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NOTICE 

Enclosed for your review is the proposed resource management plan (RMP) and final 
environmental impact statement (FEIS) for the Grand Junction Resource Area. The proposed 
resource management plan, hereinafter referred to as the Proposed Plan, is a refinement of 
the Preferred Alternative presented in the draft resource management plan and environmental 
impact statement published in March 1985. The Proposed Plan is the BLM's proposed action. 
The proposed RMP and final EIS is published in an abbreviated format and is designed to be 
used in conjunction with the draft Rf@ EIS released in March 1985. 

With the exception of the wilderness recommendations for the seven wilderness study areas and 
the proposed approval of ten pending applications for permit to drill, all parts of this 
Proposed Plan may be protested in accordance with the planning regulations, 43 CFR 1610.5-2. 
Protests shall be in writing and sent to the Director (202), Bureau of Land Management, 
1800 C Street, N.W., Washington, DC 20240, prior to December 16, 1985 - the end of the 
30-day protest period. The protest shall include the following information: 

The name, mailing address, telephone number, and interest of the person filing the 
protest. 

A statement of the issue or issues being protested. 

A statement of the part or parts of the plan being protested. 

A copy of all documents addressing the issue or issues that were submitted during the 
planning process by the protesting party, or an Indications of the date the issue or 
issues were discussed for the record. 

A concise statement explaining why the proposed decision is believed to be wrong. 

The proposal to approve the ten pending applications for permit to drill in the Little Book 
Cliffs area cannot be protested as outlined above. These proposed approvals may be protested 
in accordance with 43 CFR 4.450-2. Protests on the approval of the applications for permit 
to drill shall be in writing and sent to the District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, 
Grand Junction District, 764 Horizon Drive, Grand Junction, CO 81506. The protest should 
include the name and mailing address of the person filing the protest and a concise statement 
explaining why the proposed decision is believed to be wrong. 

At the end of the 30-day protest period, and after the Governor's consistency review, the 
Proposed Plan, excluding any portions under protest, shall become final. Approval shall be 
withheld on any portion of the Proposed Plan under protest until final action has been 
completed on such protest. The record of decision and final resource management plan will be 
issued no later than May 1986. 

Sincerely yours, 

State Director 
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INTRODUCTION 

This is the proposed resource management plan 
(RMP) and final environmental impact statement 
(final EIS) for the Grand Junction Resource Area. 
This document contains a summary of the pro- 
posed resource management plan, which is a modi- 
fied version of the draft environmental impact state- 
ment (draft EIS) Preferred Alternative. This docu- 
ment also contains public comments, responses, 
changes, and corrections to the draft RMP EIS. 

The changes to the draft RMP EIS Preferred Al- 
ternative were made in response to public com- 
ments and further refinement by BLM. Following is 
a summary of the major changes: 

Oil and Gas Management. Three stipulations- 
two for protection of threatened and endangered 
species and one to limit soil erosion on steep 
slopes-were reworded. These stipulations were 
reworded for clarity. 

Wild Horse Management. The wild horse range 
boundary shown on Map 5, the draft RMP EIS was 
changed to correct an error. The current boundary 
is shown on Map 13 in this document. 

Recreation Management. Recommendations to 
manage the Dolores River and Ruby Canyon under 
scenic river guidelines were reworded. The new 
recommendations simply state how the river would 
be managed without reference to the scenic river 
management guidelines. Also, the segment of the 
Dolores River recommended for management was 
expanded to include the section from the district 
line to the state line. Another change involving river 
management is to recommend all commercial float- 
boat operators obtain river use permits. The need 
for private user permits would be analyzed in activi- 
ty plans. 

Off-Road Vehicle Management. Two new areas 
totaling 1,000 acres have been recommended as 
open group use areas and as acceptable for com- 
petitive events. One area is located on 18 Road 
north of Fruita, and the other is located on 25 Road 
west of the airport. 

Wilderrness Management. About 19,000 acres 
were added to the area recommended for wilder- 
ness designation in Dominguez Canyon Wilderness 
Study Area (WSA). The recommended Dominguez 
Canyon WSA boundaries are shown on Maps 2 and 
3 in this document. 

Special Management Areas. All areas recom- 
mended for outstanding natural area or research 
natural area designation have also been recom- 
mended for area of critical environmental concern 
designation. The Badger Wash uplands area has 
been added to the list of areas recommended for 
area of critical environmental concern manage- 
ment. The Palisade Outstanding Natural Area has 
been expanded from about 1,900 acres to about 
19,000 acres. 

Land Tenure Adjustments. A cooperative man- 
agement agreement category has been added to 
the land tenure adjustment categories. Fourteen 
tracts containing riparian and recreation values 
lying adjacent to the Colorado and Gunnison Rivers 
would be offered to qualified agencies or interest 
groups for management or exchange. These tracts 
would be retained should they not be transferred to 
another agency or group. 

Ten tracts (13, 24, 42D, 416, 421, 422, 423, 424, 
427, and 429) previously identified for disposal 
have been placed in the retention category. Six 
tracts (139, 162, 330, 331, 341, and 342) previously 
identified for retention have been placed in the dis- 
posal category. 
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This section summarizes the Proposed Plan. The 
Proposed Plan is a modified version of the draft 
EIS Preferred Alternative. 

Air Quality Management 

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

Soils Management 

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. In the Cactus 
Park area, 1,000 acres of critically-eroding soils 
would be stabilized by limiting access and reseed- 
ing. Surface occupancy and disturbance would be 
limited on steep slopes (those over 40 percent). 

Water Resources Management 

The primary emphasis of water resources man- 
agement would be to reduce salinity and sediment 
yield from the Grand Valley. Other actions would in- 
clude stabilizing about 63 miles of severely-eroding 
stream channels, protecting municipal watersheds, 
and continuing the Badger Wash hydrologic re- 
search project and the Sinbad salinity control study. 

Locatable Minerals Management 

An additional 171,320 acres would be recom- 
mended for withdrawal from mineral entry. This in- 
cludes the areas recommended for wilderness des- 
ignation and a section of the Colorado River down- 
stream from the Loma launch site. 

Coal Management 

Approximately 390,000 acres of the Book Cliffs 
potential coal development area would be identified 
as acceptable for further coal leasing consideration. 
The Palisade municipal watershed and the Colora- 
do River corridor through De Beque Canyon would 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PLAN 

be excluded. Actual leasing would be analyzed in a 
separate environmental impact statement at some 
point in the future. 

Oil and Gas Management 

Approximately 10 percent of the resource area 
would be closed to oil and gas leasing and devel- 
opment (the areas recommended suitable for wil- 
derness designation). Approximately 9 percent 
would be made available with no surface occupan- 
cy, and about 38 percent would be made available 
with other stipulations to protect sensitive re- 
sources. The remaining 43 percent would be open 
to oil and gas leasing with standard lease terms. 

Mineral Materials Management 

Existing closures to mineral materials sales on 
6,188 acres would continue. An additional 305,429 
acres would be closed to protect a variety of re- 
source values. 

Paleontological Resource Management 

The Morrison and Wasatch Formations would be 
designated as Class I paleontological areas. Out- 
crops of these formations would be surveyed prior 
to approval of surface-disturbing activities. The 
Fruita and Rabbit Valley paleontological sites would 
continue to be managed for scientific and educa- 
tional purposes. These sites would also be desig- 
nated as research natural areas and areas of criti- 
cal environmental concern. 

Forest Management 

Fuelwood harvesting would increase about 8 per- 
cent to 2,800 cords per year on about 111,000 
acres. Most fuelwood harvesting areas would be 
designed to benefit wildlife. Timber sales on com- 
mercial forest land would be limited to 1,319 acres 
until completion of a timber production capability 
classification. 
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Wildlife Management 

Deer, elk, and bighorn sheep would be the major 
species managed on about 80 percent of the re- 
source area. Other species that would receive man- 
agement emphasis are wild turkey, grouse, bear, 
pronghorn, and waterfowl. About 70 miles of stream 
would be managed to improve or maintain sport 
fisheries. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 
Management 

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

Livestock Grazing Management 

Livestock grazing, as described in the Grand 
Junction Grazing Management Environmental 
Statement, would continue. Allotment management 
plans (AMPS) would be reevaluated to ensure that 
AMP objectives and practices are consistent with 
the resource management plan decisions and ob- 
jectives for riparian and critical erosion areas. 
Where necessary, appropriate changes will then be 
made in AMPS and new grazing decisions or agree- 
ments developed to institute the appropriate 
changes in grazing use. 

Wild Horses Management 

The Little Book Cliffs Wild Horse Range would be 
expanded by 2,380 acres on the face of the Book 
Cliffs. This expansion is historical winter range 
above the old town of Carpenter. Development of 
existing coal leases could reduce the available 
winter range and wild horse herd by 10 percent. 
Any future leasing would have to ensure that a 
viable horse herd would remain. Coal Canyon is the 
likely place for any future coal facilities. This area is 
critical winter range and the primary foaling area. 
Coal Canyon would be designated a utility corridor 
for power lines only. 

Summary of Proposed Plan 

Cultural Resource Management 

Eight sites covering about 11,600 acres would be 
actively managed as high value cultural resources. 
Active management includes inventory, stabiliza- 
tion, and protection from surface-disturbing activi- 
ties. 

Recreation Resource Management 

Three areas covering 275,000 acres would be 
managed as intensive recreation management 
areas (IRMA). The Grand Valley would be managed 
primarily for off-road vehicle use, but emphasis 
would be placed upon reducing conflicts between 
various user groups. (This includes portions of the 
Gunnison River and the Bang’s Canyon area.) The 
Gateway IRMA would be managed primarily for 
backcountry recreation, and Ruby Canyon would be 
managed to provide for river recreation. 

Visual Resource Management 

About 12 percent of the resource area would be 
designated visual resource management (VRM) 
Class I. This includes the areas recommended for 
wilderness designation and visual resources of high 
importance such as Mount Garfield, The Palisade, 
and the cliffs of Sinbad Valley. About 22 percent of 
the resource area would be designated either VRM 
Class II or Class III. This includes areas where 
visual resources are important but not the dominant 
use. A majority of the area, about 65 percent, 
would not be placed in a visual resource manage- 
ment class. 

Off-Road Vehicle Management 

About 37 percent of the resource area would be 
designated as open to off-road vehicle use. This in- 
cludes about 11,000 acres between the airport and 
Mount Garfield and two small areas on 18 and 25 
Roads that would be used for competitive events 
and intensive off-road vehicle activities. About 12 
percent of the resource area would be closed to 
off-road vehicle use. This includes the four areas 
recommended for wilderness designation and 
Mount Garfield. The remaining 50 percent of the 
area would have some type of limitation on vehicle 
use to protect sensitive values. 
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Wilderness Management 

Wilderness Management 

Four of the seven wilderness study areas (WSAs) 
totaling 166,340 acres would be recommended suit- 
able for wilderness designation. They are Black 
Ridge Canyons, Black Ridge Canyons West, Do- 
minguez Canyon, and Sewemup Mesa. Black Ridge 
Canyons and Black Ridge Canyons West would be 
managed as one unit. Demaree Canyon, Little Book 
Cliffs, The Palisade WSAs, and small portions of 
Dominguez Canyon and Sewemup Mesa would be 
recommended nonsuitable for wilderness designa- 
tion. A total of 77,425 acres would be recommend- 
ed nonsuitable. 

Special Management Areas 
Management 

Six areas covering about 2,500 acres would be 
designated research natural areas (RNAs). 
Unaweep Seep and Pyramid Rock would be man- 
aged to protect sensitive plants and an endangered 
plant, respectively. The Fruita and Rabbit Valley pa- 
leontological sites would be managed for scientific 
and educational purposes. The Gunnison Gravels 
would be managed to protect evidence that the 
Gunnison River once flowed through Unaweep 
Canyon. Rough Canyon would be managed to pro- 
tect endangered plants, scenic values, and cultural 
resources. About 19,178 acres of The Palisade 
would be designated as an outstanding natural area 
(ONA). The Palisade ONA would be managed to 
protect natural, geologic, and scenic values. All 
areas designated RNA or ONA would also be des- 
ignated as areas of critical environmental concern 
(ACEC). The Badger Wash Uplands would be des- 
ignated an ACEC and managed to protect sensitive 
plants and for hydrologic research. 

Land Tenure Adjustments 

Approximately 140 tracts of public land totaling 
about 25,000 acres would be identified for disposal. 
This represents about 2 percent of the resource 
area. These tracts are isolated from other public 
land and are difficult to manage. Methods of dis- 
posal would be identified later and could include 
exchanges, cooperative agreements, direct sales, 
and competitive sales. 

Fourteen tracts covering about 1,360 acres 
would be placed in a cooperative management 
agreement category and offered to appropriate 
agencies, local governments, or qualified environ- 
mental groups for transfer or management under a 
cooperative management agreement. 

Eight tracts of private land covering about 1,900 
acres would be identified for acquisition. Acquisition 
would depend on the private landowner’s willing- 
ness to sell. This includes private land in the Little 
Book Cliffs Wild Horse Range, Dominguez Canyon 
WSA, and the Loma launch site. 

Transportation Management 

Thirty-five separate easements would be recom- 
mended for acquisition. Most of these recommen- 
dations would be implemented directly from the 
RMP, but a number of proposals in the Roan Creek 
and Douglas Pass areas would require additional 
study. About half of the easement acquisition pro- 
posals occur at points where public access is pres- 
ently provided or could be provided through con- 
struction of a road or trail around the private prop- 
erty. 

Public Utilities Management 

Eight routes containing existing public utilities 
would be designated as corridors. Coal Canyon 
would be designated a corridor for power lines only, 
and a small utility corridor would be designated on 
the west side of the Colorado National Monument 
to serve residents of Glade Park. Also, the entire 
resource area would be identified as suitable, sensi- 
tive, or unsuitable for public utilities. 

Fire Management 

Fire on public land would be managed as direct- 
ed by the fire response levels for critical (18,950 
acres), prescribed (27,000 acres), and wilderness 
(166,340 acres) areas. These three levels support 
the objectives of the resources in these areas. The 
remaining acreage within the resource area will be 
analyzed through fire management plans to deter- 
mine proper response levels for the resource objec- 
tives identified. 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS 

ANALYSIS AND REVIEW 
PROCEDURES 

The draft RMP EIS was filed with the Environmen- 
tal Protection Agency on April 5, 1985. A notice of 
availability and a public hearing announcement, 
published in the April 1 Federal Register, an- 
nounced a go-day public comment period ending 
July 3, 1985. A notice of extension of public com- 
ment period and supplement to the April 1, 1985, 
Federal Register was published in the June 21, 
1985, Federal Register. This notice extended the 
ending date of the comment period from July 3, 
1985, to July 17, 1985. 

Over 1,000 copies of the draft RMP EIS were 
mailed to federal, state, and local governments, pri- 
vate groups and organizations, and individuals for 
review and comment. News releases provided infor- 
mation on how to obtain copies of the draft RMP 
EIS and where it could be reviewed. Formal public 
hearings were held in Grand Junction, Gateway, 
Delta, and Denver on May 13, 14, 15, and 20 re- 
spectively. 

Comments on the draft RMP EIS were requested 
from the following agencies and interest groups. 
Those who responded are indicated by an asterisk. 

Federal Agencies 

Advisor Council on Historic Preservation 

Department of the Interior 

Bureau of Reclamation* 

Fish and Wildlife Service* 

National Park Service* 

Office of Surface Mining* 

U.S. Geologic Survey 

Craig District, Bureau of Land Management 

Montrose District, Bureau of Land Management 

Moab District, Bureau of Land Management 

Oil Shale Projects Office 

Department of Energy 

Environmental Protection Agency* 

Department of Agriculture 

Agriculture Stabilization and Conservation Service 

Forest Service 

Soil Conservation Service 

Western Area Power Administration 

Colorado State Agencies 

Colorado Division of Wildlife* 

Colorado Division of Planning-State Clearing House 

University of Colorado 

Colorado State University 

Local Governments 

Associated Governments of Northwestern Colorado 

Delta, Garfield, Grand (Utah), Mesa, and Montrose 
County Commissioners and Planning Departments* 

Cities and Towns of Collbran, De Beque, Fruita, 
Grand Junction and Palisade 

Other Organizations 

American Petroleum Institute 

Audubon 

Club 20 

Colorado 

Colorado 

Colorado 

Colorado 

Colorado 

Colorado 

Colorado 

Colorado 

Society of Western Colorado* 

Association of Soil Conservation Districts 

Association of 4-Wheel Drive Clubs 

Cattlemen’s Association 

Outfitters Association 

Mining Association 

Open Space Council* 

Outward Bound 

Wool Growers Association 

Federal Land Bank Association 

Friends of the Earth* 

Friends of the Mustang 

Holy Cross Cattlemen’s Association 

Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain 
States* 

League of Women Voters 

Mesa County Cattlemen’s Association 

Mesa County Wool Growers Association 

National Audubon Society* 

Production Credit Association of Northwest Colora- 
do 
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Public Commeaats 

Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association* 

Sierra Club* 

The Wilderness Society 

Trout Unlimited 

Western Colorado Congress 

Thirty-eight persons testified at public hearings, 
and 92 persons, groups, or agencies submitted let- 
ters on the draft RMP EIS. Tables 1 and 2 list 
these commenters. The speakers and letters ,are 
numbered sequentially in the order in which they 
were received. 

-- 
Com- 

mentel 
Numbe -_ 

Table 1. Speakers at Public Hearings 
--~-_ ~. -.~ --. - -.. 

A-l 
A-2 
A-3 
A-4 
A-5 

A-6 
A-7 
A-8 
A-9 
A-10 
A-11 
A-l 2 
A-13 

Individual, Group, or Agency 

Clifford Bailey, Palisade, Colorado 
Ed Jones, Grand Junction, Colorado 
Ft. D. Jacks, Grand Junction, Colorado 
Miles Keogh, Glade Park, Colorado (Mountain Island Ranch) 
Bill Prather, De Beque, Colorado 

’ John Musser, Delta, Colorado 
Russell D. Weber, Grand Junction, Colorado (Orchard Mesa Gun Club) 
Gerry Stuart, Grand Junction, Colorado 
Ralph Stuart, Grand Junction, Colorado (Grand Junction Gem and Mineral Club) 
Henry Barbe, Grand Junction, Colorado (Powderhorn Coal Co.) 
Ted Hatzenbunler, Fruita. Colorado 
Glen Miller, Grand Junction, Colorado 
Mark Pearson, Grand Junction, Colorado (Colorado Open Space Council) 

Response Numbef 

_- ~__- 

200 
200 
201 

78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 
154, 155, 159, 286 

173,202 
174 
200 
175 
21, 22, 23, 24, 25 
287 
242 
26, 110, 176, 177. 

203,204, 243, 244 
A-14 Sharyl Kinnear, Grand Junction, Colorado (Sierra Club) 164, 176, 203, 205, 

206 
A-15 

A-16 
A-17 
A-18 
A-19 
B-l 
B-2 
C-l 
c-2 
c-3 
c-4 
c-5  
C-6 
c-7 
C-8 
c-9 

Sue Kupelian, Grand Junction, Colorado (Grand Junction Off-Road Coalition and Grand J 
Cycle Board) 

John Thomas, Grand Junction, Colorado 
H. R. Goodner, Grand Junction, Colorado 
John Ballagh, Grand Junction, Colorado 
C. R. Wenger, Grand Junction, Colorado 
Lyman Hubbard, Gateway, Colorado (Hubbard Mining) 
Paul T. Peterson, Grand Junction, Colorado 

191,192 

177, 203, 205 
200 
242 
160 
205, 207 

Lawrence Papp, Parker, Colorado (Sierra Club) 
Rocky Smith, Denver, Colorado 
Daryl Anderst, Denver, Colorado 
Jim Bock, Denver, Colorado 
Martin Walter, Boulder, Colorado 
Susan Hamilton, Boulder, Colorado 
Dorothy Cohen, Boulder, Colorado 

177, 203 
203, 204, 208 
209 

177 

c-10 

c-11 
C-l 2 
c-13 
c-14 
c-15 
C-16 
c-17 

N. J. Mullen, Boulder, Colorado (Colorado Rivers Coalition) 177,208,210,211 
Linda Batlin, Boulder, Colorado (Rocky Mountain Chapter Sierra Club) 27, 69, 72, 156, 193, 

245, 246 
Rosalind McClellan, Boulder, Colorado 27, 178, 179, 203, 

205. 212, 240, 247, 
248 

Merry Havens, Boulder, Colorado 177, 203, 205. 213 
Gary Brenner, Boulder, Colorado 205 
David Mastronarde, Boulder, Colorado (Indian Peaks Group, Sierra Club) 
Nicholas Brown, Boulder, Colorado (Colorado University Wilderness Study Group) 203, 214 
Kathy Hands, Boulder, Colorado 177,205 
Jill Janine Smith, Boulder, Colorado (Southwest Regional Office, Sierra Club) 177, 203 
Christa C. Coleman, Boulder, Colorado (Colorado University Wilderness Study Group 
- -- -.-_ ~- --- .-__ -~.- 

‘These alphanumeric designators identify the commenter. They appear in the upper right corner of the testimony and also in the 
Response section. 

- 

*These numbers are used to identify the response to a comment. They appear in the margins of the letters and also in the 
Response section. 

