other BLM RMPs through-
out the region. it is also consistent with state and"
local government plans.

Effects

Transportation management is a support function
that enables the implementation of resource related
recommendations and proposals. The effects of ac-
quiring or not acquiring an easement would jeop-
ardize the implementation of the proposed recom-
mendations.

Continuation of Current Management Alterna-
tive. Resource programs which require additional
access to accomplish resource objectives as de-
fined in this alternative would be adversely affect-
ed. Examples include recreation resource manage-
ment and forest management.

Commodity, Protection, and Preferred Alter-
natives. A moderate amount of new legal access
would be provided to nearly all large blocks of
public land. These would provide significant benefi-
cial impacts to resource programs relying on legal
access to accomplish management objectives.

PUBLIC UTILITIES MANAGEMENT

Proposed Management Actions

Under the Continuation of Current Management
Alternative, all proposals to construct public utilities
would be considered as received. Under all alterna-
tives, the use of existing routes would be encour-
aged.

Under all alternatives, suitable, sensitive, and un-
suitable zones for public utilities would be designat-
ed. Suitable areas contain no known resource con-
cerns that would preclude public utility routing. Sen-
sitive areas contain resources that might be impact-
ed by public utility routing; thus, mitigation would be
included as part of any utility project proposal or
right-of-way grant stipulations. Unsuitable areas
contain resource concerns that could not be ade-
quately mitigated; thus, public utility projects would
not be allowed. Table 2-20 shows which areas
would be designated as either suitable, sensitive, or
unsuitable for public major utilities by alternative.
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Table 2-20. Public Utility Restriction Recommendations

CCMA CA ProA PA
Resource Concern Unsuit- | Sensi- | Unsuit- | Sensi- | Unsuit- | Sensi- | Unsuit- | Sensi-
able tive able tive able tive able tive
SOILS MANAGEMENT .
Douglas/Baxter Pass soil slump...........ccccouurinecne. 18,000 0 0 18,000 18,000 0 18,000 0
Cactus Park erosive soils 0 0 0 1,500 0 1,500 0 0
Plateau Creek slump 0 0 0 860 860 0 860 0
Steep slopes......... 0 0 0 0 0 | 200,000 0 1 200,000
WATER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT
Badger Wash hydrologic study area..................... 685 0 85 0 (685) 0 (685) 0
Palisade municipal watershed 0 4,640 0 4,640 0 4,640 0 4,640
Grand Junction municipal watershed................... 560 0 0 0 0 560 1,240 0
Jerry Creek Reservoirs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,160
Perennial streams 0 6,145 0 0 0 6,145 0 6,145
GEOLOGY/PALEONTOLOGY
Fruita Paleontological Site..........ccccocrveericecercurennnee 280 0 280 0 280 0 280 0
Rabbit Valley paleontological site ........... 0 280 0 0 280 0 280 0
Gunnison Gravels... 0 5 0 0 5 0 5 0
Black Ridge angiosperm 0 0 0 0 (40) 0 (40) 0
WILDLIFE
Deer and elk winter range 0 | 238,820 0 13,500 0 | 238,820 0| 238,820
Bighorn sheep winter range........c...coonvcicrccneens 0 12,600 0 26,800 0 2,560 0 6,200
Elk calving areas 0 7,139 0 1,920 0 7.139 0 7,139
Skipper's Island ............. 160 0 160 0 160 0 160 0
Rough Canyon.... 0 0 0 0 0 0 (1,470) 0
THREATENED AND ENDANGERED
SPECIES
Bald eagle concentrations areas..........covcvevreeenens 0 37,305 0 37,305 0 37,305 0. 37,305
Peregrine falcon habitat 0 30,875 0 30,875 0 30,875 0 30,875
Black-footed ferret 0 21,488 0 21,488 0 21,488 0 21,488
Spineless hedgehog cactus.... . 0 69,052 0 59,052 0 69,052 0 59,052
Uinta Basin hookless cactus..........ccvveveenevnenne 0] 131,503 0 131,503 0] 131,503 0| 131,503
Sensitive plant species 0 0 0 0 0 73,600 0 0
Cryptantha elata site 0 0 0 3,700 3,700 0 0 0
Badger Wash Uplands 0 0 0 0 1,230 0 0 0
Pyramid Rock 0 470 0 0 470 0 470 0
Unaweep Seep natural area ...........cccceceereverrerennes | 37 0 37 0 37 0 440 0
Colorado cutthroat trout 0 0 0 100 100 0 0 100
WILD HORSE MANAGEMENT
Wild horse range 27,881 o] 0 0 11,232 (o] (4] 30,261
Wild horse winter range 0 0 0 6,500 0 0 0 (6,500)
Wild horse foaling area 0 0 0| (6,500) 0 0 0] (6,500)
VISUAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT
Juanita Arch 0 40 0 0 40 0 40 0
Rattlesnake arches 0 0 0 0 (1,920) 0 0 0
The Goblins 80 0 80 0 80 0 80 0
Colorado River corridor 0 7,040 0 0 7,040 0 0 7,040
Ruby Canyon......... 0 8,000 0 0 8,000 0 8,000 0
Dolores River Canyon 0 27,000 0 0 17,000 0 17,000 0
Gunnison River corridor 0 18,000 0 18,000 0 18,000 8,960 9,040
South Shale Ridge 0 22,500 0 22,500 22,500 0 0 22,500
Mount Garfield cliffs 0 7,000 0 7,000 9,520 0 9,520 0
Grand Mesa slopes. 0 9,600 0 4,600 9,600 0 9,600 | (13,440)
Bang's Canyon..... 0| 40,000 0| 40,000 0| 40,000 | 14,080 25,920
Sinbad Valley 0 15,000 0 8,860 15,000 0 1,920 | (1,470)
Granite Creek......... 0 15,000 0 15,000 0 15,000 2,240 12,760
De Beque/Mount Logan 0 6,400 0 0 0 6,400 0 0.
Unaweep Canyon........ 0 50,000 0 0 0 40,000 14,080 6,400
Collbran valley 0 0 0 0 0 16,000 0 0
Hunter/Garvey Canyons 0 19,000 0 0 19,000 0 7,600 11,400
Vega Reservoir viewshed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 120
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Table 2-20. Public Utility Restriction Recommendations—Continued

CCMA CA ProA PA
Resource Concern Unsuit- | Sensi- | Unsuit- | Sensi- | Unsuit- | Sensi- | Unsuit- | Sensi-
able tive able tive able tive able tive
Highway 139 (Douglas Pass) .......coe...ceurvemsecesennns 0 0 0 0 0| 10800 | (1,920)| 19,200
1-70 (Grand Junction to Stateline)... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8,320
Black Ridge cormidor...........cocvunvmrcricerunrnrenssssorcarens 0 0 0 0 0 0 860 0
CULTURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT
INdian Creek.......ouvvveccerreressrecrerernniesrsreneasenes 350 0 350 0 350 0 350 0
Rough Canyon.. . 0 0 0 0 0 0| (1,000) 0
Cactus Park.....c.coveeeecrnvmnnienerceeenie e esnssens 0 0 0 (640) 0 640 1,000 0
Sieber Canyon....... . 0 300 0 0 0 0 300 0
McDonald Creek... 0 0 0 0 0 160 160 0
5ME1358 ............... . 0 0 0 0 0 0 35 0
Ladder Springs.........ccooveiiinnmiieninscissrennecnioseens 640 0 640 0 640 ¢ 640 0
Transect 7 ...coevvevvvvererucee 0 0 0 0 9,000 0 0 9,000
RECREATION RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
Black Ridge recreation lands.............ccevruinenne 68,000 0 0 68,000 0 0 0 0
Sewemup Mesa recreation lands .l 19,140 0 0 19,140 0 0 0 0
Dominguez Canyon...........cmeiinencncnciseninans 75,800 0 0| 12,000 0 0 0 0
The Palisade ONA.. 26,000 0 0 26,000 0 0 1,920 0
Developed recreation sites............. 0 160 0 160 160 0 160 0
1SIand ACTES .....cccveieverrinrecreecereesnreenane 0 80 0 80 0 80 80 0
Vega Reservorr........... 0 2,160 0 2,160 0 2,160 2,160 0
Highline Reservorr ......... 0 1,100 0 1,100 0 1,100 1,100 0
Unaweep overlook..........ccoovrereeerenennisncersoncerseses 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0
Dominguez Recreation Site...........ceccvvevecrerenrensen 0 40 0 40 0 40 40 0
Bridgeport trailhead 0 640 ] 0 0 640 0 640
Collbran valley ....... 0 0 0 0 0 1,600 0 0
New West Creek (4] 0 0 5 0 o] 0 0
Existing West Creek 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0
Prairie Canyon. 0 0 0 10 0 ] 0 0
West Salt Creek. 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0
Barrel Springs ......c.cccevcveene 0 0 0 25 ] 0 0 0
Big Salt Creek..........cooovcrvincmininnrenierececeeecreneerencns 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0
Mitchell PONd .........ccccveencienerinrererseesensareneiesene 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0
Ruby Canyon overlook..... 0 0 0 80 0 0 (80) 0
Little Park Road. 0 0 0 7,700 0 7,700 0 7,700
Whitewater Hill..........ccccocivvvrercrecenennniinnnes 0 0 0 10,900 0 10,900 0 0
Snook’s BOttom .......cccceceveererrrencrenne, 0 0 0 2,000 0 2,000 0 0
Rabbit valley.................... 0 0 0 10,900 0 10,900 0 0
27-1/4 and 29 Roads 0 0 0 25,600 0 25,600 0 0
Coal Canyon 0 0 0 6,400 0 6,400 0 0
Battlement Mesa 0 0 0 0 0 14,700 0 0
Pine Mountain roadside 0 0 0 0 0 320 0 320
WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT
Black Ridge Canyons...........ccccecerecrernnncnncnennassnens 0 0 0 0 76,200 0 73,937 0
Sewemup Mesa... 0 0 0 0 19,140 0 18,835 0
Dominguez Canyon ..........ccocvcrervvrnursersaressareenns 0 0 0 0 78,935 0 56,305 0
Demaree Canyon.........oiivieninncensensnsesinenns 0 0 0 0 24,500 0 0 0
Little Book Cliffs ...... 0 0 0 0 28,600 0 0 0
The Palisade .......c..cccrvereeenne. 0 0 0 0 26,180 0 0 0
LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENT

Disposal tracts .........cceccinenvimnininticiseessesisnins 0 0 0 41,550 0 7,640 0 27,956
Gross total ..........ccoecnecieireeeecete e 191,119 | 799,382 2,232 | 707,583 | 407,799 1,069,972 | 272,737 | 943,644
Estimated sensitive restriction overlap......... 0 |—180,540 0 |—196,140{ —5,000 |-308,440 | —5,000 |—412,120
Total................ 191,119 | 618,842 2,232 | 511,443 | 402,799 | 761,532 | 267,737 | 531,524

Note: ( ) indicates overlap with another area.
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The Western Regional Corridor Study (Public
Service Company of Colorado, 1980) identified five
proposed utility routes in the Grand Junction Re-
source Area, and these routes were considered

Under the Preferred Alternative, eight utility corri-
dors would be designated for specified uses as
shown on Table 2-21.

under all alternatives.

Table 2-21.

Public Utility Corridor Recommendations

Location

Type of Utility

Approximate Corridor Width

Unaweep Canyon

Between Colorado National Monument and
Black Ridge Canyons WSA.

Along MAPCO pipeline in West Salt Creek

Along Northwest Pipeline and State Highway
139.

Coal Canyon

From De Beque to southern boundary of re-
source area.

Along Roan Creek from De Beque to the Com-
munity Center.

Along Clear Creek

Telephone and small electrical lines
Small water, telephone, and electrical lines

Major pipelines and power lines
Major pipelines and power lines

Major power lines
Major power lines

Railroads; power lines; major water and oil and
gas pipelines

Major power lines and pipelines from Communi-
ty Center to northern resource area boundary

One-half mile
One-quarter mile

One-half mile
One-half mile

One-half mile
Four miles

One mite

One-half mile

Implementation

Under all alternatives, applications for land use
authorizations would be compared with the zones
and then processed on a case-by-case basis as
outlined in BLM regulations. All approved authoriza-
tions would include stipuiations to mitigate impacts
associated with their authorization and develop-
ment, including appropriate stipulations from Ap-
pendix C, Standard Design Practices.

Applications within unsuitable zones would be re-
jected, except where valid existing rights require
granting of authorization.

Applications in sensitive areas would be consid-
ered if mitigation measures could reduce the poten-
tial impacts of the project on the identified sensitive
resource. In most cases, applicants would be en-
couraged to seek alternate locations when avail-
able.

In all zones, use of current corridors or upgrading
of existing facilities would be encouraged.

Under the Preferred Alternative, additional corri-
dors would be designated upon issuance of rights-
of-way grants for several pending utility project pro-
posals. These pending proposals are the Clear
Creek Shale Oit Project, Mobil and Pacific Oil Shale
Projects, and the Grand Valley Conversion Project
through Coal Canyon.

Support

Engineering and surface reclamation support
would be needed under all alternatives for design
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analysis and mitigation recommendations on some
project proposals. In addition, under all alternatives,
appraisal support would be needed for large project
proposals.

Consistency

By coordinating and conferring with affected local
governments as part of the authorization process,
consistency with their plans would continue to be
attempted under the Continuation of Current Man-
agement Alternative.