14 



Analysis and Review [Procedures 

Table 2. Letter Commenters 

Individual, Group, or Agency- Response Numbef 

- _. 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

15 Stan Ferris, Clifton, Colorado 
16 Shell Minerals Corporation, Houston, Texas 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

23 Harry Melts, Porthill, Idaho 
24 Bureau of Reclamation, Salt Lake City, Utah 

25 Gerald Audesirk, Thorton, Colorado 
26 Gilbert Wenger, Grand Junction, Colorado 
27 Lawrence Papp, Parker, Colorado 

28 Sierra Club, Seattle, Washington 
29 Mesa County Planning Department, Grand Junction, Colorado 

30 James R. Guadagno, Ridgway, Colorado 
31 National Park Service, Rocky Mountain Region, Denver, Colorado 
32 Randall Shepard, Austin, Colorado 
33 John Swanson, Berkeley, California 
34 Garfield County Commissioners, Glenwood Springs, Colorado 
35 Carolyn Beezley, Boulder, Colorado 

36 A. James Rosenthal, Norwood. Colorado 
37 Cleveland-Cliffs, Western Division, Rifle, Colorado 

38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 

Department of the Air Force, Dallas, Texas 
J. Ft. Stringham, Tucson, Arizona 
Bob Ratcliffe, Grand Junction, Colorado 
Jill Janine Smith, Boulder, Colorado 
Mesa County Parks, Grand Junction, Colorado 
Bill Rambo, Delta, Colorado 
Andrew McConkey, Boulder, Colorado 
Musser Ranches, Delta, Colorado 
Nina Johnson, Boulder, Colorado 
John M. Chaplick, Havenhill. Massachussetts 
Marvin Brown, Clifton, Colorado 
Ken Berg, Aurora, Colorado 
John P. Femal, Kaukauna. Wisconsin 
Martha Nesbitt, Boulder, Colorado 

John Trammell, Grand Junction, Colorado 
M. S. Caton, Denver, Colorado 
James Messano, Delta, Colorado 
Penny Hope, Boulder, Colorado 
Richard Hughes, Chevron USA, Denver, Colorado 
The Nature Conservancy, Denver, Colorado 

Robert Schreiner, Jr., Englewood, Colorado 
William S. Greer, Houston, Texas 
Mike Figgs, Boulder, Colorado 
Julie J. Studer, Alamosa, Colorado 
R. Anderson, Amoco Production Company, Denver Region, Denver, 
Board of County Commissioners, Delta County, Delta, Colorado 
Timothy Armstrong 
Earl W. Williams, Palisade, Colorado 
Robert 0. Byron, Casper, Wyoming 
F. Ann McKinney, Coburg, Oregon 
E. Fred Birdsall, Comoco Inc., Denver, Colorado 
Richard D. Clark, Grand Junction, Colorado 
Connelly Exploration Inc., Denver, Colorado 

Colorado 

215 218 
177, 203, 217 

’ 177, 217 
218 
203, 204 
27 
192 
180, 217 
208 
177, 203, 204. 205, 

208 
177,181, 219 
249, 250, 251, 252, 

253, 254 
54, 203,255,288 
217 
220 
177, 180, 203, 217 

111,112, 113,114, 
115, 116, 117, 118, 
240, 241, 256, 299 

192,257 
131, 221, 242. 258, 

259 
204, 205, 222 
160 
177. 203, 204. 205, 

222 
177.203. 205,223 
188, 194. 224, 242, 

245, 246, 260, 261 
205, 213 

289 
177, 180, 203, 204, 

205 
177, 180,203,217 
262. 263, 264, 265, 

266, 267, 268, 303, 
304 

203, 204, 205 
177, 203, 204, 205 
111, 205, 256 
203 

224 
84, 85, 86, 256, 263 
177, 180,203, 205 

177, 180, 203, 204 
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Com- 
menter 

Number* 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Assistant Field Supervisor, Golden, Colorado 

52 
53 

54 
55 
56 

Wexpro Company, Salt Lake City, Utah 
American Wilderness Alliance, Englewood, Colorado 

Tom Latham, De Beque, Colorado 
Jeanne Hemphill, Seattle, Washington 
Sharyl Kinnear, Grand Junction, Colorado (Uncompahgre Group, Sierra Club) 

Miles Keogh, Glade Park, Colorado (Mountain Island Ranch) 
Board of County Commissioners, Delta County, Delta, Colorado 
Mark Pearson, Grand Junction, Colorado (Colorado Open Space Council) 

z 
62 

Powderhorn Coal Company, Palisade, Colorado 
David L. Furr, De Beque, Colorado 
State of Colorado, Department of Natural Resources, Denver, Colorado 

63 
64 

Otis C. Coles, Jr., El Paso, Texas 
Beartooth Oil and Gas Company, Billings, Montana 

65 
66 

Fz; 

69 
70 

71 

Bill Hamann, Palisade, Colorado 
Helen Hyde, Paonia. Colorado 
Fessler Brothers et al, Grand Junction, Colorado 
Fessler Brothers, Grand Junction, Colorado 

ARC0 Exploration Company, Denver, Colorado 
USDI, Office of Surface Mining, Reclamation and Enforcement, Denver, Colorado 

Gordon Engineering, Inc., Grand Junction, Colorado 

72 D&G Roustabout Services 
73 Connie Albrecht. Palisade, Colorado (Friends of the Earth) 

74 Charlie Talbott, Palisade, Colorado (Talbott Farms) 
75 Paul Peterson, Audubon Society of Western Colorado, Grand Junction, Colorado 

Table 2. Letter Commenters-Continued 

Individual, Group, or Agency Response Number* 

14, 26, 67, 86, 69, 
89a, 90, 91, 92, 93, 
94, 94a, 119, 120, 
121, 122, 123, 124, 
125, 126, 127, 128, 
129, 130, 131, 132, 
133, 134, 135. 136, 
137, 138, 139, 140, 
141, 142, 143, 144, 
145, 146, 147, 148. 
182, 183, 184, 242, 
256, 269, 270. 271, 
272, 273, 274, 290, 
291, 292, 300, 

177. 180, 203, 205, 
222, 225, 226 

293 
155, 203 
177, 189, 203, 205, 

227, 228, 243, 244, 
245, 248,275 

5, 195,229,276,294 

26, 29, 32, 33, 34, 35, 
36, 70, 165, 176, 
177, 180, 186, 190, 
203, 204, 205, 208, 
222, 230,231,232, 
233, 234, 235, 236, 
242, 243, 244, 245, 
246, 248, 277, 278, 
279 

;093 
1,2,3,4,5,9,15,16, 

37, 91, 95, 96, 97. 
98, 99, 100, 101, 
102, 103, 111, 149, 
157, 161, 183, 196, 
237, 242, 256, 273, 
280, 281, 282, 295, 
296 

293 
38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 

297 
205 
202 
283 
162, 163, 197, 284, 

304 

104, 105, 166, 167, 
168, 169 

40, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 
48,49 

38, 40, 42, 50 
6, 27, 38, 71, 75, 76, 

77, 106, 111, 150, 
151, 152, 153, 158, 
198, 199,256, 305 

285 
166, 170, 177, 187, 

203, 205, 108, 232, 
256 

16 



Transcripts and Letters 

Table 2. Letter Commenters-Continued 

Corn- I 
menter 

Number] 
Individual, Group, or Agency 

76 Walter S. Fees, Jr., Grand Junction, Colorado 

77 Carl Burley and Associates, Inc., Grand Junction, Colorado 
78 Mid-America Pipeline Company, Tulsa, Oklahoma 

79 Dr. X, Ambassador, Planet Zebulon 
80 \ Micah Yates 
81 Rocky Mountain Natural Gas Company, Inc., Glenwood Springs, Colorado 

82 1 Burkhalter Engineering, Inc., Grand Junction, Colorado 

83 Northwest Pipeline Corporation, Grand Junction, Colorado 
84 Danni L. Langdon, Grand Junction, Colorado 

85 Dale B. Albertson, De Beque, Colorado 
86 Environmental Protection Agency, Region VIII, Denver, Colorado 

87 Fuelco, Denver, Colorado 

88 1 Phillips Oil Company, Denver, Colorado 
89 Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States, Denver, Colorado 
90 TX0 Productions Corp., Denver, Colorado 
91 Northwest Pipeline Corp., Salt Lake City, Utah 
92 Grand Junction Cycle Board, Grand Junction, Colorado 

-. .-. .- 

Response Number* 

38, 39, 40, 49, 51, 52, 
53 

54 
40, 42, 53, 54, 55, 56. 

301 
177 

40, 42, 43, 53, 54, 56, 
57 

40, 47, 53, 54, 58, 59, 
60, 61 

40, 62, 73 
74, 165, 166, 171, 

172, 204, 238, 302 
293, 298 
7, 10, 11, 12, 17, 18, 

19, 20, 107, 108, 
109, 158, 239, 306, 
307 

40, 42, 53, 61, 63, 64, 
65, 66, 67, 68 

39, 40, 54 
i 62, 73 

191 
-.-. .-.-..-~.. ..~. . ..-- - 

‘The numbers identify the commenter. They appear in the upper right corner of the letters and in the Response section. 
ZThese numbers are used to identify the response to a comment. They appear in the margins of the letters and also in the 

Response section. 

TRANSCRIPTS AND LETTERS These alphanumerics and numbers also appear in 
Tables 1 and 2 (column 1) and in the responses 
that follow this section. The numbers that appear in 

Most of the testimony and all of the comment let- the margins are response numbers. The responses 
ters follow. The alphanumerics (A-l, A-2, etc.) and to comments are listed in the Response section by 
the numbers (1, 2, 3, etc.) appearing in the upper these numbers. Where a comment appears on 
right corner of the transcripts and comment letters, more than one letter or in the testimony, only one 

respectively, are used to identify the commenter. response is given. 
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gr. Forest IAttre11, ***a Kanager 
Bureau Of Iand h?anagement 
Grand Junction Resource ***a 
764 “OrizO” Drive 

cl-an* Junction, COlO. 81506 

Dear Mr. l,*ttre11: 

*fter Studying the Grand Junction Resource area K.anagement 
Plan Draft Of March. 1985, we would like to make the fallcwi”g 
comments. 

218) 
we feel you have bee” quite thorough in your study on the 
impact of plants. anirrals, fish, vegetation, etc. However, 
there is nothing in your plan that *ddresees the impact on 
our b”Si”CSS, property, and perso”nel. especially in the 
proposed Domi”g”es Wilderness **ea. 

we are sure you are aware of the fact that the russer ranch 
is one of the largest in tiestern Colorado and owns 9C$ of the 
private land for approximately 35 miles adjacent to the pro- 
posed wilderness on the eastern and southern boundaries. The 
problens we have "OY end In the p*st have increased ste*dily 
OYer the reCeDt years with the influx Of mo=e =ec=eatio"ists, 
We feel that a nationally advertised wilderness area would 
"de thee* Sit"atio"S eYe" mre critical. There are no pro- 
used trails on these boundaries that do not cross Kusser 
land l-or *cc*** or egress. Consider us running our cattle 
through your business office to get to the grass on the other 
side of your building. 

We will take this omortunity LO mint Out soLEE of the ~r0blem.s 
we as businessmen sib resideits f&e due to public impa;t. 
These problems are present throughout our ranch operation, 
and are critical in areas such as the main ranch, Escalsnte 
Parks, and the Bridgeport Ranch. There are numeraus other 
problems we are 90t addressing at this time due to the length 
Of this letter. 

Ml-. Forest littr*ll 
May 11, 1985 
Page 3 

Theft 

one Of the largest problerw is theft. we have had complete 
housing unite totally emptied of furniture, stoves, tools, 
etc. In some cases, thieves have even used OUT oyn tractors 
and wagons to haul our equipment Off. *any item3 were family 
heirloms and antiques that cm never be replaced. 

We are constantly having problerw in the sunrmer months with 
the public tampering with our irrigation controls. They 
open headgates and wash out ditch banks. They dam up our 
ditches and flood and wash O"t our roads. They dump trash 
and bottles and cans in our ditches. In msny areas, these 
“;;I? are our domestic water supply. This poses a health 

Most Of the roads are unimproved dirt B.L.M. and county *cd*, 
which a=e not n~~intained regularly. When wet, they are cut 
to ribbons by four wheel drive vehicles. In the Bridgeport 
area. the road is graded only once a year and et times. is 
impassable due to heavy traffic by hikers and recreationist 
vehicles after a heavy rain. Of cou=se, when they get stuck, 
we are the ones they come to far help and to get pulled out 
or taren to town. Remember. there are no phones OP electricity 
at many of our locations. 

Public ,,id Stations 

Contrary to many people's beliefs, we a=e not a public aid 
o* ranger station. People are always in trouble, mostly due 
to their own stupidity, and expect us to drop everything and 
help them. We are plagued with people who get st"ck, break 
legs end arms, want to "se the phone, are out of gas, have a 
leaky raft o= boat, have a broke" down vehicle, are last, etc. 
In most cases, after they are assisted, they don't e"en thank 
us for helping them, let alone reimburse us for the gas o= 
wear and tear on equipment o= time lost, which is money to us. 

One of the areas most affected by the public and the proposed 
wilderness area is the Bridgeport Ranch. It has bee" the 
source of theft, vandalism, mrdere, reckless gunfire, burnt 

8 

It*. POrest I,itt=eu 
Ir.ay 11. 19S5 
Page 2 

The B.L.M. provides no facilities for public trash. We a=e 
constantly picking up bottles, cans. boards with nails, etc. 
This is not only an eye sore, but p=oposes dangerous hazards 
to our liVestOck. I am sure if we were to throw trash all 
aver sameo"es yard in the city, we would end up in jail. 
;:q'~oook at our property as a'big yard that we are very 

_Fences 

Our fences a=e constantly being torn dovn and c"t by public 
reereationi5ts to gain *CC*** *cross are** elntrolled by 
fences, mostly by four wheel drive omers who are too lazy 
to walk to where they want to be, o= to take a short cut. 
In nany areas, we "SE brush fences. These are f=eq"ently 
set on fire and several miles of fence destroyed. This is 
very time consuming and expensive to replace. 

Vandalism 

lost all ou= propelties are "andalised by recreationists. 
In many instsnces. our perso~el a=e required to mo"e around 
to different housing locations to work areas that are used 
at different times of the year. While they are gone, their 
personal property and OUT vehicles, buildings, and equipment 
are vandalised and destroyed. The Musser ranch consists of 
thirteen separate housing units strUng out over approximately 
47 miles. Six of these a=e left unguarded at tiinrs. We have 
had houses burned, corrals and gates ar.d bridges used for 
firewood. J"st last wcekcnd, the house at Escalante Forks 
was broken into and completely ransacked. We are still 
trying to assese what was stole" and the amo"nt of damages. 

8 

8 - 
nr. Porest Littrell 
y*l:’ 1985 

houses, fences, corrals, harrasment and uany mire problems. 
Due to it's rermte location close to Craw3 Junction, it is 
necessary tc, have secvrity personnel living there to pmtect 
it and the bridge fmm the public. 

This is the area you are planning to use for the win and only 
year hound access into the proposed Dominguee Wilderness. We 
do not understand hou you can propose to use our private 
bridge for this purpose. Even though we allow local foot 
traffic to cross the bridge, the question of public liability 
has never bee” settled and the bridge is maintained totally 
by Musser ranches and private parties vho "se it for access 
to their homes and grazing permit a=eas. We do not understand 
how you can expect "s to provide a bridge crossing to the 
pvblic for a nationally advertised *ilde=nes8 area. The 
bridge va8 condemned for public use by the State in 1935. 
In 1974, the B.L.M., thinking the bridge was pvblic property, 
decided the bridge YBS unsafe and should be torn do.,,, to 
protect the public from possible injury. Only after a legal 
battle, with Musser ranches proving the bridge was their 
pri"ate property, was it left intact and the 8,L.M. washed 
it's hands of any responsibility. The bridge is in e "cry 
w1safe condition with nany mtten w,de=st~ctu=e planks. 
The side rails are in very poor condition and if someone 
were injured 01 killed on the bridge. we would surely be 
Sue.3 for damages. 

53 



Mr. *ore&t Littrell 
p&l.';, 1985 

Ye do not feel comfortable with this situation and we are sure 
you do not either. This is a very critical problem. With 
increased public traffic comes increased risk. Wo cannot 
put ourselves in the position of being liable for the public 
in any w*y. If this 1s the plan you are proposing to use for 
the next. 20 years, it is doubtflll the bridge will last that 
long, especially with increased public pressure. The question 
of liability mst be solved for the present conditions, 
regardless of future plans. 

Enforcement 

To our knowledge. you do not have any provisions to patrol 
or snforce the regulations Of a wilderness in this area. Our 
propelties cover three counties and we are not equipped or 
authorized to enforce any violations that occur. I" other 
words, if someone breaks the law, we are defenseless end are 
the ones who pay for the losses. We belle"", and it has been 
documented. that we and other ranchers lose n"mero"s animals 
to rustlers and poachers who kill and butcher our livestock 
while they are grazing on public and private lands. Yery 
few a-e e"er caught, due to the lack of law enforcement on 
public lands and in wilderness areas. 

Criminal *spsct 

Remote areas, such as wilderness areas, draw hrgitives and 
people hiding from the law. J"st recently, the F.B.I. was 
searching the Dominguez Canyon area for heavily armed and 
desperate criminals. On several occasions, escaped criminals 
have approached our ranches. We do not feel particularly 
safe under these conditions. 

We feel this area was a real vilder"ess until it was advertised 
as a "ilderness study area. Since that time, numerous 
unimproved four wheel drive roads have been started. impacting 
the area to a great extent. 

Our feeling 1s that this semi-arrid area c-ot withstand 
the human impact of being a nationally ad"ertised wilderness 
area. inviting in many irresponsible people. If you want to 
protect a wilderness, don't ad"ertise that it is there. 

8 8 
Mr. For*st Littrell 
May 11, 1985 
Page 6 

people freely trespass on our land withoUt permission and 
usually argue and become hostile when asked to leave. This 
is critical during hunting season while we are trying tO 
protect our livestock and everyone is carrying firearms. 
;$;sall of our buildings and signs are scarred with bullet 

. These trespassers know the odds of being caught and 
punished are slight, especially out-of-state people. 

In conclusion, after taking the above problems into coneidlera- 
tie", we have to say we feel the proposed Domingvea Wilderness 
is totally unsetisfaCto,7. unless these problems can be dealt 
with in en affective manner. 

Ye have been i,, b"simss and lived here for over 100 years 
and have cooperated with the B.L.M. for as many years 88 it 
has existed. Ye have tried to absorb the n"mero"8 and 
constantly changing rules, reylations and hardships imposed 
on "8 by public agsncies. Hovever, we feel if we are to 
survive. we lrmst protest this CUrrent plan. we can absorb 
"0 mre public impact. 

We sincerely appreciate this opportunity to "oice our co"cerns 
and will look forward to your response to solving these 
problems we ha"e brought to yc.ur attention. 

r 

Sincerely, 

The Musser Ranch 
'/ 

;,,. ;, ,,,,' :. ,... I - 
Jack M"sser 

,' 
,; ,/'- ,,)!, ,.:, 

'John Musser 

EC: Bob Moore 
Cecil Roberts ,'. _ 
Erie Finstick Toa tiaser 
Larry Porter 
Dick Free1 
Barry Cuahing 
Yade Johnson 
Rich Arcand 
Carlo* S*""ege 
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2300 Iris **e. 
Boulder. co. 80302 
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At this time, my children clr:d 1 began wozkinq on Che 
farm. 'n'e built dar;,s and fences, dug and cieaned ditcnes, 
diskcd, barrowrd and planted the field by the cabin to corn 
and feed fur my mother's hor:cs. 

WC cleared the brur;il fron: the lower field with r'rx~, 
st:ovel at?d ;nattcck. The ditch above it had been complctcLy 
filled with :ocks and sand. 'Wf? rt?n+cd a ditchcr which shouicl 
have been used with a tractor with a hydrsulic lift, but 
we had only thr: jeep. 1: would cake too much space to de!scribe 
the nightndrc of tiiVSc twv days, comple:e wi:h gnat':', but 
wc clcdncd the ditcli. Ci:is is just one example ok many 
problems, 

'de disked and harrowed in winter whea: on about a lo- 
dCT'CJ i'jcld. 'WC' ndrked d.:ld ;rrigdtcd it--and big flocks ok 
chukars ft:d on it all winter. 

Piy mother spent alternate ycacs with ~2 dnd went to 
Ohjo the other years. She encouraqed us as wf: irrigated 
fruit and nut trees, bcrrjez; arid gr'dpcs, and crops. 'rhe 
wdtpr must be used to maintain the right. 

It. was hard, wjth oniy hdr:d tooLS, XI get d dd.-r. tv 
hold. i'iully we hduied in larg? iodds oi liugc tire 

c.3rcaxe.c:. li: Wa>j my dallqhter 'pi idcd. ) iV'c stacked ZilCKl 
severaL tlr!?s niq5, wired them toqeCher, r'ilied thcrll wjth 
rock:: ;?nd cert?en~, and used a heavy plastic Lo line t.t:+! wca!l. 
lt YitiltjtUCLj ilctivy ilood2 very Wc?ll. 

The man who wazi operating the Hridqeport ?arm before 
Mussera bought it sent his hired man up to our darn with d 
tractor end yantcd it to pieces. 

Bill Crouch, the water corimissiorlcr, came down and saw 
the damage. tie reported to Fred Paddock, the Division 
Engineer in Montrose. Mr. Paddock was outraged. lie sent 
word to the man that if he ever bvthered us again, the 
sheriff would be s.&nt in to *ully investlqate. kiso, the 
mdn would have to make a choice of the two water rights he 
held: 7$ second keet from the Rio Dorningucz and 10 second 
ieet from the Gunnison. He would be cut down to 1 second 
foot for each 40 acres of the 80 acres he had under ditch. 
One second koot is the legal limit for 40 acres. 

h'hcn our farm was thoroughly watered it acted as a 
rcservvir. Springs bubbled out all aionq the lower banks 
of the fields and ilvwed back into the creek. Without this, 
the creek sometimes goes dry. The choice would have to be 
the river--which would mean expensive pumping. We had no 
more overt dffiiculty with the man. 
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Oce surxxcr, my son &d a friend went to swim in the 
creek and I went to turn water down the ditch. 1 gathered 
several small thisLles from the ditch, put them on d bare 
spot below the ditch, weiqhted them with a rock, set them 
afire, and continued the 3/4 mile to the dtix. l'herc was no 
breeze, but ii grntle: one sprang up on tilt wcby. Arr I turnad 
the wnLer in dnd faced dowc-canyon, I saw big billows cf 
smoke arising. I ran bdck to the fire, Somehow, the flames 
had crossed the djtch and raced up the hillside un:il stopped 
by the clitf. Then the fl&mes swept on acro~i~i the hillside 
tOWdrd the cabin. 