The concept of identifying sensitive and unsuit-
able zones under the Protection, Commodity, and
Preferred Alternatives has received support from
Mesa and Garfield Counties. The designated corri-
dor concept has also received support from the
counties and several utility companies. Three of the
five proposed utility corridors identified in the West-
ern Regional Corridor Study were not recommend-
ed for corridor designation in the Preferred Alterna-
tive due to (1) a minor amount of BLM surface
ownership, and (2) conflicts with proposed wilder-
ness. The proposed corridors are consistent with
the Piceance Basin RMP, the Grand Mesa Forest
Plan, and the Grand Resource Area (Utah) RMP.

Effects

Identification of zones as unsuitable, sensitive,
and suitable for consideration would help utility
companies design proposals for land use authoriza-
tions. This practice would reduce processing costs
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and increase efficiency. Those resource values
present in the unsuitable and sensitive zones
(Table 2-20) would be protected from damage by
utility companies.

FIRE MANAGEMENT

Proposed Management Actions

Under all alternatives, fire on public land would
be managed as directed by five fire response
levels—critical, full, limited, prescribed, and wilder-
ness. Table 2-22 shows the number of acres within
each response level.

Table 2-22. Summary of Proposed Fire
Management

(In Acres Unless Otherwise Noted)

Alternative
Response Levels
CCMA CA ProA PA
Critical.......ccoorninnienens 0 32,000 22,300 18,950
Full.......... 792,658 | 573,019 | 412,489 | 976,790
Limited 460,402 | 642,441 | 423,964 | 107,880
Prescribed........ccouen 27,000 32,600 27,000 27,000
wilderness .......ococovene 0 0 | 394,307 | 149,087

Critical suppression is the taking of immediate,
aggressive action to contain and control all fires.
Human and equipment resources are committed at
an increasing rate until the objective of fully pro-
tecting the threatened area is met. Areas designat-
ed for this level of response are considered of high
value or high risk.

Full suppression is the taking of aggressive
action by forces sufficient to contain the fire by 10
a.m. of the day following ignition. If a fire escapes
containment during this period, any continuing sup-
pression action is planned to minimize total re-
source losses, suppression and rehabilitation costs,
and environmental damage.

Limited suppression implies minimal response to
fires in areas where hazards to firefighters and sup-
pression costs are high and where fire results in
positive or neutral effects on resource values. Limit-
ed suppression response levels are set forth in fire
management plans covering the designated areas.
As a minimum response, limited suppression area
fires are monitored. Response levels are estab-
lished following an analysis of fire’s effects on the
values-at-risk.

Wilderness suppression implies restraint in fire

suppression methods that occur in the designated
areas. In these areas the fire management objec-
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tive is to manage fire in ways that will cause the
least degradation to wilderness values. The areas
may be managed as limited suppression areas. Re-
sponse levels are determined using value-at-risk
and cost-benefit ratio analysis.

Prescribed burning is used for vegetative manipu--
lation to improve range and wildlife habitat. These
are intentionally ignited fires set pursuant to estab-
lished burn management plans in order to meet
land and resource management objectives. All wild-
fires in prescribed burning areas would be managed
according to one of the above categories.

Implementation

Under all alternatives, fire management plans
would be written for limited suppression, prescribed
fire, critical protection, and wilderness areas. Spe-
cific boundaries and prescriptions would be desig-
nated to meet the identified objectives of the areas.

Support

Support for presuppression planning and sup-
pression resources and operations would be re-
quired from the U.S. Forest Service, Mesa and Gar-
field County Sheriff Offices, Western Slope Fire Op-
erations, Colorado State Forest Service, and local
fire protection districts.

Consistency

The proposed actions are consistent with U.S.
Forest Service and BLM policies. They have been
discussed with the Colorado State Forest Service
and other agencies involved in wildland fire man-
agement and were favorably received.

Effects

By specifying where fire is detrimental or where it
would have a neutral or positive net effect, money
would be saved from the limited suppression of
nondetrimental fires. Moreover, some resource
values would benefit from the appropriate limited
suppression of fires.

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

Table 2-23 summarizes the major land alloca-

tions that would occur under the various alterna-

tives. It is a composite summary of the tables pre-
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sented earlier in this chapter by resource. The pur-
pose of this section is to point out major differ-

ences between the alternatives and provide a
clearer basis for comparison.