The boys saw the flames. They had grdbbed shovels and 
we fought the fire for over four hours. Hdd the water not 
arrived, we would have! iost, 
ditch burned, 

Great cottonwoods alonq the 
and logs built into the ditch bdnk. All this 

hdd spread fron tiny spdrcc grass blodps and tiny bushes that 
were barely noticeable. 

One careless match could set a whole canyon ablaze, 
cndangeriny people and wiidlifc and tir:;srvyinq the fragile 
plant life that prevents erosion,. The? ash and eroded sand 
would ddd to the pollution problem. 

That sandy soil washes away all too easily. As a child, 
I saw how rain water would run in little rivule!ts following 
tracks I had mad<?. The dt?licatn crust of sand hod been diu- 
turbed. 

The crowds ok people brought 
WOK d 

In by the lurs of the 
"wildsrrrrsv," rager to cxplare each inviting nooir, 

would cause gredt problems on these delicate-! hills. Silt 
would add to the pollution caused by the hikers. 

I bciieve that both farms 
domestic water riqhts. 

in the Domingucz area have 
Most farms 

municipal water for domestic nycds. 
toddy have access to 

In the Doniinguez 
the same conditions exist that did in the early 1900's. 

In about i914 these rights helped keep sheep out of 
the canyon. Neither cows, 
after domestic sheep. 

horses, nor proplc will drink 

the soiied diapers, 
The only thing worse than sneep is 

Kotcx and toilet paper thrown in t:hc 
streams by those who arp cnjoyiny ti?e br:auties of nature. 

Neither farm has accese tv domestic water except from 
the Dominquez creeks. 

Another concern is 
irreplaceable. 

the Indian pctroglyphs. 'L'h,ey are 
'I'ouri St5 seem to feel an urqc to add to 

these drawinqs and "autograph" them. 
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aill left Wrights' Field and moved to 3cnver. My 
mother stdycd with him. She had a fall and sPvf?ral opcra- 
Lions and Bill couldn't manage. I used all my accumulated 
sick ieave and week-cnd5 to go to Oenver to kelp. My sons 
rigqed my station wdgon ds an ambulance and we brou(Jht ;7e1' 
to my home in Fdonia. She was bed-fast for many munths. 
Bill stayed with her while I taught; when 1 came home, 1: 
took over. I-it would 90 dowr. I.0 the fdrm. She died in 1374. 

Durinq the time they lived here, my yocngest son, Micah 
and Uill discussed pidns for the farm. I offered to buy 
seeds and tr’c’cs. My scn would help prepare the land and 
plant things, help get water down, clnd i3ill could do the 
irrigating. The crops would be shdrcc! hali and half. 

'rhis seemed okay unti 1 our mother's death. Then Bi 11 
went to the farm and gradually refused dll plans for inprove- 
ncnt . Ile was hard hit by her death. Hecause of his distrcsa 
and need for sol%tude we did not demand that he fulfill our 
pdrCntLi' wish at this tiu;e. WC hoped he would hcct)mc more 
open to hav5r.g sortz one near. MiCdh of fcred to te?ar down an 
old house ail1 owned on another plecc of land, raft it down 
t.hc river and build a separate hou5c so they would not need 
to share i.he cabin.. Bill would never commit hirncclf on this. 
I would probably not outlive Bill, but the children could 
expect to eventually inherit tilcir due. Members of our 
cxtcnded family knew of my pari?nts' intentlocs, but we have 
hoped thinqs could work out wirhout having to upset Sill. 
His life has not been really happy. 

The above should explain our interest in the farm and 
the Uominguez area. Now to comment on the 2ltcrndtivts to 
be consldcred for it. 

In the past I  have tiupportcd wilderness dnd at one time 
desired it for the Domingucz. Since then I have read of 
and been told by people who have rjcen ,Lirst-hand what happens 
when word is out about d new wilderness. The very values 
which made it specjal dnd unique have been dcstrvyed when 
crowds of people have rushed in, tieeking a new experience. 

I've seen first-hand what Ls already happening in the 
Doninguez with a relatively snoll nu:r:ber of people usinq it. 

Tile Bureau of Land Management has mddc cxter,sivl? studies 
of the inpac es which the various altt'rndtivcs woeld hdve. 

I wi3tI to discus:-. sc:me of thcsc. 

Fire could be a :jerious hazard ir: the canyons. ivhat 
i 5 tncre ~0 i)c?rn 7 ~Xoc~z predo:r:ir:-tp. l'recs, excf?pt r1car. 
stream beds, dre sparse in the lower canyons. There is a 
little brush here and there. Not much danger? 
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People in the BLM have made! it cledr thdt they will 
not have funds or manpower to police the Wilderness if that 
is the chosen designation. 

The local people using the area at present pollute 
the water (and wilderness bcai1t.y) a~ 1 have witnessed. l’hcy 

also throw broken bottles into the pools of water so that 
no one may safely ploy in them. They tear down and burn 
cow camps, pull boarda from the access bridge to build fjrcs. 
They shoot at livestock and wild animals. Bill said someone 
had been shooting near his qoats. 

The flocks of chukars which abounded for a few years 
were quickly destroyed when hunters learned about them. 
ivith no one at hand to cniurce regulations, how lonq wiil 
the bighorn sheep last? How long, when Tore people come, 

will Lhe values last that make this area unique? 

Access to the area is ir serious prcblem. The present 
bridge is unsafe. The large timbers at either end arc badly 
rotted on top. My son cllntbed up to WC. 

LJith boards having been ripped from its sides, a sudden 
gust of wind could toss the bridge and send somevne into 
the river. Ilvc been thcrc in such a wind, but the sides 
were intact then. 

I can easily understand the concern felt by the Musscr 
family in regard to liability. 

In virw of thcvc prC~hlerl~:j, jr, my opinion, the No Action 
alternative is the most desirable. I would like to see the 
wi1di.i fe increased in the Dominguez. 'I'ht? Big Horns arc a 
start. Could(othcrs)bc introduced in the upper canyons where 
trout abound? #rrerA> 

Since the mining potential iti so low, the greatest 
drawback to this designation seems to be tne proposed Star 
Mesa stock trail dCrOsS from the falls. 

Why do you want tv construct such a trdii? 

The only cattlesdn who wouid use it, as far ds I can 
learn, is Craft5 Biack and he is very opposed to it. 

A short distance up-canyon on the same side as the 
proposed new trail is a branching dry canyon. The head 
of in has a trail already. I've driven stock up to Stdr 

MPSd, and down from it. Most of the cattle coming into 
that part of the mesd would have to pass it and travel alonq 
the rim for about another mile to use the one which will 
require, you say, 1.15 feet of blastinq. 
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Kr! hnvc, In the ;I”“! , 
drl I  !  i!li and cu1:11>l.c ted 

vr I  1 s arc 
I  I~lll~!; cr 
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27 CharGonnay Ct. 
Grand Junction, CO 81503 
16 JuIy 1985 

Forest Littrell, Area Manager 
Ihe Bureau of Land Management 
Grand Junction Resource Area 
764 Ilorizon Drive 
Grand Junction, ColorXto 815Oh 

Dezr Frosty: 

Following are ay cements regarding thr! Grand Juactlon Resource Ares's 
DRAFT Resource Management Plan and Environmental lzoact Statment (March ‘85). 

t. In general. ihF! docllmcnt is well-wFicLen arid well-researclied--conji~crably 
better than some of th:? other Resource Area glans that have oeen released for 
western Colorado. There tias obviously been ir real effor:. to achieve a deyrec! 
or squity in the use Idi~d ncri-use!) of this area's resources; Lhe are-deveIop- 
mcnt !)ias which so oflen ?ervadzs such documents has be?n tempered by an tin- 
common snnsi ;iv!ty t3 the large segacnt of the pulrlic Lhat values other uses 
oi its lands. Wonderful! 

2. Cultural resources-- 

a) Under Lne ?ref?rrcl i\lt?rn3:!v? (?A), ei!Iht "high value" siies 
would be "acLiv?ly nsr!agcd," while 154 other "::I~:I val~c" sites and 141 
m&eraLe value sites would not be activc!y m‘znaged. I!T~ were Kest! eight 
sites decided upon, i 3. whdt were the crtzria used? 
does "actlvr? mznagemen;" i-.;rly? 

Also, rhat exactly 
If It means improving access to signifi- 

cant sites such as Indian Creek 2nd Sieber Car,yo!r, I an oppos~I. 

!In ;r. 712. it IS stared rhal "tie protcct:vc measures would be taker1 to 
reduce ;he effects of natural deterioralion or vandalism" (wirh regard Lo 
all huL the ei(;ht sites to be actively -;aniiged. Isn't this policy ir! trio- 
tation of Fxecztive Ord:?r 11593 which ir:structs all federa! aitencies Lo 
provilr? national leabership in t!:storl c preservation and to ass!:re iha DFOS- 
ervation of cillt!lral properlies in federal oiinershlp? Isn't it also a 
corltradlc::on 0; 
?b., 

the Arc::Eeo!ogical ResouFc*j Prolectton .;'K 31 1979, SEC. 
"The puroosed of tnis Act. IS to secure, for :h? present end r'zture be+ 

efit of the Arncricaa pc?ople, tne preservation 3i arc?aeolcgic:ll reszurccd 
on all IJnds owned or controlled by the United States?" 

166 I b1 T:!e Indian Creek si;e is slate!: :'or "active Ednageznt" Sut is 
not. granted special status (ACCC, RHA, etc.) under thl PA. I suggest 
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krshaeolcc!cal raterinls ?%I rock arl within 
rnanifestziian of the Classis Icriot! Frcm-lnL. 

:his canyon rr;7rescn: a uniqu? 
At l~iist Lcrn siles eligible Lo 

172 the Ha:iznal RecJlsLer dre present; ti sLrti;L! fied site at Lhe mouth pro:luced 
cultural deposits to a depth of 3-4 meters. I scggest ;Sat the S!cbcr CJnyo:l 
Erea be deslgrli;tcti ;]:I arctiacologicai c!istrict measuring approxima;cly three 
miles lone [i.he lenG;h of :he canyon) and one-half milr! wide!. In edd!tion, 

i the head of the canyon (spring; drw) s.%uid bc acquired -',y the HIM. 

that thts are2 be designated an archaeolo!~icdl district dn!: afforded what- 
ever protection possible (e.g. reduction of KCCSS, pcriodlc monitoring/ 
patroi, etc.). Archaeological iat?ri;lls have 3tleri found t!lc entire 1cnr;th 
of the drainage, f'rom just north of Chclney Reservoir in the vicinity of the 
powerilne crossing to 1.. he spring area at the crcex's ticad; the zcrcagc! 
should be revised to refleci E corr!dor roi:ghly ~vm miles long and one- 
half mile wide (Lhe easiern ex;ent 1 ies on Forest. Scrvicc l;nds)--2240 ;Icres. 
The plrthora of artifacts (i?cl!;dins some Pzlco-Icdidn fIrids) withln the 
Indian Creek dr'ainzqrl ena LAe likillihood of i: co.?Lrlhut1ng siGnificoriLiy 
to the pre.!isLoric record dcmbnrl i:s protcctio:! beyond merr! "active ?lnag?- 
merit." 

c) The Sieber Canyon dt-m is likrwisc sugy?sLeL' for dctive flnanage?ent. 

1651 
d) The no surface ~cupa:cy designation for hi(;h value areds doe-s cot 

a:lecu3tely >rotecL signlricant rcsourccs iron: vandalism; L!!is shS;rI(! nnl. be 
sabsiiluzd for elimination af c.cccs5 :n arctiac-ologicdlly sensitive areas. 

, 3. Utility corridors-- 

3021 The draft states that. uqdcr the PA. the use oi existing corridors wili 
bt? "c:nco!lFaged." Why can't this bc nanda-zd, ri7thcr t!:dil zcrely encourdgeb? .- 

4. 'Wildcrncss-- 

238 

204 

i:,e H:fS's recoz~endatlon of Black Rldge/3lack Rtdge ticst, Domlnsurz, 
dnd Scremup Kera ds wilderness ic great (also I!2 5emipri:itive. non-mo:or- 
lzcd recrr?atlon cn2hasls :n G:ti:lite Creek ti:rlLilriGdrvey Cdnyoris, aqc! Bangs/ 
Ro;gh Canyons). i!swerer, I support w:lceln*ss rcrommcndazions for =!1p 

Palisade and I tttle Rook C!iffs as wel;. ilnly a small pnrt!on 0; thr? Palisa:l~' 
1s affected by OR': use; ncrha:rs -odi'lca:izn zf t:z boun:Jdry in just. Lhis 
area should Se CX&ideFed. ra:tler than r?ii~~in~!tiri!~ the eri:ire ar= as potential 
wiiderncss. Cerr.r?inly the other v~lucs of the Palisade (o:rportunil:es tor 
solitude, unique ecosystem. rcenery) just!fy ltc :lc!s!gnatinn ijs uilrierriess. 

'Tt:c Little Sotik Cliffs is di!sc!rvln!l I 3' wilot:rness designation si;)!y by vir:uc 
of bein Ihe :a;~ remnant of rozdlessness tn the Book Ct~fis! Tier: sccncry 
and opoorluni' ies 'or so!i;,lda I .aFe spectacular--an< all wiThin a half-hour of 
town. The linitc:l-ro-cxis:;n;-rr,atts (!r!sigzation 311 the 9OC3 acres outside 
the wild LOFSC range would indeEd "heI;', to c,inia;zc? ic3Jcts o:i ndtcrdlness" 
ware it tidher*e;l ~3: however, i:: v:ev of your Own quiriir'ier "provldr?c! t:\is 
can be enforced," I am skeptical and would ntich arefer a wilderness tlesi!JnJ- 
tton for t::~ Lit;lc liook Cillfs %A (which, hy :.tic w3y, conprlses less Lhan 
tt\rEF! percent of the entire aook Cliffs area--till open to oil ano ~1s. Ic-vcl- 
opflcn,). 

-2- 
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I mink under tiw Present cooperation and vorklng relationsblp that exlrtr it 
muld be counter-pmductive to initiate any proposal that would cause a 
di*tr"ption Of mere agreements. 

SrncPrely, 

/El Dale 0. Alberts"" 
5% PO2 Rd 
oei"2que co 8,630 
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7-12-85 
oesegw to. 

Bureau of Land Mgd 
Grand Junction flcs *ma 
764 Horim” Drive 
Grand Junction, Co. 8150E 

Dear nr. Littrell: 

1 patent as-time l-and5 are. 

JUL 1; 12aIS 
Ref: BP”-VI 

mar Mr. Litwe,, : 

The diversity of resources in the GJRA will require adoitional 
site-specific project, attiviv plans and impact analysis based on this 
Lsourcs Management Plan. In order to pa-wide snore specific guidance far 
there additional planning efforts. the Ffnal P.HP/EIS should emphasize: 
clarification of non-point source water quality ir-pacts and controls. with 
emphasis on salinity mitigation M~SWCS; integration of watershed activity 
planning with various land uses; the enforcem~?nt sf ORY PCLW~C~~O~E; 
definitive riparianlvetland ecosystem protection policies: and discussion of 

' rmitoring in more detail. 

since many Of t,"e p.tE"tial uses Of the WRA are expected to oe 
concentrated and area specific, the Final RMP/EIS should also stress 
understanding by the public and users of the need for the propoacd nanrgcrent 
actions. iJe believf them- will be a continuing need for public, State and 
Federal *yency involvemnt in planning mny of these actions. The Process and 
apportuniv for tnis education and CoordTnation need clarification. 

104 
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Based on our reviw we have rated this APIEIS as EC-Z. This means that 
EPA reriew has idsntified c""iranswntal impacts that LhOUld be a"OidEd to 
fully protect the ewironment. In sm CISEE, additional information will 
help to .3,,eviate these concerns. correcuve mreasures !%3y rCq"ire 
modification of the Preferred Alternative or mitigation measures to reduce 
en"iro"mcntal impact. EP.4 is avaliablc to work with the GJRA to reduce these 
impacts. For further EPI assistance, contact Mite Hamnw of my staff at 
(303, 233-1716 or FTS 564-1716. 

cc: Cannon Richards, Colorado BLM State Oirector 
William Dickerson, A-104 IOFAI 

12 

7 

Ne carmend the level of proposed OR" managewent actions under the 
Preferred 111ternativc discYsscd in the RMP,EIS. Hovmer. we do hdW d concern 
that the proposed management action of concentrating "cwpetitive and 
I"tc"SiW off-road "Chicle use on 10.240 acres of desert land between 
27 l/2 Road and the west flank of Mount Garfield iincluding the face of the 
EmOk tliffsl" CO",d result in MCh higher rates Of IOil erosion. What control 
measurer are proposed for this intensive use area? 

Proposed management actions of appropriate watershed treatments would 
reduce soil erosion and salinity impacts. Ne reccrmend the WP.A w.wk closely 
vlth .sd.jacent land management agencies, privete landouners, and lesees to 
extend appropriate watershed treatment actlvltles to addltlona, prl"ate and 
public lands. 

Air Ouallty. - 

Ye agree that li!niting ORV use through closures and restrictions could 
decrease sot, erosion and fugitive dust emissions. Uhat effect *ill the 
proposed concentration of ORV activity in the 21 112 Road to Mount Garfield 
area have on the Hera County designated TSP non-attainment area? 

Wlldw”err _-... 

EPA understands that the draft FW/EIS is to serve as a draft E1S for the 
final nilderncrs environmental Impact statement. Mill the wilderness study 

239 report to be prepared following the resource managerent plan completion be 
wallable for revi- before the Final EIS is publlshed? 

Wildlife 

The RMp/EIS provides extensive discussion of the proposed !:anagement 
actions an big game habitat. It also addresses the potential impacts of 
various actions in wetlands and develooment in the 100~veer flood olain. Due 

?07 to the natural aridity of much of the k.lRA. Yetlends a"> riparia" breas take 
on additional importance. This is especially true for non-game species. Whet 
typos of co-ordination and joint activitierlactianr does the GJRA propose with 
me U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Colorado Departxwnt of Wildlife to 
protect/enhance misting riparian weds? 

Ye applaud the proposed developnent of ne* wetland areas. We suggest you 
consider the inclusion of wildlife cover ereas when developing saline seep 
areas for sediment control. 

' we would like to see sonr discussion of the anticipated problems related 

1 to protection of riperian areas on perennial streams and sensitive wet,ands. 
Nil1 ruffident mnpoucr/fundr br available to provide monitoring and/or 
rehabilitation actions. 
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EPA CONWiTS ON GRAND JUNCTION RESOURCE AREA 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLRH,ENYlRONHENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ,RHP,EIS, 

The WRA is to be ccxamended for the extensive management activities 
proposed for the resO"rCC area. D"e to t"e lotlcipated tcnpetition for funds 
and mnpwcr the Final RHp/LIS shoulo discuss funding sources and priorities 
for activiu planning. The IMP should identify activities as high, medium or 
low priority to dssist tlw p"bliC in "nderrtdnding the GJRA'S activity 
implementerion strategy. 

Nater Quality, Soils Elanagenent. ,-._. -.-- end Water ~eso,,rce .-.-. -- 

l The PAP/EIS devotes d great deal of discussion related to existing end 
ootentlal ntor ou.alit~ imxts. It is well rccoonlrcd that the liuior imoacts 
& surface wetir 'qualify ake increased sedimentation and salinity - 

18 

concentrations in the Colorado River. Table 2.2 Mater Resowce~ ,+anage"wnt 
Reconnendations on page 27 and the discussion on pages 27 and 28 list 11 areas 
'where critical erosion of saline and non-saline soils is presently 
occurring." However, the Preferred Alternative recannends activity planning 
end associated control measures for only 11 of these areas. Ue are unable to 
find justification for the elimination of these tvo priority areas. totelling 
some seven thousand acres. frcm the Preferred Alternative. 

Since most of the soils and attendant ecosystem of the Grand Junction 
Resource Area we fragile, highly subject to erosion, and difficult to 

IO re"EgEfate, E rccmnd implcmentatlon Of BESf Management PmCt,CEs (BHPS~ as 
established by the ELM National Non-point Stratew. Prior to the 
recmndation of a potentially more destwctlve actlvlty for the land a 
monitoring program of range and soil conditions and impact trends should be 
estdblished. This monitoring infonation, when applied to project design to 
minimize water quality degradation. should be entered into STORET. 

EPA notes that the 18,000 acre Baxter/Douglas Pass sail slump area would 
be subject to no surface occupancy (NSOI under the preferred Alternative oil 

11 
and gas leasing restriction recommendations. Ye tlso note that this same 
18,""" acre soi, slump arca is included as aCCeptablE for fWLhW cot, leasing 
consideration under the Prefcrrcd Alternative coal management 
reconmendationr. S"O"lO the B*xter/"o"g,ar Pass soi1 slump ama be considered 
suitable for' further consideration for coal leasing. extensive lease 
stipulations will be required to preclude accelerated soil loss. 

As dfscussed in the RHP/EIS a major traceable cause of soil disturbance 
is fran off reed vehicles (ORVI activity. The desert ecosystem found in the 
Grand Valley may be "exceptionally suitable" (page 133) for OH activity yet 

I 2 CxtensiYe use. 
the ecosystem i5 not capable of rapid natural recovery when exposed to 

Thf RMp/EIS refers to rtrean habitat improvement and rtreax bank 
We were unable to find the particular stream 

fegnwents targeted for these activities. We assume an activity planning 
docmmt will define these areas. 

EPA understands that proposed menagement actions for 11vestocX grazing 
arc covered in the Grand Junction Grain Envlronmenta, Statmnt. A 

impactr t ese manageant dctlons as relatedto the 
ehd--. 

preferred Alternative Impacts should be included In the RRP/EIS, especially es 
they releti tc cumulative impacts on the various management activities. 

EPA belleves the FW,EIS development Process can be used by the WRA, 
because of public, inter-agency and inter-governmental involvement, to define 
roles and responsibilities for comprehensive nmnitoring plans for roils 
vegetation, ueterrhed, and ultimately, water quality resources. Append/r B 
lists possible management practices and Appendix t examlncs standard 
Design Practices. Coal and Oil and Gas leasing stipulations are covered in 
Appendix D and E respectively. Uhile these appendices do discuss rmnitoring. 
ue have additional concerns which should be addressed: 

20 
_ 01scuss dater qudlity monitoring intensity needed to evaluate adequacy 

of best management practicer for controlling non-point source 
pallutantr. 

- identify required chemical and biologicdl monitoring. for each proposed 
activity. 

Establish water quality monitoring responsibilities of the BLM, mineral 
lease holders and Iocdl, State and Federal agencies. 

Discuss corrective actions that could be taken in various situations 
which could arise (other than amending or revising the RMP) when 
problems are identified during monitoring. 

Emphasize the cwrdination and need for approval of the monitoring end 
remedial action plans by other relevant agencies, including State water 
quality. Soil Conservation Service and *i,dll+e agencies. 
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Table 3 responds to comments identified during the Responses are arranged by resource. Responses 
public comment period. The response numbers cor- explain why a particular issue was or was not ad- 
respond to numbers in the margins of the hearing 
transcripts and comment letters. The commenter 

dressed, state whether a text change was made, 

numbers correspond to the numbers in Tables 1 
and refer to the section on text changes, when ap- 

and 2. The commenter numbers indicate the source 
plicable. The responses must be read in conjunc- 

of the comment-either letter or transcript. 
tion with the comments. 

Table 3. Responses to Public Comments 
-. 

Response 

-- _- 

- 

AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT 
--- 

The Grand Junction RMP EIS clearly recognized air quality management as an integral element of multiple 
resource management. Air quality issues were identified and addressed (p. 13). planning criteria were 
established (pp. 15 and 21) management actions were summarized (pp. 25 and 26) and potential 
impacts under varying management alternatives were identified (pp. 146, 165, 181, and 200). Through- 
out the process, compatibilities/conflicts with other resources were identified and, when necessary, 
resolved (e.g., off-road vehicle management and fire management). To summarize, air quality manage- 
ment is implemented through reviews of site specific plans for proposals affecting BLM and adjacent 
lands for compliance with existing air resource laws and policies, incorporating mitigation where 
necessary to reduce air quality degradation (pp. 25-26). 

Quantitative predictions of air quality impacts from cumulative and secondary growth emissions are not 
possible without identifying specific development scenarios. The BLM routinely analyzes these potential 
impacts through development of specific environmental assessments. The Colorado Department of 
Health, in association with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Region VIII), predicted the 
cumulative impacts of energy development in northwestern Colorado (both direct and secondary 
impacts) in a general overview which may be of interest (Assessment of the Cumulative Environmental 
Impacts of Energy Development in Northwestern Colorado, by Paul Ferraro and Paul Nazatyk, Colorado 
Department of Health, March 1983), but the predictions are wholly dependent on the assumed 
development scenario. 

The draft RMP EIS states (p. 113): “Most of the resource area has been designated a PSD Class II 
attainment area. An area including Grand Junction and the Grand Valley northwest to Fruita is the Mesa 
County designated nonattainment area for TSP. Colorado National Monument is a state Category I area 
and has been recommended for PSD Class I redesignation.” 

The following criteria established 18 Category I areas in Colorado effective October 27, 1977. (The 
Colorado National Monument is included in item b.) “The following areas of the State are hereby 
designated as Colorado Category I. 

‘a. All existing National Parks; 
“b. All existing National Monuments of at least 5,000 acres in size; 
“C. All existing Forest Service Wilderness or Primitive Areas of at least 5,000 acres in size; 
‘d. Gunnison Gorge Recreation Area.” 
The draft RMP EIS states in part (p. 113): “Colorado National Monument... has been recommended for 

PSD Class I redesignation” and “The State of Colorado has the authority to reclassify these areas 
(WSAs), or any other lands, if they wish.” 

3n June 25, 1980, the Secretary of the Interior served notice that Colorado National Monument has “air 
quality related values as important attributes,” under “redesignation recommendations” requirements of 
the Clean Air Act (Section 164~). In conjunction with the State Air Quality Control Commission, the 
Colorado Department of Health is preparing the necessary “redesignation discussion” to describe and 
analyze “the health, environmental, economic, social, and energy effects of the proposed redesigna- 
tion” (40 CFR 52.219). Any further action would be speculative. 

The draft RMP EIS states (p. 113): “Future development of major emitting facilities within the Mesa 
nonattainment area will be severely restricted until ambient TSP values are reduced. Given the interest 
in oil shale development and existing industrial development, it is possible that the entire PSD Class II 
increment may become fully allocated, precluding further major developments.” 

These statements are consistent with the Colorado State Implementation Plan to bring the Mesa 
nonattainment area into compliance. These statements are also consistent with past air quality modeling 
results. The draft RMP EIS made no attempt to predict how much industrial growth could be 
accommodated under the Colorado National Monument Category I increment for sulfur dioxide. 
Quantitative predictions of air quality restraints to industrial growth are not possible without identifying 
specific development scenarios. 
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Table 3. Responses to Public Comments-Continued 

Commenter I--‘- 

_ .._- 

No. Response 

73 The summary of air quality management actions stated (p. 25) “Proposed projects would comply with all 
applicable local, state and federal regulations to limit air quality degradation” and “Site-specific project 
plans for proposals affecting BLM and adjacent lands would be reviewed for compliance with existing 
laws and policies protecting these areas. Mitigation would be incorporated into project proposals to 
reduce air quality degradation.” 

The BLM is unable to provide specific associated proposed actions and quantification of anticipated 
emission levels for vegetation manipulation until site specific projects are proposed. 

On April 20, 1984 (49 FR 16780) the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency changed the boundaries of 
the Grand Junction Urbanized TSP nonattainment area (see Changes to the Draft RMP EIS section in 
this document, Map 1). As a result, ORV activity on public land north of Interstate 70 will be over a half 
mile away from the nonattainment area. Higher total suspended particulate concentrations would occur 
intermittently in the area of ORV use as a result of fugitive (road) dust. Since fugitive dust particulates 
are larger than those produced in combustion processes, they settle relatively quickly and present a 
minimal inhalation health threat. 

Additionally, ORV closures and restrictions would limit the spread of ORV activity but would not 
._- -!_.. necessarily concentrate or increase use of ORVs in the 27% Road to Mount Garfield area. --.- . .._ -- 

SOILS MANAGEMENT 
..- - ._ ..- 

57 
I 
; The wide variation in soils, types of surface disturbance, and other causes of soil erosion require 

mitigation on a site specific basis. The draft RMP EIS addresses this on page 26, Implementation 
section of Soils Management. The Grand Junction Grazing Management Environmental Statement also 
identifies the need to increase productivity by reducing accelerated soil erosion; various management 
actions listed in the environmental statement help achieve this goal. 

62 The additional 500 acres of critically-eroding soils in Cactus Park cannot be included for treatment 
because these soils are located in an area recommended for wilderness designation. 

86 1 Best management practices (BMPs) are presently being applied as part of the land management program 
1 and will continue to be applied as necessary. An overall assessment of risk and management options 
!  (including BMPs) will be made on all soils having a high susceptibility to erosion. Monitoring will be done 

86 
through the range trend analysis. 

The Mesa Verde Formation in which the coal lies is at least 2,000 feet below the areas of soil slump 
identified for No Surface Occupancy for oil and gas leasing. The beds dip to the northeast, and there 
should be no effect on the soil slump area. The effects from potential mining on soil slump would also 
be reevaluated during tract delineation. 

86 The sediment control structures are described in detail in the Grand Valley Watershed Management Plan. 
Their purpose is to keep naturally-produced sediment and the accelerated erosion caused by ORV use 
in the watershed, preventing the majority of it from entering waterways. See also response 192. .._ _.._ -.--... . ..- - . 

WATER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 
--..--.- . .._ .-.-_ ._. .- -.-. 

24 \ No salinity control efforts are proposed for WSAs within the resource area. Therefore, the designations 

51 

62 

62 

should have no effect on the salinity control efforts in the Colorado River Basin. 
The type of salinity and sediment control proposed would not impact any wetland and riparian habitat. 

Small retention structures would be constructed in dry washes. These structures would be designed to 
contain saline sediment and should impound water. lnstream control structures designed to reduce 
channel erosion and incorporation of salinity and sediment objectives in allotment management and 
other plans are also proposed. The control of saline sediment would probably improve water quality in 
the perennial streams, and the impounded water might increase wildlife habitat. 

In a limited number of instances, acquisition of water rights by purchasers and developers might not be 
: possitile. Approximately 10 to 15 percent of the land proposed for disposal would be in the river 
/ administration area you have described. An undetermined number of applicants may be interested in 

acquiring water rights but probably would develop springs rather than wells. The assumption relates only 
to BLM-initiated projects. Stock ponds, wells, and spring developments are the types of facilities that 
would be constructed. In most cases water rights acquisition would not be a problem and, therefore, the 
assumption was made for impact analysis only. 

All areas with development potential within the resource area have been mapped by the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers on 7% minute quads. BLM also has published reports prepared for HUD and other Corps 
publications prepared for the Western Colorado Regional Planning Commission and the City of Grand 
Junction and Mesa County delineating flood plains. 
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86 
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23 
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26 !  A13, 59 
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28 
29 

30 
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59 

60 

Table 3. Responses to Public Comments-Continued 
~-’ : 

Commenter 
No. --. .--- 

-.-. ._ ._-- . . _. ._- -- _-_ - _ ..-.-_. 

Response 
---_-- ..-.- _.. .__- 

\ This type of monitoring would determine whether actions are consistent with current policy, whether 
: original assumptions were correctly applied and impacts correctly predicted, whether mitigation meas- 

ures are satisfactory, whether significant changes have been made in related plans of other federal 
agencies or state or local governments, or whether new data is of significance to the plan. The RMP 
record of decision will outline monitoring procedures for specific actions identified in the plan. Monitoring 
would also help to establish long-term use and resource condition trends and provide valuable 
information for future planning. Ultimately, monitoring and evaluation would determine whether mainte- 
nance, amendment, or revision of the plan would be warranted. 

I 
Little Dominguet Creek, totaling approximately 2,400 acres, was eliminated from the Preferred Alternative 

because it is an area recommended for wilderness designation. As such, no mechanical equipment or 
erosion control structures could be constructed, eliminating treatment opportunities. 

Jerry Gulch and Coal Canyon, totaling 3,600 acres, were eliminated because the areas do not have 
reasonable treatment potential. The hydrologic regime is very flashy, making engineering design and 
construction costs very high. The very high costs coupled with limited benefits resulted in a very low 
benefit cost ratio. 

Saline seep areas for sediment control are not proposed. 
Activity plans will identify monitoring needs for the specific watersheds being treated. Those needs 

/ generally include the additional concerns you have listed above. See also response 17. .---- ._ . ._--- ~_..__ .- _ _ .___._ __.._.- - .___.. -___ _ _.-~.--_ __-.. 

- 
COAL MANAGEMENT 

.._ . ._. -.. -. --...- .______ - . . . _ . ,___- -----. - 

The area was shown only on the Protection Alternative map and in the Coal Unsuitability Appendix (pp. 
249-262, draft RMP EIS). The watershed is unsuitable for leasing under all alternatives, as indicated in 
Chapter 4. 

The areas in question are now under leases and are being developed. Coal unsuitability criteria were not 
applied to existing leases through this plan. 

In this situation, significant subsidence would be subsidence with surface expressions that could impact 
surface water, resulting in a loss of all or a portion of that surface water. 

The 14,100 acres excluded are in areas that would be difficult to mine; 4,100 acres are under the 
Colorado River, posing obvious technical problems, and 10,000 acres are in the Palisade municipal 
watershed. The Palisade municipal watershed is unacceptable pending further study to determine 
whether mining would have an adverse effect on the watershed. If the study shows that mining would 
adversely affect the watershed, mining companies would have to mitigate adverse impacts. This 
mitigation would make coal mining very expensive. 

Page 151 refers to a conflict between coal and oil and gas development with regard to the amount of coal 
needed to be in place to protect oil and gas wells. The two examples cannot be compared. 

The statement “identified as unsuitable” has been deleted (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this 
document). 

The Bureau of Land Management has no unilateral authority to exchange a lease; also, the companies 
holding leases in this area have not indicated a desire to exchange those leases. If that situation were 
to change (i.e., the company would express an interest in exchanging), the RMP could be amended. 

The WSAs will not be available for leasing until such time as Congress releases them from consideration 
as wilderness. The other areas considered suitable for coal leasing were evaluated by resource 
specialists to determine if surface facilities or other surface impacts would adversely affect those 
resources present in those areas. The results are outlined in Appendix D of the draft RMP EIS (pp. 249- 
262). 

Land use planning is the first step in the BLM’s multiple level coal leasing decision making process. 
Though coal leasing is not expected to be a major activity in the early years of this plan, the BLM 
wishes to maintain maximum flexibility in the location of future coal lease tracts and facilities. 
Management considers this flexibility critical to future conflict resolution and the selections of the “most 
appropriate” coal tracts for leasing. 

!  8LM responded to this comment under separate letter to the Fish and Wildlife Service. 
i Resources such as primitive recreation and outstanding natural features were considered during multiple 
!  use tradeoffs. The concern that could not be addressed without further information was the impact of 
1 surface facilities on the wild horse herd, the reason for the study. 
/ The boundary of the watershed and the impacts of mining on the watershed are now being studied by 
i U.S. Geological Survey. Based on the results of that study, the boundary and possibly the recommenda- 

~--. .__ -I_ .! tion for leasing may be modified. __s.--.- . ..- 
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59 

59 

59 

62 

94, 72, 73, 
76 

34, 76, 90 

64, 71, 72, 
76, 70, 
61, 82. 
63, 67, 
90 

64 

OIL AND GAS MANAGEMENT 
-.- ..-.. --. .~. 

The Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA) directed BLM to prepare a new environmental assessment and 
(1) determine, in light of additional data and analysis, whether an environmental impact statement was 
called for in analyzing the oil and gas development in the Little Book Cliffs Wilderness Study Area 
(WSA), (2) include an evaluation of the cumulative impacts of oil and gas development at specific 
proposed sites, and (3) discuss the influence of Departmental policies concerning nonimpairment in 
management of wilderness study areas in regard to valid existing rights under pre-FLPMA oil and gas 
leases. The analysis requested was incorporated into the ongoing Grand Junction RMP EIS to reduce 
paperwork in accordance with CEQ 1500.4(k). The site specific analysis requested is located in 
Appendix E, the cumulative analysis is located in Chapter 4. The analysis addressed the pending 
applications for permit to drill (APDs) and anticipated new wells for the next 20 years for the Little Book 
Cliffs and Demaree Canyon WSAs (p. 145, draft RMP EIS). Since the analysis addressed the cumulative 
impacts of the pending APDs and anticipated development for the next 20 years, additional NEPA 
documentation would only consist of site specific review to determine if impacts of APD approval were 
within the scope of the impacts analyzed in the EIS. At the level of analysis contained in this RMP EIS, 
it does not lead us to believe the impacts are significant. The site specific reviews of the pending APDs 
are located in Appendix E. Additional development above the 31 wells projected for the Little Book 
Cliffs area and 33 wells projected for the Demaree Canyon area would require an environmental 
analysis to determine whether an EIS is necessary. The RMP EIS will not be forwarded to IBLA for their 
inspection. Any future protests or appeals regarding oil and gas development will be handled through 
the normal Bureau protest and appeal process. 

APDs are current for one year following approval. The ten APDs considered in this document have not yet 
been approved. 

We considered helicopter access but determined that it could so increase drilling costs that the lessee’s 
economic return would be unreasonably reduced. Such a result would constitute an excessive 
interference with the right to develop a lease. The coal drill holes mentioned in Garvey Canyon were 
drilled to a maximum depth of 2,600 feet, while the oil and gas wells are often drilled deeper than 5,000 
feet. Thus, the size of drilling equipment and the helicopters required to mave the equipment is much 
greater for oil and gas wells. 

BLM stands by its determination (discussed in the draft RMP EIS, Appendix E, p. 270) that suspension of 
the leases in the WSAs under consideration is unwarranted. 

Future APDs would be analyzed on a site specific basis for determination of impacts not addressed in this 
RMP EIS. Included in that analysis would be a discussion of alternate well site and access road 
locations. See also the response 34. 

None of the 624,701 acres are within deer and elk critical winter range; therefore, no lease stipulation 
would be necessary. 

The no surface occupancy stipulation is necessary to protect sensitive resources that could be seriously 
impacted by surface disturbance and still provide for leasing and development. The determination of 
economic feasibility of developing a particular lease is the responsibility of the lessee. Lease configura- 
tion is determined at the BLM state office with no input from the resource area. The size of the areas 
with the no surface occupancy stipulation would normally allow for drainage or, in some cases, 
directional drilling. 

This stipulation is used only where outstanding scenic or natural values are known to exist. The 
determination of ecqnomic feasibility of a project is the responsibility of the lessee. This stipulation is 
attached to provide notice to the prospective lessee that more expensive and involved site development 
and reclamation techniques might be necessary to conduct lease operations. With future requirements 
known prior to obtaining the lease, fewer surprises should result from conditions of approval for 
applications for permit to drill. This same rationale applies to the other lease stipulations as well. 

A strict prohibition against use of lands with greater than 40 percent slope could have undesirable effects 
on oil and gas development. This is not the intent of the steep slopes stipulation. The intent is to notify 
the lessee that a significant portion of the lease has slopes in excess of 40 percent and that the ability 
to develop those portions of the lease may be affected. The wording of the stipulation has been 
changed to better reflect this intent (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). 

Experience has shown the 40 percent slope level to be a fairly good division line between lands that can 
be developed using standard construction and reclamation techniques (slopes less than 40 percent) and 
lands that may require special, more costly techniques (slopes greater than 40 percent). Experience has 
also shown that disturbance of such slopes can often result in unacceptable impacts and, therefore, 
may not be allowed. 

Requests for waiver of this stipulation would be handled on an individual basis. The environmental impacts 
contained in the draft environmental impact statement were analyzed assuming that this stipulation 
could be waived and that some additional impacts were likely to occur as a result. 

The areas identified as deer and elk winter range are consistent with the most current available 
information. 
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Table 3. Responses to Public Comments-Continued 
..--- ~-. ~. -. .- 

Commenter 
No. Response 

-~ ~.. -. _.__.- 

The requests for waiver of this stipulation would be handled on an individual basis. If an area is not being 
used by deer and elk and no problems are anticipated, the stipulation could be waived. 

This standard design practice is consistent with resource area policy designed to prevent waste of forest 
resources. Unless otherwise approved by the authorized officer, this standard design practice would be 
used. 

Standard design practice 15 was adopted to provide a greater measure of success in culvert installations, 
particularly on larger culverts. The BLM’s interest is served in maintaining access to public land and in 
preserving culvert fill material for use in reclaiming roads at abandonment. See also response 65. 

The RMP serves primarily as a guideline in directing future management in the area. However, where 
required by law or regulation, regulatory type information and directions are included. 

The no surface occupancy stipulation would only pertain to new leases since this stipulation would not be 
consistent with the rights contained in existing leases. As stated on page 266 of the draft RMP EIS, 
lease stipulations would be added to applications for permit to drill on existing leases to the extent 
consistent with lease rights. 

The BLM is required by law to protect the habitat of threatened or endangered species. See also 
response 39. 

This standard design practice has been changed to allow for sewage disposal in bore holes, except in 
areas where contamination of ground water might be a problem (see Changes to RMP EIS section in 
this document). It is estimated that approximately 90 percent of the wells drilled are drilled in areas 
where ground water contamination is not a problem. Bore holes are a safety hazard when they are left 
open prior to and after drilling. The standard design practice now requires fencing of bore holes prior to 
the rig moving on and immediate covering when the rig is removed. 

Trash burning presents the potential for fire escaping onto adjoining land. We have not been aware of the 
problems of trash being scattered along the access road when trash baskets are hauled out. 

Two different standard design practices concern reserve pits. The first one, which requires removal of 
drilling fluids and recontouring of the pit within 90 days after drilling, has been changed so that it applies 
only to dry holes within WSAs (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). This would 
allow for rapid reclamation of such wells. The second standard design practice would be applied in all 
other areas. A one-year drying period is considered to be reasonable. If a pit has not dried sufficiently to 
allow reclamation within one year, removal of the remaining fluids is justified to facilitate timely 
reclamation. 

If hazardous materials were involved, immediate removal would be required. This standard design practice 
has been added in Table C-l. Proper disposal of such materials would be the responsibility of the 
operator. 

This standard design practice applies only to visually sensitive areas and wilderness study areas. The 
intent is to reestablish the original contour lines as much as possible while preventing excessive 
erosion. Recontouring to match the original contours, along with other measures such as those listed in 
the scenic and natural values stipulation on page 266 of the draft RMP EIS, are designed to restore the 
natural qualities to these special areas. In the remainder of the resource area, well sites would be 
recontoured to blend with the natural topography rather than to match it. 

The areas designated no surface occupancy would not affect any existing lease or lease rights. The 
stipulation would be attached only to new leases. As the right to transport and sell produced oil and gas 
is a lease right of all oil and gas leases outside of a WSA, pipelines are also grandfathered. 

Stipulations 9, 10, 11, and 12 include the following paragraph: “This stipulation may be waived or reduced 
in scope if circumstances change or if the lessee can demonstrate that operations can be conducted 
without causing unacceptable impacts on the concern(s) identified.” Stipulation 4 has been amended to 
include this paragraph (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). 

This paragraph allows for the restriction to be altered or waived depending upon the conditions existing at 
the time a project is proposed. 

This standard design practice has been changed to clarify the kinds of situations where this measure 
would be applied. Under the Preferred Alternative, this stipulation would be applied only in wilderness 
study areas and visually sensitive areas. The intent of the standard design practice is to allow 
restoration to the original condition only. In no case would an operator be required to improve a 
disturbed area to a better than original condition. When the existing topsoil has been lost or mixed with 
less desirable material during the course of the project, it may not be possible to achieve acceptable 
reclamation without hauling in topsoil. 