Table 2-23. Summary Comparison of Management Action Recommendations

(In Acres Unless Otherwise Noted)

Alternative
Proposed Management Actions
CCMA CA ProA PA
SOILS MANAGEMENT
Treatment of critically-eroding soils 0 800 1,500 1,000
Treatment of soil slump hazard area 18,000 0 0 18,860
WATER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT
Sediment reduction 117,000 175,600 164,700 169,600
Salinity reduction 133,000 146,300 146,300 146,300
Sediment and salinity project maintenance 6,060 6,060 6,060 6,060
Miles identified for stream channel stabilization 27.3 63.3 58.1 63.3
Municipal watershed protection 14,000 14,000 14,000 14,000
Badger wash hydrologic research 685 685 685 685
Sinbad Valley salinity control study 50 50 50 50
LOCATABLE MINERALS MANAGEMENT
Open to location 1,266,548 | 1,334,548 | 893,329 | 1,180,881
Closed to location:
a. existing withdrawals 124,843 124,843 124,843 124,443
b. proposed withdrawals 68,000 0| 1441219 | 2154,420
L2 1 P O S ST 192,843 124,843 566,062 278,510
COAL MANAGEMENT
Coal development potential area 364,489 | 364,489 364,489 364,489
Acceptable for further coal leasing consideration 3325,968 | 3350,389 223,137 | 3350,389
Unacceptable for further coal leasing consideration:
a. unsuitable based on coal unsuitability 14,100 14,100 14,100 14,100
b. unacceptable based on muitiple use tradeofts 24,421 0} 127,252 0
Total: 38,521 14,100 141,352 14,100
OIL AND GAS MANAGEMENT
Open to Leasing:
a. with standard lease terms 608,383 | 1,125,664 | 471,595 | 624,701
b. with stipulations 482,771 333,727 735,241 685,603
1. no surface occupancy (43,439) (9,842) | (307,044) | (131,340)
2. others (439,332) | (323,885) | (428,197) | (554,263)
Total open....... 1,091,154 | 1,459,391 | 1,206,596 | 1,309,711
Closed to leasing 111,838 0 252,555 149,087
Undesignated (case-by-case basis)) 256,399 0 0 0
MINERAL MATERIALS MANAGEMENT
Open to sales and free use permits 1,355,565 | 1,450,511 840,597 | 1,171,215
Closed to sales and free use permits:
a. existing withdrawals 6,188 6,188 6,188 6,188
b. proposed closures. 97,638 2,692 | 612,606 | 2282,341
Total: 103,826 8,880 618,794 288,176
FOREST MANAGEMENT
Commercial forest land* suitable for management 0 0 0 1,319
Commercial forest land unsuitable® for management: 39,105 39,105 39,105 37,786
Commercial forest land annual allowable harvest (MMBF) 0 0 0 0
Pinyon-juniper woodlands¢ suitable for management 109,050 127,236 88,666 111,244
Pinyon-juniper woodliands unsuitable® for management......... 427,034 { 408,848 447418 | 424,840
Pinyon-juniper woodlands annual allowable harvest (cords) 3,900 | 4,800 3,300 4,200
Pinyon-juniper woodlands annual reduced allowable harvest (cords) ............cveevccinnas 2,600 3,200 2,200 2,800
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Table 2-23. Summary Comparison of Management Action Recommendations—Continued

(In Acres Unless Otherwise Noted)

Alternative
Proposed Management Actions
CCMA CA ProA PA
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT
Active habitat management:®
a. upland wildlife

1. deer, elk, bighorn sheep.........cccorenncicicnnnae 792,033 | 1,132,745 731,697 | 1,018,059
2. wild turkey and grouse 55,000 214,575 74,654 77,554
3. bear.... 259,846 | 273,830 260,830 | 273,830
4. PIONGROM ...ttt e s et st b s e b en 196,763 | 219,100 | 207,870 | 209,100

5. waterfowl and desert gamebirds 150,253 209,100 207,870 209,100

b. sport fisheries management

1. number of streams rerree et sa et se e e R e e e p e ek e SNk e e a et et et e b anatan 22 23 22 22
2. miles of stream........cccceveeuennee 71 97 71 71
Protective habitat management:
a. deer and elk critical winter range and migration corridors® .........ccccceceeveerecrerranenne 238,820 13,500 238,820 238,820
b. elk calving area.........ocenniennciniiininacine 7,139 1,920 7,139 7,139
c. bighorn sheep range:
1. protected by special stipulations..... 15,851 26,800 2,560 6,200
2. protected by wilderness or recreation designations ...........ccveeeerevivnerecsininnnn 15,139 4,190 28,430 24,780
No surface disturbance (actual sites):
A, €l CAIVING SIES.....cerereeririrrerirercrmm ettt ren e s e sa s saesr s b amanns 0 100 500 500
b. riparian area.........cccceveureene. 6,145 140 6,145 6,145
€. Skipper's ISland..........cocoeoerreceureereeecreee e 160 160 160 0

THRE