The standard design practices included in Appendix C are not intended to be an exhaustive listing of all 
possible practices that could be used on proposed projects. Neither are they considered to be 
unchangeable or all encompassing. All standard design practices can be altered or waived with the 
authorized officer’s approval. The standard design practices are intended to represent the range and 
variety of the types of practices that may be used in order to meet the requirements of law and also to 
achieve the management goals of the various alternatives. 
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1 Only those standard design practices appropriate to a given proposal or situation would be used. It is 
/ anticipated that the standard design practices will be reworded or changed to fit particular situations. 

The standard design practices applicable to each project would be selected on an individual basis in 
consultation with the project initiator. The least costly method that will give the desired result would be 
selected. 
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61 82, 87 

62 83, 91 

63 87 
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67 

87 
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87 

68 87 

Some of the listed standard design practices would be used only in specialized or extreme cases. Where 
necessary, the wording of such practices has been changed to indicate the kinds of situations that 
would justify their use (see Changes to the Draft RMP EIS section in this document). 

Restoring ground vegetation is only part of the goal of site reclamation. Also included is the quick 
establishment of species that would control erosion and not be out of character with the surrounding 
plant community. To this end, we specify the species and time of seeding that would provide the 
greatest opportunity for successful revegetation. See also response 90-3. 

As shown in Table C-l, draft RMP EIS, page 245, this standard design practice would only apply to the 
Protection Alternative in order to minimize the amount of surface disturbance, vegetation loss, and soil 
erosion. These benefits are consistent with the objectives of that alternative. In the other alternatives, 
pipelines are generally preferred along the access roads, but other concerns justify cross-country 
routing. Such concerns include slope steepness, length of pipeline, visual prominence, and cost to the 
pipeline company. 

A plate mounted flush with the ground would allow persons to locate themselves in the field relative to a 
map and would not present a visual distraction. See also response 59. 

The local (district and area) BLM offices do not have any input into defining lease boundaries to improve 
the feasibility of lease development. Lease boundaries are presently set at the BLM state office and will 
probably continue to be done in this manner as many other leasing functions are located in the state 
office. 

The text has been changed to require a plate mounted flush with the ground in visually sensitive areas 
and wilderness study areas only (see changes to the Draft RMP EIS section in this document). 

Approval to suspend misting during cold weather could be approved by the authorized officer on an 
individual basis subject to other suitable containment of cuttings. The reference to the blooie pit being 
located in 50 percent cut has been deleted (see Changes to the Draft RMP EIS section in this 
document). 

Access road width was not specified in the standard design practices. Operators are encouraged to apply 
for the width of road they will need. As stated in Pipeline Standard Design Practice 4 on page 242 of 
the draft RMP EIS, in areas adjacent to or crossing access roads, pipelines would be buried with a 
minimum of 4 feet of cover in alluvial areas and 3 feet of cover in rocky areas. Pipeline companies and 
oil and gas operators are equally responsible for maintenance of access roads along the pipeline, and 
the BLM encourages maintenance agreements between these parties. 

The environmental impacts of authorizing pre-FLPMA APDs in the Demaree Canyon and Little Book Cliffs 
Wilderness Study Areas were analyzed, including impacts of pipelines to producing gas wells (see Oil 
and Gas Assumptions, page 145, draft RMP EIS). Pipelines required to produce pre-FLPMA lease wells 
are interpreted as part of the rights inherent in the mineral lease to develop that lease subject to the 

1 terms and conditions of the individual lease. 
While we do not particularly need to be notified for road maintenance activities, we do appreciate 

notification in order to keep informed of activities in the resource area. Maintenance activities can be 
defined as any activity undertaken to maintain the physical function of a given oil and gas operation. 
Notification of maintenance activities allows for coordination between ELM and the operator/grantee. 
We believe that coordination between our field people and the operator/grantee’s field representative 
results in fewer misunderstandings and all around better working relationships. 

This practice is occasionally permitted. However, in the interest of reducing waste of wood products and 
minimizing visual impacts, its use is limited. 

The text has been changed (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). 
Pad size would not be restricted to 200 feet by 200 feet. Whenever possible, the location would be 

adjusted to accommodate a 125foot long blooie line or additional areas allowed. 
The 84-inch fence would be used on reserve pits within the wild horse range at all times and within deer 

and elk winter range between December 1 and May 1. The 48-inch fence would be used on all other 
i reserve pits. 
’ This standard design practice would be used only under the Protection Alternative. It is not included under 

the Preferred Alternative and would not be used (see Table C-l, Draft RMP EIS). ___ 

MINERALS OTHER THAN COAL, OIL AND GAS 

69 Mineral withdrawals were analyzed only where a potential conflict existed between mineral extraction and 
protection of important surface resources. The areas listed are believed to have low or no potential for 
locatable minerals. 
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59 

73 

The Gunnison River corridor would be managed as a VRM Class II area. Any mineral materials sales or 
free use permits would have to meet the VRivt Class II requirement that “management activities should 
not attract the attention of the casual observer” (VRM Manual 8400). 

BLM disposes of mineral materials, both through sale and free use permits, because of existing laws of 
the United States. The BLM disposal policy for mineral materials impacts local and state governments 
and other federal agencies more than the general population. Most of our disposals are to these 
governmental bodies in the form of free use. This assists those agencies by providing materials that 
they would otherwise have to buy-allowing use of available revenue for other projects. 

The special manaaement areas were evaluated for mineral material disoosal ootential and imoacts to 

I. - L those sites from ?tevelopment. Areas were closed using those criteria. ’ ’ .-. 

75 

76 

77 

/ 04 

1 
--I-- 

i 73 

78 

79 

80 

81 

82 

83 

-__ 

c9 

83,91 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

The area would be protected under all alternatives. The BLM has signed a cooperative agreement with 
the Museum of Western Colorado for that purpose. 

Colorado policy requires that paleontological resources be protected through an inventory and classifica- 
tion of formations according to the likelihood of finding significant fossils. With a Class I classification, 
clearances are required; however, only outcrops would be cleared. Therefore, the entire Morrison and 
Wasatch Formations would not be surveyed. A change in text clarifies this. 

The lower portion of Hell’s Half Acre is privately owned, and only the steeper part is managed by the 
Bureau of Land Management. Because of this ownership pattern and the fact that the site has not 

1 

produced many fossils in the past few years, Hell’s Half Acre does not lend itself to a research natural 
area designation. However, the site is known and will be protected through clearances should there be 
any surface-disturbing activities on the public portion of the locality. ..~ _ _._ ..~ 

FOREST MANAGEMENT 

-1 

.~_ - 

Budget constraints are such that it is impossible to say when the timber production capability classification 
: will be done on the commercial forest land-or when it will be finished and implemented. No funding is 

73 

73 

-. ._ 

---_ 
A5 

A5 

A5 

A5 

A5 

A5 

presently available to initiate the classification. 
The annual harvest was arrived at by taking the total acres of pinyon-juniper suitable for management 

times the average volume per acre. This was the total volume in the Grand Junction Resource Area. 
This total volume was then divided by 180 years (the rotation period for pinyon-juniper in the Grand 
Junction Resource Area). This was the annual harvest which was then reduced for estimated trespass 
in the resource area. 

The location of future firewood cutting areas will be addressed in a woodlands management plan. Site- 
specific environmental impacts of harvesting the woodlands will be analyzed in that site specific plan. 

The scope of the RMP does not allow for site specific analyses. Locations of roads and other design 
features will be described and analyzed in more specific management plans following approval of the 
RMP. These plans will consider benefits versus costs. - ~ ~..______. 

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 
-. 

The BLM does not propose to provide habitat for more than the historic populations of deer. It appears 
from your information that deer have established increasingly strong traditions for grazing certain 
hayfields in spring and fall. The BLM and the Colorado Division of Wildlife have been exploring ways of 
dealing with this problem. Projects such as the proposed Castle Rock sagebrush treatment in the Coon 
Hollow Grazing Allotment was one of the ways. 

None of the miles of fish stream habitat improvement is proposed for private land and most are upstream 
from irrigation structures. 

Page 41 of the draft RMP EIS, right column, second paragraph states the sources of predicted population 
increases. 

On pages 13-21 of the draft RMP EIS, the issues addressed, not addressed, and previously addressed 
were listed, and the planning criteria were expressed. An issue not addressed and not listed was state 
trespass laws. However, the Grand Junction Grazing Management Environmental Statement does 
address wildlife-livestock conflicts and trespass control (see also 43 CFR 4150 and BLM Manual 4150). 

The 200 percent increase in deer would occur in the Dominguez Canyon WSA. Deer of this herd summer 
primarily on the Uncompahgre National Forest. Elsewhere the habitat capacity for increases in deer 
numbers is a tenth of that figure or less. 

Until a consensus opinion from private landowners and clear public mandate is received on the question 
of privately owned forage eaten by state owned wildlife, it would not be appropriate for the BLM to 
credit this forage use. This is a topic that exceeds the ability of the resource area’s resource 
management plan to resolve. 

. . 
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/ Page 208 of the draft RMP EIS does not predict such a catastrophic loss in wildlife, yet it must be 
admitted that without limits on the density and rapidity of minerals development such losses are 

/ 
possible. The following points should be noted: (1) the price of the existing leases would be far beyond 
BLM budgets; (2) the BLM Resources Policy Statement of May 29, 1984, states that the BLM “actively 
encourages and facilitates the development by private industry of public land mineral resources...” and 

/ “land use plans...will recognize that mineral exploration and development can occur concurrently or 
sequentially with other resource uses.” 

Appendix F of the draft RMP EIS lists priorities for developing the habitat management plans (HMPs), 
which are the specific wildlife planning documents. The BLM planning process directs that an area-wide 
plan be prepared that is as site specific as is appropriate, Managing wildlife habitat is so complex and 
expensive in area that the details (the number of water developments, nest structures, miles of 
protective fence, acres of vegetation treatment, etc.) necessarily await the time’ of closer scrutiny 
provided by an activity plan for only portions of the resource area at a time. 

The public is encouraged to review Appendix F and provide specific advice on desirable wildlife habitat in 
improvements within the activity plan areas of interest. 

!  Each habitat management plan will consider what can and should be done for nongame species. 
Expressions of interest such as yours and financial support of programs such as through the nongame 

!  state income tax checkoff can only help to increase the focus of habitat management upon nongame 
i (see also response 85). 

Changes have been made on pages 95, 98, 100, 101, 102, 104, 106 and 108 (see Changes to Draft RMP 
EIS section in this document). 

Despite the efforts of the BLM to raise the condition of riparian areas, there will probably always be 
enough area in low seral stages (poor condition). At the next level in the BLM planning system, the 
habitat management plan, many of these important values you recognize will be specifically covered. 

The following term has been entered into the glossary: “LIVESTOCK TRAIL. A route that livestock (cattle, 
sheep, horses) are driven over. A route used in the transport of domestic grazing animals by means 
other than trucking or allowing the animals to drift on their own volition.” 

Portions of several streams in the resource area are livestock drive routes. Permittees “trail” their stock 
along these routes. The proposal is to not permit more of these than currently exists. 

The Grand Junction Grazing Management Environmental Statement discusses the impracticality of fencing 
off the 3,000 acres of riparian habitat. 

The identification of 162,660 acres in the Grand Junction RMP as “suitable for coal leasing but sensitive 
to coal development” is correct and fulfills BLM’s responsibilities under the coal unsuitability regulations 
(43 CFR 3461, Federal Lands Review). None of the 162,660 acres were determined to be unsuitable. In 
addition, there is no basis in the coal unsuitability regulations for identifying areas as unsuitable with 
exceptions, as the comment suggested. Although the regulations do not specifically use the term 
“suitable for leasing but sensitive to development” the RMP clearly describes each area in this 
category, the unsuitability condition present on the area, and the mitigation necessary for the area to be 
leased and developed, as is required by the regulations. 

Any leasing of the areas would be subject to the terms and conditions identified in the mitigation, and any 
development of the area would be permitted only after compliance with the terms as demonstrated in 
the Permit Application Package submitted to OSM. 

The glossary term “riparian” includes the edge environment of both streams and other bodies of water 
(ponds, seeps, springs). Page 91 of the draft RMP EIS states that “wildlife management emphasis 
would be placed on protecting and improving approximately 3,000 acres of riparian habitat.” YOU 
correctly understood that to be the total amount. Page 127 states that “only 2,500 acres (of riparian 
vegetation) exists along perennial streams.” That is not the total amount of riparian habitat, but it is 
generally the most significant and permanent and thus it was singled out. 

Extensive coverage of the effects of livestock grazing is made in the Grand Junction Grazing Management 
Environmental Statement. The diminishing effect on wildlife habitat conditions comes from a generally 
improving range trend. The potentially negligible impact judgement stems from the concept that 
recovery from overgrazing implies that the range is returning to a condition similar to the pregrazing 
state and that this recovery can occur as rapidly under light to moderate grazing as under no grazing 
(Ellison, L. 1960. influence of grazing on plant succession of rangelands. The Bot. Rev. 26(l): l-78). 

There is a remnant population of sharp-tailed grouse and a modest population of sage grouse within the 
Glade Park area. At one time (ca. 1930) there was a significant and huntable population. 

The critical deer winter range in the Little Book Cliffs Wild Horse Range represents almost 10 percent of 
the total. such deer range within the resource area. The management of wild horses on critical deer 
winter range is the only action being discussed here. Other actions would also allow improvement of the 
winter range. 

Some of the most resilient range is riparian. Yet it is true that livestock use this type a disproportionate 
amount. Thus, it is a challenge to manage pastures with riparian range in them. Fencing the riparian 
range out is our last resort. 

We reject the hypothesis that overgrazing is a tool, hardly an effective one, in managing for cottonwoods, 
boxelders and willows. 

Other issues will be addressed in separate correspondence. 
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Table 3. Responses to Public Comments-Continued 

Response 

The statement might better read “Significant harvest levels have a fundamental relationship to habitat 
condition where big game densities are near or above the carrying capacity of the habitat.” 

It would benefit wildlife and such a statement is made on page 154 of the draft RMP EIS under Impacts 
from Water Quality Management. The reason there is no wildlife subheading here is because in this 
small area no action is planned for wildlife that is not already covered by the watershed protective 
actions, oil and gas special and other stipulations, the coal unsuitability criteria review, standard 
operating procedures in forestry, and such measures as the closure to off-road vehicles. 

Such a list is available at the Grand Junction Resource Area office. Table 3-5 represents some of the 
most common, and Table 3-9 includes a few of the least common. 

The text has been changed (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section of this document). 
You may have recognized that the 30 percent sagebrush proposal does not mean that there is a 

guarantee that after RMP implementation, 30 percent of the sagebrush lands would remain in 
sagebrush. In reality the majority of it would remain. The proposal only applies to the areas to be 
treated. A sagebrush park with a known lek would be avoided or treated only in a manner generally 
agreed to be beneficial to sage grouse. The Braun et al. paper cites studies that suggest that a 30 
percent canopy cover is near optimum for breeding sage grouse. If there is a significant distribution of 
understory herb species, sagebrush treatments are not likely to be considered where canopy cover is 
below 40 percent. Braun et al. recognizes the importance of meadow areas, particularly in the higher 
country. They suggest treatment strips no wider than untreated strips (50 percent minimum leave area) 
and that strips are preferred over blocks. In the bargaining between resources, it simply was not 
possible to obtain this high a standard for sage grouse and other sagebrush dependent species. 

The draft RMP EIS is generously inclusive on the definition of perennial water; e.g., Big Salt Wash. Even 
so, some valuable riparian acres were overlooked by this standard. When greasewood is included, a 
considerable area along intermittent streams is not protected by the lOO-foot buffer stipulation. 
However, even before the standard is developed on what is valuable riparia, there is a recognition of it 
(see Glossary). The BLM will abide by Executive Orders 11988 (flood plains) and 11990 (wetlands). 
Also, the active management of riparian areas would include the vegetation along intermittent streams. 

In these days of tight budgets for resource management, we cannot predict the annual output with even 
reasonable accuracy. 

Here are the streams and approximate mileages: East Salt-5; Big Salt-3; Plateau-3.6; Blue-6; 
Calamity-6.5; North Fork of Mesa-2.4; Roan-5; Carr-5; Brush-2.2; Spring-1.1; West Hawxhurst- 
1.5; Northeast-3.5; North Fork of Kannah-1.3; Big Dominguez-2; Granite-4.5; Little Dolores-4; 
Briar-2.9; Bieser-1.7; Lobe-l .5; West-2; North Fork of West-2.7; and Ute-3.7. 

The Grand Junction Grazing Management Environmental Statement with revisions recognizes the impor- 
tance of livestock grazing control on riparian habitat condition. The no surface disturbance measure 
prevents the permanent loss of the habitat most unambiguously. 

We certainly hope the emphasis on improving habitat quality does not diminish. Also, where we can 
increase quantity of land inhabitable by highly valued wildlife (reclamation), we ought to do it. The tone 
of the last Wildlife Society Section Meeting in Grand Junction (ca. 1982) was that we can’t accommo- 
date both the inevitable rise in human population and development and also the present numbers of 
wildlife; but there is much we can do. Is this too gloomy to be accurate? 

See Glossary under Vegetation Manipulation and also page 238 (draft RMP EIS) for a listing of some 
mechanical treatment types. 

See response 104. 
The Kannah Creek HMP (1985) incorporates a forage improvement project for fall to spring deer range in 

the Whitewater Creek drainage. It is hoped that this will reduce the nuisance deer in the Watson Creek 
area. If not, then expansion of the treatment area northward or other measures may be considered. See 
also response 78. 

The protections proposed include (but are not limited to) the no surface disturbance oil and gas lease 
stipulation along perennial streams which is applied to other potentially disturbing activities that require 
permits; inclusion of riparian areas in protective designation such as wilderness, research natural areas, 
and off-road vehicle closures; and proscriptions against land disposal where riparian vegetation exists. 

The enhancement of riparian areas would be primarily through actions designed in watershed manage- 
ment plans and wildlife habitat management plans. A habitat management plan is a document that can 
be reviewed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and, typically, the Colorado Division of Wildlife is the 
cosigning agency. See also responses 85 and 86. 

Funding only allowed for a basic riparian inventory of perennial streams and ponds. As funds and priorities 
permit, there will be a completed inventory. Funding levels are related to the quantity of monitoring that 
can be done on the results of protective measures, on the frequency of compliance checks on permit 
holders, on the thoroughness of proposal analysis, and on the number of livestock control structures 
that can be built and even maintained. Appendix F of the draft RMP EIS gives the priority of the habitat 
management plan areas yet cannot predict the year of implementation. 

The assumption on the activity plans is correct. The Grand Va//ey Desert Watershed Management P/an 
has been completed. This document outlines most of the specific projects planned in the desert area. 
Also, see response 101. ._ 

119 



Responses to PubSic Comments 

Table 3. Responses to Public Comments-Continued 

( ( ... ....-- .. --.-------.----.- -- -.’ -.~-.. --.. 

.- 

Response 
Commenter No. , No. Response 

-... 

110 A13 

111 

112 

113 

114 

115 

116 

117 

118 

119 

120 

22, 40, 62, 
73 

22 

22 

22 

22 

22 

22 

22 

51 

51 

THREATENEDANDENDANGEREDSPECIESMANAGEMENT 
__- 

The 80-acre Unaweep Seep meets half the criteria for land acquisition listed on page 56 of the draft RMP. 
These acres have been identified in the Unaweep Seep Habitat Management Plan for acquisition if and 
when they become available and a land exchange or other means of acquisition can be found. 

The text has been changed (see Changes to Draft RMP EL’S section in this document). Table 2-23 (p. 67) 
has been amended to add 1,520 acres in the Preferred Alternative column under Special Management 
Areas. Proposed for designation would be the Badger Wash Area of Critical Environmental Concern. 
The environmental concerns would include a hydrologic research study, sensitive plant species, and a 
plant association of critical national concern. 

Also, Badger Wash has been added as an ACEC on page 105 within Area F: Emphasis on Water under 
Special Management Areas. 

Text changed (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). Appendix Table F-4 (p. 282) has 
been changed to include the Rough Canyon Habitat Management Plan, 15th priority, 1,470 acres and 
key species emphasis on spineless hedgehog cactus, sensitive plant and animal species. The 
Wilderness Habitat Management Plan has been shifted to 18th priority. 

None of the special management areas proposed for designation in the Preferred Alternative are on Map 
5. The emphasis areas are mapped, but all the site specific actions within these areas given in Chapter 
2 were not mapped. 

Table 3-9 has been changed (see Changes to RMP EIS section in this document). Also the text has been 
changed to explain that actions would be taken during the permitting process to protect the milkvetch. 

These plant associations have been made known to us, but we know of no good condition sites on public 
land within the Grand Junction Resource Area. Such sites should be maintained, but the best strategy 
may not be to hastily throw a formal designation around them. Institutionalizing protections for newly 
recognized resource values should be a process that does not demoralize support for the more widely 
recognized resources. Protective measures should interfere no more than necessary. If there is time, 
highly visible designations should proceed from thorough study showing the need for them. As with 
sensitive plant and animal species, these sites, if known, can be protected now by stipulation and 
redirection of human activities on the public land. This is what we propose to do. 

Text changed (see Changes to RMP EIS section in this document). Stipulations can indeed be used to 
control timber or fire salvage sales, rights-of-way grants, and permits to mine oil shale. Grazing 
allotment management plans can be revised and, more simply, arrangements to remove the grazing 
threat to the species can be made with the grazing permittees. 

Sensitive plants would be protected at their known sites; however, it is true that surveys within potential 
habitat of sensitive plants would not be mandatory for a permit granting (see p. 95, draft RMP EIS, right 
column, first paragraph). 

The definition of “No Surface Disturbance” has been added to the glossary (see also response 116). 
Text changed (see Changes to RMP EIS section in this document). With the addition of Rough Canyon to 

the list of habitat management plans on Table F-4, there are four habitat management plans that are 
proposed for key management sensitive, threatened and endangered species. Unaweep Seep Habitat 
Management Plan has a sensitive species. 

Documentation of species occurrence will be a never ending process and there will be pre-habitat 
management plan inventories. 

A no surface disturbance stipulation is too restrictive. The status of the peregrine falcon certainly merits 
the strongest protective measures. However, there is now a long tradition of protecting peregrine falcon 
sites with seasonal stipulations and site specific limitation on permanent structures. The sensitive plant 
species within the 77,300 acres of no surface occupancy included a few known plant sites and a vast 
area of potential rare plant habitat on the Green River Formation. 

We are very receptive to working with The Nature Conservancy under a cooperative management 
agreement on a number of the special management areas. We will be contacting you about these 
agreements following completion of the RMP. 

Environmental assessments will be prepared on specific projects following the general land use alloca- 
tions authorized in the RMP. The environmental assessments will determine whether specific projects 
“may affect” threatened and endangered species. If the assessment shows a ‘may affect” situation 
exists, the Fish and Wildlife Service will be contacted for Formal Section 7 consultation. This wording 
has been added to Chapter 2, Threatened and Endangered Species Management. In addition, all ‘may 
affect” and “jeopardize” terminology has been deleted from the Threatened and Endangered Species 
sections in the RMP (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). 

On page 255 under Coal Unsuitability Criterion 11 (draft RMP EIS), the one-quarter mile buffer zone is an 
approximation. It continues to assert that “actual buffer zones will be determined through consultation 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.” In other words, the one-quarter mile buffer zone is only a 
prediction of what the actual buffer zones will be. 
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Outside the coal area, the technique of raptor protection would be similar to that for the peregrine falcon 
eyries. Activities that are proposed within a large general area of high incidence of raptor nesting would 
signal a check for the occurrence of nests. Buffer zones would then be determined. Following more 
exhaustive raptor surveys and discussions with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, more rigid buffer 
zones might be established. 

Text changed (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). The added paragraph to page 43 
of the draft RMP EIS should explain much about the acreage figures. Maps that enclose river areas of 
relatively high bald eagle use, cliff areas that are considered to be peregrine falcon habitat, and broad 
areas where the two cacti species have habitat are available in the Grand Junction Resource Area 
office for inspection by all supporting agencies. 

Text changed (see Changes to RMP EIS section in this document). 
We believe the statements under the Effects subsection present the realistic environment of change that 

would apply to any management plan. Then, as demanded by any environmental review, a fair appraisal 
is made of the differences between alternatives. No alternative claims superior compliance with Section 
7 expectations. However, it is undeniable that alternative difference, especially the amounts of 
wilderness and the non-threatened and endangered species limitations on surface disturbance, would 
simplify protecting threatened and endangered species. 

The table has been changed (see Changed to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). The acres under 
the active habitat management heading in Table 2-9 were summed from the data in Appendix F. 
Appendix F lists wildlife habitat management units proposed under each alternative. These wildlife 
habitat management units or habitat management plan areas would each place emphasis on the habitat 
needs of selected species. The species of emphasis would vary among areas and alternatives. 

The acres under the protective habitat management heading for bald eagle, peregrine falcon and the two 
federally listed cacti were discussed in response 121. The black-footed ferret acres are discussed in 
response 139. The acres of sensitive plant species are represented by the area of public land 
containing oil shale. 

See responses 121 and 124. 
Please note that under the subsection titled Threatened and Endangered Species, in the interest of 

brevity, federally listed, state listed and merely sensitive species are included. Usually, as in this case, a 
modifying word identifies the species being discussed. 

The text has been changed (see Changes to the Draft RMP EIS section in this document). 
These acres are in the areas of concentrated prairie dog colonies. Scattered dens are not included. 
The text has been changed (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section of this document). 
The BLM would (1) require protective measures be taken to prevent the deterioration of the suitability of 

the area for the species, (2) contribute structures, equipment and manpower to effect the reintroduction, 
and (3) provide environmental review, site monitoring and interagency liaison and encouragement as 
appropriate. Admittedly, there is little control that the BLM can exert over the habitat of the bonytail 
chub. 

The squawfish was added (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). 
Appendix F, Table 4 (draft RMP EIS), indicates the areas of active management for the habitat of 

threatened and endangered species. It is a table of proposed habitat management plans. Thus it would 
be strategic to initiate Section 7 consultation at the drafting of the plan. See also response 119. 

We will indicate it here that such a site may be designated an area of critical environmental concern or a 
research natural area. 

No specific action to benefit wildlife will be expended on these areas. The safeguard considerations are 
discussed on pages 19 and 20 of the draft RMP EIS. 

The table has been changed (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). Since it would be 
quite appropriate for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to rank the endangerment of these species, we 
have discussed the list as revised with the agency. A ranking of endangerment and an estimate of the 
species’ sensitivity to BLM actions helps in the allocation of scarce dollars. 

Table 3-9 has been changed (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). 
Harrington beard tongue has been deleted from the table (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this 

document). 
Asfragalus debequaeus, has been added to the table (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this 

document). 
It is generally believed that it was the reduction of the prairie dog population that brought the black-footed 

ferret to the brink of extinction. It is also believed that there is a threshold prey density (Tim Clark, 
personal communication 1985). It would not appear practical to guard every prairie dog burrow nor is it 
realistic to fear a significant loss in the small and sparse colonies. 

The management actions themselves would be beneficial. See also response 123. 
Assuming a winter population of 60 bald eagles with a 20 percent increase in winter kill deer yielding a 17 

percent increase in carrion feeding bald eagles is highly speculative and to be substantiated when it 
happens. 

Note that it is the Protection Alternative that claims to be most beneficial to threatened and endangered 
species. 

See responses 123 and 142. 
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fill this need. 
All peregrine and prairie falcon dates inclusive for protecting nesting activities from disturbance have been 

changed to March 15 to July 1. All golden eagle dates inclusive for protecting nesting activities from 
disturbance are changed to February 15 to July 1. See Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this 
document. 

Page 269 under Section 2, Oil and Gas Lease Stipulations, subsection 15 is the reference being sought. 
See also response 120. 

Included in the other threatened and endangered species are the endemic fishes and the possible 
reintroduction of breeding peregrine falcons. Riparian vegetation would have the major focus in 
improving bald eagle habitat. 

The text has been changed (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). 
Table changed (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section of this document). The common names of the 

animals are standard and better known than are the scientific names; therefore, only the plant scientific 
names have been added. 

See responses 86 and 124. Table 2-23, as revised, clearly does provide more active management 
consideration for threatened and endangered species under the Preferred Alternative than under the 
Commodity Alternative. See Changes to Draft RMP EIS section of this document. 

Both Pyramid Rock and Unaweep Seep have been entered into the Registry of the Colorado State Natural 
Areas Program. The acreages selected included more acres than that occupied by the nonmobile 
species to be protected at Pyramid Rock, and the habitat of value at Unaweep Seep was entirely 
included. The natural boundaries are very visible, and a buffer zone was included. 

Page 100 states that ORV use would be limited to designated roads and trails within Pyramid Rock 
Research Natural Area. There is a county road along the west end. The security of the threatened and 
sensitive species here would be strengthened by the management action. However, if the area should 
become popular as an ORV area, additional measures would be needed to protect the species. Page 
108 states that ORV use would remain closed on the Unaweep Seep Research Natural Area; also note 
that the area is highly unsuitable for ORV use. 

Grazing impacts were discussed in the Grand Junction Grazing Management i3vironmental Statement. 
Specifically, grazing studies are in progress on the Unaweep Seep to determine its effects on the valued 
species. The habitat management plan for the Pyramid Rock Research Natural Area would specify that 
the effects of grazing on the valued species be monitored. 

On the surface this may seem to be the most guaranteed protective measure. But in most cases an 
unsuitable classification would give the species habitat area a visual, aesthetic consideration without 
doing anything for the species that avoidance of the microhabitat would not do. See also responses 114 
and 84. . . .~..~ -_. -. -. .- 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT 
.~. ~- .-... -.. - 

The economic impacts on the permittees were analyzed in the Grand Junction Grazing Management 
Environmental Statement. 

The draft RMP EIS listed agencies, groups, and institutions under the Consultation and Coordination 
Chapter. The ranching community was represented by the Grand Junction District Advisory Council and 
the Grand Junction District Advisory Board (see p. 228, draft RMP EIS). Copies of the draft RMP EIS 
were made available to the ranching community. 

The Grand Junction Resource Area Rangeland Monitoring Plan prescribes the study procedures that will 
be used to monitor livestock impacts on the riparian areas. If the current grazing systems do not meet 
RMP objectives and priorities for these areas, the systems could be amended. Amended systems could 
include the holistic management system. 

Conflicts between wildlife and livestock management were addressed in the Grand Junction Grazing 
Management Environmental Statement and each allotment management plan. 

The Grand Junction Grazing Management Environmental Statement analyzed the erosion/salinity impacts 
associated with grazing public land. This analysis was reviewed in light of the RMP alternative impacts 
and found to be adequate. CEQ 1502.21 directs agencies to incorporate material into an environmental 
impact statement by reference when the effect is to reduce bulk without impeding agency and public 
review of the action. Such was the case. Development of or review and modification of activity plans 
(AMPS) are not within the scope of the RMP EIS. The RMP defines land use objectives and guidelines. 
Activity plans, the next step, define the manner in which these objectives and guidelines are 
implemented by specific resource activities to meet or conform to the RMP decisions and guidelines 

157 62 

158 ; 73, 86 

/ (see p. 44, draft RMP EIS, Livestock Management). 
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I 
~. .-I. 
159 A5 

160 A19, 26 

161 62 

162 68 

163 66 

--. .- .~ 

164 Al4 

165 59, 84 

166 70, 75, 84 

167 I 70 
168 70 

Table 3. Responses to Public Comments-Continued 

Response 
-. 

When existing AMPS are reviewed and revised and new AMPS prepared, grazing management practices 
and objectives will be analyzed to ensure their consistency with RMP decisions and objectives for 
riparian and critical erosion areas. Where necessary, appropriate changes will then be made in AMPS 
and new grazing decisions or agreements developed to institute the appropriate changes in grazing use 
(see pp. 95, 96, 98, 100, 101, 104, 107, and 108, draft RMP EIS, Management of Emphasis Areas, 
Preferred Alternative, Livestock Grazing). Also, as activity plans are prepared for certain areas (i.e., 
watershed plan for the Grand Valley desert), review and revision of AMPS will be required. 

At the beginning of the planning process, the ELM, the general public, other federal agencies, state and 
local governments, and advisory groups identified issues and management concerns in the planning 
area. No significant grazing impacts or concerns were raised that were not previously addressed in the 
Grand Junction Grazing Management Environmental Statement (see p. 14, draft RMP EIS, Issues 
Previously Addressed). 

BLM is presently implementing with the permittees several types of grazing management, one of which is 
the holistic resource management (Savory). BLM is open to this and any new development in resource 
management. The use of the Savory Grazing Method (SGM) will probably be limited on BLM allotments 
to those where the rancher has attended the Savory school and where he/she is prepared to make the 
large commitment of time and effort necessary to ensure its success. -- 

WILD HORSES MANAGEMENT 
--_- .---. -._. ._--...-. -.-~..- . .__. ..~ 

The wild horse herd will be kept at a level compatible with available carrying capacity of the area. 
Population numbers will be adjusted based on forage and range conditions. Since 1977, 85 head of 
horses have been removed from the range and adopted by private individuals. 

The Wild Horse and Burro Act of 1971 (Public Law 92-195) defines a wild horse as all unbranded and 
unclaimed horses and burros on public land of the United States. The wild horses in the Book Cliffs fall 
under this definition, and the area was dedicated as a wild horse range. 

The impact from oil and gas development in the wild horse wintering area is minimal. The significant 
impact is from further coal leasing in the area. Before any new leases are granted in the critical 
wintering area, any adverse impacts identified would have to be mitigated before any new leases are 
issued (see p. 45, Proposed Management Actions and Effects). 

The proposed line for the expansion of the wild horse range was in error. Please see Map 13 in this 
document for the correct boundary. The acreage (2,380 acres) identified on Table 2-l 1 of the draft RMP 
EIS is correct. 

The expansion of the wild horse range to include the Book Cliffs rims would not reduce the grazing 
permits below the rims because domestic livestock do not use this area. 

CULTURALRESOURCEMANAGEMENT 

Recreation impacts on cultural resources were addressed in the draft RMP EIS, pages 157, 176, 194 and 
212, Impacts section, Chapter 4. Recreation activities will be planned and conducted in a manner to 
reduce user conflicts to the greatest degree possible. 

Increased access is not necessarily a function of leasing categories. In terms of impacts on cultural 
resources, a no surface occupancy designation is as effective as a no lease designation in that no 
surface disturbance is allowed (that includes access roads). Please see the draft RMP EIS, pages 193 
and 212, Chapter 4, Impacts from Locatable Minerals. 

All processes permissable under federal law and regulation will be used to protect significant resources. 
This includes 106 consultation, no surface occupancy, and other protective designations. 

The eight areas identified for active management were selected based on the criteria presented in the 
RP3 documents and the Grand Junction Resource Area Cultural Resource Management Guide (draft 
RMP EIS, p. 46). All sites recorded on public land were analyzed, and their preservation needs were 
identified. This information is on file in the GJRA office (as are the RP3 publications and Grand Junction 
Resource Area Cultural Resource Management Guide). 

“Active management” is a label for a comprehensive, long-term commitment by the BLM to manage a 
given cultural resource. This process begins with a cultural resources management plan that outlines 
the steps for site protection. Special designations, physical and administrative needs and measures, 
public interpretation or educational uses, the need for data recovery or further recordation, monitoring, 
and patrol schedules are the kinds of things that are addressed in the plan. Funding commitments and 
priorities are also identified and work schedules are established. Sites that were not identified for active 
management in the draft RMP EIS will be used as part of BLM’s automated data processing and data 
base management systems. They will receive physical protection or monitoring as funds become 
available. 

The text has been changed (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). 
Cultural resource management has been interpreted correctly. It has not been presented to specifically 

mean archaeological research. 
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170 

171 

17, 2 

173 

174 

175 

176 

177 

- 
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No. 

70 

75 

a4 

’ 04 

1 
---- 

A6 

A7, 17 

A9 

Al3, A14, 
59 

A13, Ala, 
Cl, c5, 
C8, Cl 1, 
c14, 
C16, 3, 
7, 14, 15, 
20, 27, 
28, 35, 
36, 
39,45, 
47, 53, 
56, 59, 
75, 79 

Table 3. Responses to Public Comments-Continued 
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Response 
- --̂  - ~-. -- 

All data recovery or archaeological research investigations on public land require a research plan and 
must be conducted in a scientifically acceptable manner. Project salvage occurs when a proposed 
project will impact a known significant cultural resource. Mitigation of the project’s impact to cultural 
resources is what determines when, what and how the site is investigated. This is in contrast to 
research where a specific question or set of questions determines where, what and how investigations 
should take place. 

Indian Creek is slated for active management, including a cultural resources management plan. One of the 
purposes of the cultural resources management plan is to determine the boundaries of the site. 

Acreage was computed from existing site forms. Since the time of writing the draft RMP EIS, however, 
investigations indicate that (1) accurate mapping is needed and (2) the acreage figures will have to be 
expanded. 

The wording “beyond the extent required by law” was added to the end of the first paragraph on page 
212 (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section of this document). See also response 166 for clarification 
of their question on management. 

We are in compliance with the 1966 National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) as amended in 1980. 
There is no “E.O. 11593;” it has been incorporated into the above act. Hence, we are in compliance. 

In regards to ARPA, this is also consistent with NHPA. It is an act that allows for criminal and/or civil 
actions to proceed where archaeological resources have been damaged. The intent of the Act is to 
deter vandalism to archaeological properties; it has nothing to do with preservation per se. 

Private land holdings prohibit implementation at this time. However, the area will be managed as if it were 
a district through a cultural resources management plan. 

This area meets the acquisition criteria discussed on page 56 of the draft RMP EIS. .- 

RECREATION RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
..- 

Access requirements for designated wilderness areas would be determined through activity plans to be 
developed after the area management goals have been identified. 

The open off-road vehicle area and no-shooting zone lie east of the branch of 27% Road that goes to the 
old town of Carpenter and would, therefore, not affect the gun range. 

Hunting regulations are not affected by wilderness designation; however, vehicle access is prohibited. 
Access would still be provided by most of the existing public roads along the boundary of the WSA. 

As stated in a letter to the Colorado Open Space Council, dated February 19, 1985, it is not appropriate to 
determine wild and scenic river potential in an RMP. However, the recreation inventory for the Grand 
Junction Resource Area indicates that the Gunnison River has attributes that could make it a candidate 
for study under the Wild and Scenic Rivers System, The determination of which U.S. rivers will be 
formally studied is made by Congress. The wilderness study process is different because Congress has 
directed BLM to study all public land for wilderness suitability. 

If the Gunnison River became a study river, the river corridor would automatically receive some protection, 
and the RMP could be amended as necessary to accommodate designation decisions. See also 
response 177. 

The identification of rivers to be formally studied, recommended, or designated under the national Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System involves Congressional action and direction. The Colorado River through 
Ruby Canyon and the Dolores River downstream from Gateway are included in the Colorado and Lower 
Dolores Rivers Wild and Scenic River Study, 7983. In this study, the portions of both rivers which lie in 
Colorado were recommended suitable for scenic river designation. This wild and scenic river study was 
forwarded to Congress in April 1985. The action of forwarding this study to Congress gives the affected 
river corridors a three-year period of partial protection intended to provide time for Congressional 
evaluation and action on the study. Once Congress designates a river under the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System, the appropriate land management is given one year to prepare a river 
management plan addressing wild and scenic river management criteria. 

The RMP outlines river corridor management that would occur on the Colorado, Dolores, and Gunnison 
Rivers unless some future Congressional decision directs the ELM to manage otherwise. 

Several changes relating to river management have been made in the final RMP (see Changes to Draft 
RMP EIS section in this document). Under the Preferred Alternative, the Ruby Canyon corridor would 
not be managed according to scenic river designation criteria as recommended in the draft RMP EIS. 
The other recommendations made for these rivers would remain the same, however, with one 
exception: the protective management on the Dolores River would extend for the entire length of the 
river within the Grand Junction Resource Area. The full minerals withdrawal within the Dolores River 
corridor, as suggested by numerous public comments, will not be pursued. The Dolores River shoreline 
itself is not as spectacular as the Ruby Canyon shoreline. There is more private land, the potential to 
use natural vegetative screening is greater, and recreational use levels and demand are much lower. 
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178 

179 

180 

181 

182 

183 

184 

185 

186 

187 

Cl0 

Cl0 

12, 20, 35, 
36, 45, 
47, 53, 
59 

15 

51 

51, 62 

51 

55 

59 

Another RMP change involves river permits. The need for requiring private boaters to obtain permits would 
be determined during the development of activity plans for the Dolores, Gunnison, and Colorado Rivers. 

Under the Preferred Alternative, the canyons in the Bang’s Canyon/Northeast Creek area would be leased 
for oil and gas with a no surface occupancy (NSO) stipulation. The bench country in between the 
canyons would be leased with a scenic and natural values (SNV) stipulation. These leasing categories 
give the area partial protection commensurate with the overall management goals for the area. 

Under the Preferred Alternative, the South Shale Ridge area would be designated as an area where 
vehicle travel is limited to designated roads. In addition, public vehicle access would not be permitted on 
any new road constructed for industrial purposes (e.g., oil and gas exploration). Any new road would 
also be constructed to minimize disturbance of the scenic badlands sculpturing found throughout the 
area. 

I 

The management recommended for the cliffs of Unaweep Canyon includes all public land on the North 
Fork of the West Creek drainage (sometimes called Northwest Creek). This management includes visual 
resource management (VRM) Class II designation, a no surface occupancy (NSO) oil and gas lease 
stipulation, and a limited to existing roads and trails off-road vehicle (ORV) designation. The North Fork 
would also be included within the Gateway Intensive Recreation Management Area for which a more 
detailed recreation area management plan would be developed in the future. This management plan 
would propose semi-primitive non-motorized management for the North Fork drainage. 

Jnder the Preferred Alternative, no actions would be taken to increase livestock use within or access to 
the river corridors. Existing livestock use levels are low. 

The public access issue at the Jerry Creek Reservoirs was not specifically addressed in the RMP because 
a right-of-way has been issued to Ute Water Conservancy District to authorize these reservoirs. The 
right-of-way of March 26, 1981, does include a provision that “The United States retains the right to 
review this right-of-way grant commencing on the fifth year from the date of the grant and every five 
years thereafter, to consider whether or not there shall be restricted public access to and recreational 
use of the Jerry Creek Reservoir Number Two. This public use shall be dependent upon the BLM 
receiving adequate funding to monitor and control such public use in accordance with the Jerry Creek 
Number Two Recreation Management Plan developed by the BLM with input from the holder and the 
public...” 

-I 

The no-shooting zones proposed in the Preferred Alternative were developed in response to numerous 
public comments provided over an extended period of time. Heavy public use and indiscriminate 
shooting are not compatible recreational activities. Public and other agency comments on the proposed 
no-shooting zones are being solicited through the RMP process. Following completion of the RMP, the 
BLM would approach the appropriate county and state agencies, including the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife, to request their formal concurrence and assistance with designation and enforcement of no- 
shooting zones on BLM land. 

The right-of-way grants for these two areas are different because of different circumstances involved 
when the grants were issued (see response 182 concerning the Jerry Creek Reservoir grant). At the 
time the Cabin Reservoir right-of-way was issued, it was determined that the reservoir’s small size and 
close proximity to Grand Junction could lead to difficulty in management of public use. For your 
information, Cabin Reservoir is being used by the Colorado Division of Wildlife to raise special brood 
fish for their hatchery program. 

Some protective types of public land management are proposed for various areas in the Book Cliffs (e.g., 
no surface occupancy lease stipulations for oil and gas exploration on steep slopes, visual resource 
Class Ill management in some scenic areas, maintenance of semi-primitive motorized recreation 
opportunities in a few places). Existing oil and gas leases cover most of the Book Cliffs, limiting 
opportunity for the more pristine forms of protection. See also response 177 concerning Dolores River 
management. 

The semi-primitive non-motorized setting in the Hunter/Garvey Canyon area would be maintained where it 
presently exists. All existing roads and trails would remain open for vehicle use. Any proposal for a road 
through the Hunter Canyon area to the top of the Roan Cliffs would be denied. New roads (e.g., oil and 
gas exploration roads) would be authorized on the benches of the Hunter/Garvey Canyon area but not 
within the canyons or on the cliffs themselves (40 percent slopes or greater). With these constraints, 
there would exist a semi-primitive non-motorized management zone from the foot of the Book Cliffs to 
the top of the Roan Cliffs. This decision would be subject to change based on possible changes in 
policy governing development of existing oil and gas leases. Under the Preferred Alternative the Hunter 
Canyon area would be open to coal leasing without restrictions on surface facilities. 

The South Shale Ridge area would receive some protective management through the scenic and natural 
values (SNV) oil and gas leasing stipulation, VRM Class Ill management (the more scenic badlands 
features would be avoided), recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) management as a semi-primitive 
motorized zone, off-road vehicle designation of “limited to designated roads,” and no new roads 
designated for public use. South Shale Ridge was analyzed for possible area of critical environmental 
concern (ACEC) designation under the Protection Alternative. See also responses 179, 198, and 199. 
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VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
- -!-- -1 -- .-. .-. .-. -. --. -. - -. - .- - -. - 

188 29 Under the Preferred Alternative both Unaweep and the Dolores River Canyons would be managed with an 
emphasis on protection of visual, recreational, and environmental values. BLM would be willing to 
consider some form of cooperative management agreement with Mesa County and the U.S. Forest 
Service for this area. See also response 243. 

) 56 Under BLM policy (8400) the VRM Class I designation is generally used only in special designation areas 
) 

are management goals (e.g., wilderness areas, wild and scenic river corridors, some outstanding natural 
) where strict preservation of natural landscape character is appropriate and necessary to meet special 

areas). Not all wilderness study areas were recommended for wilderness designation in the Preferred 
Alternative. 

190 59 I The VRM Class Ill designation along the bottom of Unaweep Canyon is intended to accommodate 
i possible activity on the adjacent private land that dominates the valley floor and because the more level 

.-.. nature of the bottom land makes it suitable for a variety of potential land uses. See also response 188. 1 - .-.. ..~ ..- - 

189 

--- ..- 
191 

192 

193 

194 

195 

196 

-- 
A15, 92 

A15, 11, 23 

c9 

29 

57 

62 

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE MANAGEMENT 
~. .~ -. .- ..-.. _.. .-. .- .- - -- - 

The draft RMP EIS has been changed to clarify how proposed competitive off-road vehicle (ORV) events 
would be handled outside of designated open areas (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this 
document). To summarize, proposals to hold events outside of established open areas would be 
considered on an individual basis. The intent of permit processing would be to keep most of an event 
on existing roads and trails (most washes are existing trails) with possibly up to 25 percent of total race 
mileage off of existing trails (cross-country). The areas where cross-country use might be authorized are 
within the more rugged, relatively barren zones of exposed mancos shale that are scattered throughout 
the Grand Valley desert. Competitive events would be monitored to ensure compliance with permit 
requirements and to prevent excessive cross-country use from damaging soil structure in any one area. 
Competitive use would not be allowed to occur repeatedly in any one area outside of established open 
areas. 

The expenses and procedure involved in the special recreation permitting process (which includes permits 
for competitive ORV events) are established by Bureau-wide program policy and, therefore, are not 
subject to change through an RMP decision. Approval of all proposed race mileage outside the ORV 
open area would require a field check by BLM personnel. See also responses 192 and 194. 

Two additional open areas have been added for ORV use-a 600-acre area on 25 Road and a 400-acre 
area on 18 Road, both north of the Highline Canal in the Grand Valley desert (see Changes to Draft 
RMP EIS section in this document). These two areas, combined with the 10,240-acre open area 
(between 27% Road and Mount Garfield) comprise a relatively large area available for casual and 
competitive ORV use when compared to established open areas in other parts of the western U.S. All 
three of the open areas respond to the needs and convenience of the casual, noncompetitive ORV 
demand in the Grand Junction Resource Area. All three would be designated as no-shooting zones. 

In.most areas where off-road vehicle use would result in significant conflict with other resources, vehicle 
use would be allowed for on existing roads and trails only. General crosscountry travel would not be 
allowed. Because of this, most existing roads and trails in the Grand Junction Resource Area would 
remain available for vehicle travel. See also response 191. 

It is Bureau-wide policy that the ORV designation map “will be the primary means of informing users of 
ORV designations” (BLM Manual 8372.081). However, signs will be placed in some areas based on 
priorities developed in the ORV implementation plan and on availability of funding to implement the plan. 

The areas proposed for open designation (see responses 191 and 192) are all within historical public ORV 
use areas. Designation of a smaller acreage in the open category could create hazardous crowding of 
casual and competitive vehicle operators, would be difficult to enforce, and would not address public 
demand. Most public land contains existing grazing allotments. The remaining public land is unsuitable 
for ORV use. Therefore, allowing ORV use only outside the grazing areas as you suggest would leave 
no land available for ORV use. ORV use in proposed open areas should not affect grazing because of 
the relatively large size of the areas and the fact that terrain attractive to ORV users is not generally 
attractive to livestock (most available forage is on the more level ground). 

Licensing of off-road vehicles is a state function. BLM presently issues special recreation permits for 
competitive and commercial ORV events but does not authorize general permitting/licensing of motor 
vehicles themselves. 

An ORV implementation plan will be written during the year following approval of the RMP. This plan will 
cover the details involved in proposed sign locations and possible need to identify public land . . ., 
Dounaanes. Your comment WIII be consfdered during Implementation plan preparation. 

Skipper’s Island and other tracts along the Gunnison and Colorado Rivers that were identified for disposal 
have been placed in a cooperative management agreement category (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS 
section in this document under Land Tenure Adjustments). Pending development of cooperative 
management agreements, which may change the ORV designation status, these tracts will be 
designated as open to ORV use. See also response 242. 
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196 

199 

200 
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68 

73 

73 

91, A2, A6, 
Al7 

I 

I 

- 

11 

I 

I 

I 

I 

43 

46. 66 

Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). A total of 17,263 acres, primarily along the 
Gunnison River and Escalante Creek. formerlv recommended as nonsuitable are now recommended as 
suitable. The new recommendations are 2,232 acres nonsuitable and 73,566 acres suitable. 

413, A14, 
A16 Cl, 
c2, ClO, 
Cll, 
c14, 
C16, 3, 
9, 14, 17, 
20, 27, 
28, 35. 
36, 36, 
39, 41, 
45, 47, 
53. 55, 
56. 75 
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Response 

__-- - .- 

--- -. .- - .-.. _.- _ - 

Special uses and situations can be accommodated under the ORV designation and management policy. 
Where noncompliance with ORV designations must occur on a regular basis, such as for livestock 
management purposes, written permission may be granted by the area manager. 

The rationale for tradeoffs involving competing land use proposals was always made based on analysis of 
public concerns expressed through the RMP issue identification process, projected effects on resource 
values, demands for resource use, and various national policies. The intensity of analysis documented in 
the draft RMP EIS reflects the magnitude of public concern on resource impact anticipated from the 
RMP proposals and the likelihood of impacts. 

It is understood that new oil and gas roads usually open up former remote areas to public vehicular 
access and possibly cross-country ORV travel into new areas. For this reason, public vehicular access 
would not be permitted on new oil and gas roads in several sensitive areas-Little Book Cliff Wild Horse 
Range, Demaree Canyon, south slopes of the Battlement Mesa, South Shale Ridge, and the semi- 
primitive non-motorized zone in Hunter/Garvey Canyon. In addition, the ORV designations include a 
number of sensitive areas where public vehicle travel would be limited to existing roads and trails and 
limited or prohibited on a seasonal basis (primarily to protect wildlife winter range). Although oil and gas 
exploration activities are generally not affected by ORV designations, the ORV designations do provide 
some protection from public vehicle related resource damage. 

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT 

BLM is aware of the historical rockhounding use in this area. However, of the 60 WSAs in Colorado, the 
Black Ridge Canyons WSAs are considered to be within the top two or three most outstanding BLM 
wilderness study areas. The Black Ridge Canyons WSAs are being recommended suitable for 
wilderness because of their high quality wilderness characteristics and their significance as an addition 
to the National Wilderness Preservation System. 

Wilderness management allows rockhounding in a wilderness area, if consistent with preservation of 
wilderness character and values, but prohibits motorized access. Therefore, motorized rockhounding 
activities would be displaced from the Black Ridge WSAs into other areas of the region. Based on the 
availability of opportunities elsewhere in the region, displacement was considered a minor adverse 
impact over the long term. Wilderness designation is considered a major long-term beneficial impact to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. Closure of the WSAs to motorized rockhounding would 
also help prevent unauthorized removal of paleontological and archaeological resources found in the 
areas. These resources may not be removed without BLM permits. 

The proximity of the Black Ridge area to Grand Junction, the largest urban area on Colorado’s western 
slope, makes it attractive not only to Grand Junction rockhounds but also to wilderness users. BLM’s 
Wilderness Study Policy emphasizes giving greater importance to potential wilderness areas in close 
proximity to population centers. 

Motorized rockhounding and hunting opportunities are available elsewhere in the region. See also 
response 200. 

BLM is currently monitoring all activities in this WSA in accordance with its interim Management Policy for 
Lands Under Wilderness Review. New vehicle tracks in the WSA have not yet affected the unit’s 
naturalness except in the mouth of Big Dominguez Canyon. Impacts from motorcycle use in that area 
may require an emergency ORV closure in the near future. 

BLM has been mandated to study its land for wilderness. If the Dominguez Canyon WSA is designated 
wilderness, it will be managed in accordance with BLM’s Wilderness Management Policy. Specific law 
enforcement needs and other problems will be addressed in the activity management plan prepared 
following Congressional action. See also response 216. 

The Preferred Alternative suitability recommendations for Dominguez Canyon have been changed (see 
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Response 

The nonsuitable acres are composed of 1,192 acres above the unit’s western canyons rims, 1,000 acres 
in the Open Draw/Palmer Gulch area, and 40 acres for other minor boundary adjustments. The 1,192 
acres above the unit’s western rim were recommended nonsuitable to improve manageability by 
reducing vehicle and firewood trespass from the adjacent roads and chainings. These boundary 
adjustments also helped to minimize forest management conflicts. The 1,000 acres in the Open Draw/ 
Palmer Gulch area were recommended as nonsuitable to create a more definitive topographic boundary 
(which minimizes potential vehicle conflicts), to remove imprints of man, and to provide for future 
trailhead development. The other 40 acres were recommended nonsuitable to make the unit easier to 
manage. 

The primary reason for the nonsuitability recommendations in these WSAs is potential loss of high mineral 
values. The Demaree Canyon and Little Book Cliffs WSAs contain KGSs, are considered prospectively 
valuable for oil and gas, have high development potential for oil and gas, and contain known coal 
deposits. BLM estimates that the Demaree Canyon- WSA contains 125.3million short tons of coal and 
21,050 acres of high potential oil and gas lands. The Little Book Cliffs WSA contains 349 million short 
tons of coal and 26,525 acres of high potential oil and gas lands. Nondevelopment of these coal and 
oil/gas reserves would be a significant loss of rental income, royalty revenues and a foregoing of 
potential reserves. 

Another reason for the nonsuitability recommendations is the presence of leases issued prior to the 
passage of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act. These pre-FLPMA leases on 92 percent of 
the Demaree Canyon WSA and 85 percent of the Little Book Cliffs WSA adversely affect BLM’s ability 
to manage these areas as wilderness in the long term. Because of the leases’ widespread distribution, 
boundaries cannot be adjusted to ensure maintenance of wilderness values; therefore, these WSAs are 
not manageable for wilderness. 

BLM’s Wilderness Management Policy states that BLM must be reasonably certain that the areas 
recommended for wilderness can be managed as wilderness over the long term based on present 
knowledge of the resources and private rights in the area. As the actual expiration of leases and 
contraction of units cannot be predicted, their effect on manageability cannot be predicted. 

BLM acknowledges the significant scenic, geologic and natural values present in The Palisade WSA. The 
unit’s ecological diversity and geologic history were major considerations in designating a part of the 
WSA as an outstanding natural area (ONA) in the Grand Junction Draft RMP EIS. Based on strong 
public support for protection of The Palisade’s values (through wilderness designation) and BLM’s 
reevaluation of the geographic extent of these values in The Palisade WSA, the ONA boundaries have 
been expanded from 1,920 acres to 19,178 acres (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this 
document). The expanded boundaries generally follow those identified in the Wilderness Manageability 
Alternative, Appendix I, Grand Junction Draft RMP EIS. 

The ONA designation, as described in Code of Federal Regulations 2071, places primary emphasis on 
protection of areas with outstanding scenic splendor, natural wonder, and scientific importance. ONAS 
are relatively undisturbed areas, representative of rare botanical, geological or zoological characteristics 
of principal interest for scientific and research purposes. The Palisade WSA meets these ONA criteria. 

Primitive recreation use of the ONA would be allowed consistent with protection of the unit’s values and 
existing legal access. 

The Palisade WSA was considered nonsuitable for wilderness based on marginal manageability-primarily 
trespass related to recreational use, a general lack of public support in the Gateway area for wilderness, 
and conflicts with long-time established uses in parts of the WSA. This WSA has very limited legal 
access along its southeastern side (along Colorado High 141) and none from its northern side, except in 
the northwest corner. There is no legal access into the North Fork of West Creek or Fish Creek. Both 
are popular areas that provide physical access to the north rim. 

It is impossible to hike the north rim, a major recreation attraction of the WSA, without trespassing over 
the majority of its 12-mile distance. The primary legal access is along the unit’s western boundary. The 
unit’s configuration and steep topography limit recreationists’ movement within the area and create 
trespass problems. Keeping recreationists restricted to trail rights-of-way, especially on the rim, was 
considered a big problem. Steep, and sometimes vertical slopes, funnel recreationists into more 
accessible areas, which are oftentimes private land. Most of this unit has steep sideslopes with no large 
core area. This begins to restrict freedom of movement in the area. The Wilderness Manageability 
Alternative, Appendix I, draft RMP EIS, identified the need for acquisition of three rights-of-way to try to 
remedy the trespass problem and provide for primitive recreation. These rights-of-way were not included 
as part of the expanded outstanding natural area (ONA) recommendation because, unlike wilderness 
designation, providing opportunities for recreation is not a primary management goal of the ONA 
designation. 
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Established off-road vehicle (ORV) use in Bull Draw and along the washes on the western boundary 
creates user and resource conflicts. Although ORV opportunities are common in the Gateway area, 
closing such large areas to ORV use by blocking drainages or digging trenches was not considered 

: practical over the long term. ORVs seem to be able to maneuver around such barriers. Boundary 
adjustments as part of the ONA would minimize these conflicts and still protect the WSAs scenic, 

’ geologic and natural values. A 797-acre area on the eastern boundary identified for forest management 
and a 160-acre pre-FLPMA oil and gas lease on the northern boundary were also excluded from the 
ONA. Both of these adjustments to resolve resource conflicts are considered minor. The 37-acre 
Unaweep Seep Research Natural Area was also excluded from the ONA to brevent duplication of 
management designations. 

206 Al4 
207 Bl 

208 

I 

209 

210 

c3 

C8 

The ONA designation would protect The Palisade WSA’s scenic, geologic and natural values, minimize 
management problems related to recreation use, and resolve conflicts with local established uses. The 
revised ONA (19,178 acres) would continue to have low public use because of access limitations. 
Grazing would continue in the ONA. The ONA would also be open to mineral location (low potential) 
and mineral leasing with no surface occupancy. The rocky spine called “The Palisade” would be 
managed as VRM Class I, and the remainder of the ONA would be managed as VRM Class II. 

See draft RMP EIS, page 270. See also response 204. 
The 1964 Wilderness Acf emphasizes the establishment of wilderness areas for the protection of natural 

ecosystems having the wilderness characteristics outlined in Section 2C of the Act. Recreational use of 
designated wilderness is allowed consistent with the protection of wilderness values. 

The cherry-stemmed road to the arches was recommended to facilitate recreational day use in the 
Rattlesnake CanyonIPollock Canyon area. This area has had a lot of historical motorized access, and it 
was decided to leave a portion of this access open. The road has been blocked more than a half mile 
from the Rattlesnake Canyon Arches and does not directly impact the arches. 

Although this road and trailhead do present some management problems, BLM believes the wilderness 
values can still be maintained while enhancing recreation use of the unit. 

1 4 160-acre pre-FLPMA oil and gas lease in The Palisade WSA was not an issue in recommending the 
area nonsuitable for wilderness because the boundary can be easily adjusted to exclude the lease. See 
also responses 204 and 205. 

211 ,( :8 

The rationale for dropping areas during the inventory is provided in BLM’s 1980 publication, Final 
Wilderness Study Areas. Also, BLM is providing special management to protect primitive values in 
Bang’s, Rough, Hunter and Gatvey Canyons. See also responses 26 and 205. 

3ang’s Canyon, Rough Canyon, South Shale Ridge, Hunter Canyon and Garvey Canyon did not qualify as 
wilderness study areas (WSAs) as documented in the November 1980 Final Wilderness Study Areas 
because they were considered to lack outstanding opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation 
and/or outstanding opportunities for solitude. The Grand Junction Draft RMP EIS does state in the 
Preferred Alternative that these areas would be managed to protect their primitive values. See also 
responses 178, 186, and 187. 

212 Cl0 

213 Cll, 30 

214 Cl4 

In reference to the comment on South Shale Ridge, see response 205. 
The nonsuitability recommendation for the Demaree Canyon and Little Book Cliffs WSAs is based primarily 

on the mineral values in those areas. See also response 204. 
The western boundary of Sewemup Mesa WSA was modified to improve manageability (see p. 403 of the 

draft RMP EIS). Expansion of this boundary onto USFS land would require Congressional action. No 
authority presently exists to study the U.S. Forest Service land for wilderness. 

The primaly reason the Book Cliffs area was not recommended as suitable for wilderness is its high 
mineral value (see also response 204). Exchanging leases is not considered workable because the 
determination of wilderness manageability according to the BLM’s Wilderness Study Policy must be 
based on the present situation and the high value of the existing leases would make exchange for 
comparable leases very difficult. 

215 

216 

2 

2 

All the wilderness areas were evaluated for mineral potential by either the U.S. Geological Survey or the 
BLM. 

After eight years of debate, Congress passed the Wilderness Act in 1964. In 1976, Congress passed the 
Federal Land Policy and Mana.qernent Act. It mandated that BLM review all bublic land it administers 

217 3, 7, 12, 
18, 20, 
36 

and report on the-land’s suitability for wilderness. Areas designated as wilderness are set aside in 
perpetuity to protect the values identified in Section 2C of the Wilderness Act. Once designated, only 
Congress can modify the wilderness designation. 

See responses 204 and 205. 
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228 56 

229 57 

Most of the problems you have identified in the Dominguez Canyon WSA are not unique to this area and 
occur throughout the Grand Junction District. Some problems have little relationship to wilderness and 
its use. Acts of vandalism and theft on private land in many cases are unrelated to wilderness 
recreation use. Instead of creating more problems, BLM believes wilderness designation would actually 
reduce conflicts with grazing operators and adjacent private property owners through increased 
management authority and policing. It is anticipated that a BLM wilderness ranger with law enforcement 
capability would help patrol this area. The ranger would help enforce wilderness management recom- 
mendations in this area once it is designated as wilderness. 

Wilderness research indicates that a newly designated wilderness area does not experience significant 
changes in recreational use. Some increase would be expected to occur after designation for the first 
two or three years, but this would then level off. Also, designation would close the area to off-road 
vehicles. 

If the Dominguez Canyon WSA were designated wilderness, a wilderness management activity plan would 
be prepared. It would address specifically how the 73,568 acre unit would be managed to preserve 
wilderness while allowing various other uses. It would also identify specific law enforcement needs. 

Access would be an integral component of this plan. The Bridgeport area would be evaluated for access 
in the wilderness management plan, including the need for a new bridge. Impacts to private property 
and mitigation of these impacts would also be addressed. 

An interim management plan for the Dominguez Canyon WSA will be prepared during 1986 to address 
how to best manage, on an interim basis, access, law enforcement, off-road vehicles, fire rehabilitation, 
and mining until such time as Congress acts on the wilderness proposal. These actions will be 
addressed within the framework of BLM’s Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under 
Wilderness Review. 

BLM acknowledges that the Bridgeport bridge is a private bridge located on public land. BLM has blocked 
vehicle traffic at Deer Creek and the Gunnison River to lessen impacts on the bridge and the ranch in 
the Bridgeport area. Following an environmental analysis by BLM and right-of-way agreement, the public 
has been provided walking access across the bridge. Livestock operators and mining operators have 
been allowed vehicle access to the bridge but must negotiate crossing the bridge with the owner. 
Although there are still problems at the Bridgeport area, BLM is trying to minimize people related 
problems. The BLM and the bridge owners are currently attempting to resolve the question of liability on 
the bridge. 

Granite Creek did not qualify for further wilderness study as documented in BLM 1980 publication, Final 
Wilderness Study Areas. See also responses 204 and 205. 

See response 218. 
Currently, the only Bureau of Reclamation withdrawals are located in the Dominguez Canyon WSA. See 

also response 224. 
The lack of outstanding opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation in the Demaree Canyon WSA 

(does possess outstanding opportunities for solitude) was documented in the 1980 BLM publication, 
Final Wilderness Study Areas. Scenery outside a WSA cannot qualify it as having outstanding primitive 
recreation opportunities. BLM personnel have hiked throughout the unit. Blooming cactus, interesting 
water courses and deep gorges add value to the area but were not considered to provide outstanding 
primitive recreation opportunities. 

In reference to the future of pre-FLPMA leases, see response 204. 
The wildlife in the unit was not considered to be a special feature since the species present are common 

in the region. 
See response 204. 
The designation of the Dominguez Canyon WSA as wilderness and the development of the Dominguez 

Canyon Dam both depend on Congressional actions and appropriations. Congress would have to 
determine if the existing withdrawals are compatible with wilderness determination. See page 360 of 
Appendix I. 

This road provides access to public land south of the Black Ridge Canyons WSA and cannot be closed. It 
provides access to ranchers, BLM field personnel, and recreationists, including hunters. Additionally, it 
provides motorized access to the Rattlesnake Canyon area and the southern boundary of Black Ridge 
Canyons WSA. See also response 208. 

BLM acknowledges the high wilderness value of the Little Book Cliffs WSA and the Little Book Cliffs Wild 
Horse Range. However, mineral values (oil and gas and coal) preclude recommending the area for 
wilderness designation. Wilderness designation would also increase the administrative costs of the wild 
horse range. See also response 204. 

The outstanding opportunity criterion in the BLM Wilderness Inventory Handbook is very subjective. 
However, during the inventory phase, BLM determined that scenery outside a WSA cannot qualify it as 
having outstanding primitive recreation. It is agreed that this scenery adds to the sightseeing opportuni- 
ties in a WSA, but the outstandingness of a primitive and unconfined recreation experience must be 
based on the resources inside the WSA. See also responses 56-11 and 204. 

The 222 acres of pre-FLPMA coal leases are only a very small part of the wilderness manageability 
problem in this WSA. See also responses to 204 and 26. 

More specific language has been added (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). 
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84 
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242 A12, A18, The text has been changed (see changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). Lands along the 
24, 29, Gunnison and Colorado Rivers that were identified for disposal have been placed in a cooperative 

i 51,59, management agreement (CMA) category. Tract 416 has been placed in a retention category because it 
, 62 is within the Colorado Scenic River Study Area (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section, Map Changes, 
I in this document). 

A13, 56, 
59, c9, 
29 59 

243 
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These areas did not qualify as wilderness as documented in the 1980 BLM publication, Final wilderness 
Study Areas. When some of these areas were appealed, the Interior Board of Land Appeals affirmed 
BLM’s inventory decisions. 

Areas not qualifying as WSAs have been recognized by BLM as needing special management to protect 
primitive values. Wilderness suitability recommendations must be based on areas that have qualified as 
wilderness study areas. 

These species do occur in the WSA and have been added to the list of special features listed on page 
355 of the draft RMP EIS (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). 

In the proposed plan and final RMP EIS, only 1,192 acres are deleted in part for pinyon-juniper 
management, which is the area outside a modified boundary that improves manageability on the 
western edge of the unit. These 1,192 acres are above the rim of the canyons and have chainings and 
roaded areas adjacent to them. Moving the boundary to the rim in these areas creates a more 
manageable unit by helping to minimize conflicts with firewood cutting and ORV travel. Forest 
management would be allowed above this rim boundary. A total of 1,450 acres originally recommended 
for forest management in two areas below the rim have been added back into the proposed Dominguez 
Canyon Wilderness (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). 

The numbered acreage of pre-FLPMA leases is included. Specific lease information was not included in 
the draft RMP EIS because it was not considered relevant to analysis of the alternatives. See also 
response 204. 

When the public asks about access to wilderness in the future, BLM will direct them to a map showing 
legal and physical access. Some trailheads are logical access points to the wilderness. Others are 
established to minimize trespass and to manage recreational use of wilderness areas. Information on 
primitive recreation opportunities other than wilderness will also be provided to the public as requested. 
See also response 235. 

The trailheads in Sinbad Valley and for Knowle’s Canyon were proposed to provide for legal access into 
the respective WSAs. Specifics of trailhead development would be addressed in the wilderness activity 
plan. The southwestern boundary of Black Ridge Canyons West WSA was expanded to improve 
manageability which included providing a legal access route to Knowle’s Canyon. 

The purpose of the trailheads is not to promote use but rather to control or direct use for a variety of 
management purposes. 

The projected density and success ratio of new wells (see Oil and Gas Development Projections, p. 118, 
draft RMP EIS) and the assumed amount of surface disturbance for each activity (see Oil and Gas 
Assumptions, p. 145) was applied to the acreage within each WSA. The exact location of the projected 
development is not known and cannot be reasonably projected. 

Following wilderness designation, a wilderness management plan would specify the instances and places 
in which administrative use of mechanized equipment, mechanical transport or aircraft is the minimum 
necessary to protect and administer the wilderness resources. Where approved, that equipment which is 
the minimum necessary to accomplish the task with the least lasting and damaging impact on the 
wilderness resource would be selected. 

Objectives for the management of wildlife habitat are normally compatible with objectives for maintaining 
general wilderness character or careful planning usually can make them so. Where incompatible, the 
requirement for maintenance of wilderness would be overriding. 

See responses 204 and 205. 
No. The final wilderness study report is scheduled to be published in late 1986 or early 1987. -.-. ..--- - ..-.-_- ..-~ .._ ~ .__ .-.. .- 

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS MANAGEMENT 
- ..- - .-~. -- .- .- 

The draft RMP EIS has been changed (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). All 
areas recommended for ONA or RNA designation in the Draft RMP EIS Preferred Alternative will have 
been also recommended for ACEC designation. Management direction for these areas would not 
change, however. See Text Changes, Special Management Areas. See also response 111. 

Areas considered for special management area designations are described in the draft RMP EIS, Chapter 
3, Affected Environment. Management guidelines for these areas are described in Chapter 2, Manage- 
ment of Emphasis Areas. .- ..-- .~ .- 

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENTS 
T- 

..-- ~. ..-. 

The text has been changed. Tracts 420. 421, 422, 423 and 424 have been placed in a retention category 
(see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section, Map Changes, in this document). 
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BLM is willing to participate in the special study of Unaweep Canyon as proposed by Mesa County. BLM 
would be willing to consider a cooperative management agreement with the USFS and/or Mesa County 
concerning these tracts. Tract 419 is a small, isolated tract that will continue to be recommended for 
disposal. 

Tract 429 and the portion of Tract 427 adjacent to the national forest have been placed in a retention 
category (see Changes to Draft AMP EIS section, Map Changes, in this document). Tract 428 and the 
remainder of Tract 427 will continue to be recommended for disposal. 

Tract 304 has been placed in a cooperative management agreement (CMA) category (see Changes to 
Draft RMP EIS section in this document). The Colorado National Monument has indicated that they are 
willing to manage this 80-acre tract under a CMA. This tract contains the Liberty Cap trailhead and 
parking area. 

Tracts 301 and 305 will continue to be recommended for disposal. Although each of these tracts has one 
common corner with Colorado National Monument (CNM) land, this does not provide legal access to 
CNM. CNM has not indicated any interest in managing these tracts. 

If these tracts are transferred or sold, then future development should be controlled by Mesa County 
zoning restrictions. 

Tract 201 has been modified by making the portion adjacent to the Gunnison River a separate tract called 
201~CMA. Tract 201 -CMA has been placed in a cooperative management agreement category (see 
Changes to Draft RMP EIS section, Map Changes, in this document). 

The majority of Tract 201 will continue to be recommended for disposal. Any tracts sold or exchanged 
would require appropriate action by Mesa County for zoning changes where necessary. BLM would not 
address the suggested limitations in the form of patent restrictions. This RMP is a 10 to 20 year plan. 

The emphasis will be on exchanges as stated on pages 8 and 55 of the draft RMP EIS. 
Tract 24 has been placed in a retention category (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section, Map Changes, 

in this document). Tracts 17, 18 and 31 will continue to be recommended for disposal. However, the 
tracts could be considered for cooperative management or acquisition by appropriate agencies, local 
governments or environmental groups that are willing to protect these tracts. The U.S. Forest Service 
has not indicated any interest in managing these tracts. Their only concern about disposal is that any 
existing public access roads be reserved in patents. BLM will reserve existing public access in patents. 

Please refer to the draft RMP EIS, page 55, Land Tenure Adjustments, where the emphasis on land 
exchange is stated again. Pages 105 and 106 pertain to management of the potential disposal tracts 
prior to a final decision on transfer. 

It is not within the scope of this plan to address the disposal of public land to any specific company or 
individual. Some of the disposal tracts were identified through public scoping comments both by 
companies and individuals. 

The disposal of any federal mineral estate under private surface land will comply with Section 209 of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 and the regulations in 43 CFR 2720. Where there 
are known mineral values, the valuable minerals are reserved to the U.S. Government. The regulations 
in 43 CFR 2720.0-2 state: “The objective is to allow consolidation of surface and subsurface or mineral 
ownership where there are no known mineral values or in those instances where the reservation 
interferes with or precludes appropriate nonmineral development and such development is a more 
beneficial use of the land than the mineral development.” 

The text and map have been corrected by adding 27.64 acres to Tract 150 (see Changes to Draft RMP 
EIS section, Map Changes, in this document). 

The acquisition criteria on page 56 will be used to evaluate private lands proposed in exchange proposals. 
Exchange proposals will be processed in accordance with 43 CFR 2200. 

An activity plan will be prepared to guide land tenure adjustments. Exchange proposals will be evaluated 
using the acquisition criteria on page 56. 

See responses 242 and 243. 
Skipper’s Island has been placed in a cooperative management agreement (CMA) category (see Changes 

to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). Skipper’s Island will not be identified as an area of critical 
environmental concern. 

Legal access is a factor we consider; however, BLM uses administrative access to manage resources that 
may benefit the public even though there is no legal public access. 

The Bureau of Reclamation lands were not included because this plan addresses resources on public land 
administered by the BLM. 

The additional statements you requested have been modified and incorporated in the Implementation 
section on page 56 (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). 

These tracts will continue to be recommended for disposal because they are small isolated tracts. BLM 
would be willing to work with any of these suggested agencies that are interested in the acquisition of 
any of these tracts. 

Flood plains have not been delineated for many public lands. Further analysis will be made through site- 
specific environmental assessments. 

If the tracts are transferred or sold, then future development should be controlled by Mesa County zoning 
restrictions. 
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Tract 13 has been placed in a retention category; however, the land could be managed under a 
cooperative management agreement with the Colorado State Parks and Recreation Department or 
another appropriate agency or group (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section, Map Changes, in this 
document). 

These items were considered when the disposal criteria were being established. 
The criteria for consolidation of retention and disposal of public land are shown on pages 19 and 20 of the 

draft RMP EIS. Page 21 describes the criteria used for the Preferred Alternative. Appendix A (pages 235 
and 236) discusses the formulation of the alternatives. 

Page 56 has a brief description of the implementation of the final plan recommendations. Page 56 also 
contains the acquisition criteria that will be used to identify suitable private lands for acquisition. 

Yes. It means that a determination would have to be made that disposal of the tracts of land would be in 
the interest of the public, 

Yes, these assumptions are correct. 
The land tenure adjustment recommendations will be recommendations until a site specific environmental 

assessment and land report are completed. Upon completion of these reports, a management decision 
will be made for either retention or disposal of the land. See also response 263. 

Tables A-l and A-2 pertain to public land resources, not to private land. Table 2-18 on page 56 quantifies 
some potential acquisition tracts. The acquisition criteria will be used to evaluate other private lands that 
are suitable for acquisition through exchange. 

After reconsidering the subject parcels, Parcel C, which is very small, has been recommended for disposal 
(see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). Parcel C will be identified as Tract No. 139. 

Parcels F and H will continue to be in the retention category because they are located within potential 
right-of-way corridors for oil shale development. The Preferred Alternative was developed as described 
on page 236. 

See response 243 (Tracts 420, 421, 422, 423 and 424) response 244 (Tracts 427 and 429) and 
response 248 (Tracts 17, 18, 24 and 31). 

The text has been changed (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). 
Tracts 216 and 217 are small isolated tracts that will continue to be recommended for disposal. Tract 430 

will continue to be recommended for disposal in order to try to resolve an occupancy situation. See also 
response 242 (Tracts 160, 161, 209. 414. 415, 416, 418, 431 and 433), response 246 (Tract 201). and 
response 278 (Tract 150). 

The Bureau of Reclamation is considered an appropriate agency under the cooperative management 
agreement category (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). 

As indicated in the Implementation section on page 56 of the draft RMP EIS, the disposal tracts would 
undergo further screening through environmental assessments and land reports. Tracts within areas that 
require threatened and endangered species clearances would be surveyed for the presence of those 
species. The results of the survey would be analyzed in an environmental assessment. 

Criteria 17 is one consideration when identifying retention lands. However, the disposal criteria identifies 
small, isolated tracts even though some of the tracts contain some resource values. It is recognized that 
some resource values would be sacrificed. Disposal of about 2,000 acres of critical deer and/or elk 
winter range represents less than 5 percent of the total. 

The text has been changed (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). See also 
responses 242, 243, 244, and 248. 

These tracts are not located in the Book Cliffs. Tract 407 is private land. It has been removed from the 
map (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). Tracts 403, 404, 405, 406 and 408 will 
continue to be recommended for disposal because they are small isolated tracts. 

These tracts have been recommended for disposal because they are small, isolated tracts (Tracts 330, 
331, 341 and 342) (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). 

Tracts 115 and 116 are isolated tracts with no public access. Resource values on the lands will be 
analyzed further through an environmental assessment prior to a final decision on disposal or retention 
of the tracts. These tracts will continue to be recommended for disposal. 

Resource values on the lands will be analyzed further through site-specific environmental assessments 
prior to a final decision on disposal or retention of the lands. Some potential disposal tracts were 
identified through public scoping comments both by companies and individuals. Tract 150 will continue 
to be recommended for disposal. 

The acquisition criteria will be used for identifying other appropriate private parcels for acquisition through 
exchanges. Acquisition criteria is found on page 56 of the draft RMP EIS. 

The BLM does not want to acquire private land that would become isolated public tracts; however, we 
recognize that there may be key private parcels with special resource values that BLM could try to 
acquire through exchange. 

Public access will be reserved in patents where it is determined to be in the public interest to do so. 
These tracts will continue to be recommended for disposal. 

Tracts 214 and 405 will continue to be recommended for disposal. If the lands are transferred, public 
access will be reserved in patents where it is in the public interest. See also response 246 (Tract 201) 
response 248 (Tracts 17, 18, 24 and 31) and response 278 (Tract 150). 
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Tract 332 is a small, isolated parcel. It will continue to be recommended for disposal. Existing land uses 
will be considered in a site-specific environmental assessment and land report prior to a decision on 
retention or disposal. 

i This exchange proposal will be considered after the RMP is completed and as funding permits. The 
; proposal will be evaluated using the acquisition criteria listed on page 56 of the draft RMP EIS. 

The lands identified in your letter have been reevaluated. These lands will continue to be in the retention 
category, however, because they are part of a fairly large block of public land suitable for multiple use 
management. .--- -- -..- .-. 

-. .-.. 
286 

-_ 

A5 

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 
~ _.._ ..~._ 

; The analysis of environmental impacts includes only those elements likely to be significantly affected by 
1 
!  

the alternative. The RMP team determined that the Preferred Alternative would not’have a significant 
impact on agriculture, including its social and economic conditions. 

TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT 

287 All 

288 

289 

290 

17 

34 

51 

291 51 

292 
293 

51 
54,61,63, 

85 

294 57 
295 62 

296 62 

297 64 

298 85 

--.- I value for the access and enter into an easement to protect the rights of the landowner. - _-. 

..- - 
Throughout the years, BLM has received numerous comments that indicate a lack of public access in this 

area. Please refer to the transportation narrative on page 100 in the draft RMP EIS. This section 
identifies easement acquisition needs for the De Beque area. The narrative on page 60, paragraph 2, of 
the draft discusses implementation of the RMP as it pertains to easement acquisition in the De Beque 
and Book Cliffs area. 

At present, there is no legal basis for this procedure. This suggestion would make the easement 
vulnerable to the status of the grazing permit. The proposal to tie an easement to a grazing permit could 
result in no easement if the grazing permit were cancelled. An easement is a legal right where a grazing 
permit is a privilege. The procedures involved in establishing or revoking an easement are completely 
different than that of a grazing permit. 

ELM uses the problem solving approach in negotiations for all easements. Our acquisition specialist will 
be required to surface all objections and consider all alternatives. He/she will conduct all landowner 
contacts in a courteous and professional manner. If, however, this has been accomplished and the 
easement is denied by the landowner, use of condemnation proceedings will be analyzed and may be 
initiated. Although condemnation is considered a last resort approach to acquisition, it cannot be ruled 
out completely. 

The areas you have identified presently open to the public do not have legal public access. Legal public 
access is important as it becomes public record. Even though a road is continually used by the public 
and meets the requirements of a public road, it is not a public road unless it has been determined by 
court or identified by the county as a public road. A transportation plan will be developed and a priority 
of easement acquisition will be outlined. Many variables will be analyzed in the development of the 
priority system. Because easements are restrictions to property and just compensation is required, they 
tend to be time consuming to process. 

The road identified under this proposal ties to the county road that passes through the Fruita Reserve. 
This route allows for administrative access only. Map reference 33 allows for public access to Snyder 
Flats. Coordination with the county and the U.S. Forest Service would be necessary for this acquisition. 

See response 290. 
Please refer to page 60, paragraph 2, of the draft RMP EIS. Possibly there are areas out of De Beque that 

would not support a need for an easement. The workshop referenced in paragraph 2 will be of great 
value in identifying these areas. Hopefully, the workshop will also identify areas where public access is 
needed. The purpose of the workshop will be to limit acquisition of easements to only those areas that 
accomplish the greatest benefit to the public. 

The Preferred Alternative proposal is to acquire administrative access and not public access. 
Wildlife management was not a concern in those areas. At this point in time, the Northwest Regional 

Office of the Colorado Division of Wildlife has not identified a need for access into these areas for 
wildlife management purposes. 

Signs are placed on public land administered by the BLM; however because of a limited budget, signs are 
restricted to those highly sensitive use areas where problems exist. Trespass on private property is the 
responsibility of the landowner. 

When the RMP is completed and approved, activity plans will be initiated. At this stage in the planning 
process, the transportation plan will be developed. Several districts and resource areas within the region 
have working transportation plans that will be reviewed prior to completion of the Grand Junction RMP. 

The access into Hopple Gulch and Tater Hills is for administrative purposes and does not include public 
access. When a long-term management use for an area is identified, BLM is required to pay fair market 
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Responses to Public Comments 

Table 3. Responses to Public Comments-Continued 
. ..-.-. 

Response Commenter 
No. No. Response 

.~. 

299 

300 

301 

302 

303 

304 

305 

306 

307 

51 

78 

84 

37 

68 

73 

66 

66 

PUBLIC UTILITIES MANAGEMENT 
..~ 

Sensitive plant locations, Crvpfan~ha elate site, and Badger Wash uplands have been added under the 
sensitive column, Preferred Alternative, Table 2-20. Also standard design practice 19 to protect sensitive 
plant species from surface-disturbing activities has been added to Appendix C (see Changes to Draft 
RMP EIS section in this document). 

The acreage figures shown in Table 2-20 and the narrative alternative descriptions were calculated from 
maps of the specific resource concerns. Table 2-20 has been changed to indicate acres. 

No definite corridor was specified along the northern boundary of the resource area since topographic 
constraints will dictate the routing of future utility projects over the Book Cliffs. 

The use of an existing corridor is generally preferable as opposed to cross-country routing. However, 
several other factors must be considered, such as the size of the project, the topography, and other 
management objectives. Thus, BLM does not wish to mandate the use of existing corridors in all 
circumstances. . . -_ -- __- - 

GENERAL 

The methodology for developing the emphasis areas is described in detail in Appendix A, draft RMP EIS. 
Oil shale was not considered an issue to be addressed in this RMP (see p. 14). 

The recommendations and proposals outlined in this RMP EIS, although displayed on the maps as 
affecting public and private land, are only directed toward public land management. 

t is not a requirement that the Preferred Alternative include aspects from all the other alternatives. The 
Preferred Alternative was developed using aspects from the other three alternatives. However, it also 
incorporates some recommendations that were developed specifically for the Preferred Alternative. This 
approach provides for a rational and balanced management of the public land (see draft RMP EIS, 
Chapter 1, p. 21, Criteria Used to Select Preferred Alternative). 

The BLM’s policy is to involve the public and local, state, or federal governments or agencies in the 
planning process. Attempts will be made, where appropriate, to gain input from these entities when site- 
specific proposals or actions are initiated. 

Iecisions in the plan will be implemented over a period of years and must be tied to the BLM budgeting 
process. Therefore, priorities will be established for each resource to guide the order of implementation. 
The priorities will link the planned actions in the resource management plan with the budget process. 
Priorities for each program will be reviewed annually to help develop the annual work plan commitments 
for the coming year. The priorities may be revised based upon new administrative policy, new 
Departmental directions, or new Bureau goals. The priorities of implementation will be presented in the 
RMP record of decision document. 
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CHANGES TO DRAFT RMP EIS 

This section consists of text and map changes to 
the draft RMP EIS. These changes were made in 

TEXT CHANGES 
resoonse to comments or internal review bv BLM. 
The large number of changes listed is due’to the 
ripple effect of several major changes (those listed Table 4 shows text changes made in response to 

in the Introduction section). While every effort was public comments. Changes are arranged by re- 

made to catalogue effects of these major changes, source, chapter number, paragraph and sentence 

there may nevertheless be instances where a re- number. 

sultant change was not noted. Any change noted 
once, however, should be considered as applicable 
in all instances when the affected resource is dis- 
cussed. 

Table 4. Text Changes to Draft RMP EIS 

Location of Change 
. ..l.. Change ___--___. ~__ .-- 

Page 28, Table 2-3, last 
“Alternative” 

Page 28, Table 2-3, Open 
column 

LOCATABLE MINERALS MANAGEMENT 
.._~. ..- ~- 

Page 28, Table 2-3, Closed to location, Change “154,067” to “171,320” 
item “b”, PA column 

Page 29, Table 2-3, item “1. g.“, PA Change ‘56,315” to “73,568” 
column 

Page 29, Table 2-3, Total, PA column Change “154,067” to “171,320” 
Page 29. Table 2-3, Total Existing and Change “278,510” to “295,763” 

Additional Withdrawals, PA column 
Page 29, Table 2-3, Total Existing and Add a footnote “b” behind the totals for this entry, i.e., 192,843b. 124.843b, 566,062b, 

Additional Withdrawals and 295,763b. 
Page 29, Table 2-3, footnote Add a footnote “b” following footnote “a”; “bThis includes 24,480 acres covered under 

PL 359.” 
Page 418, first column Add the following new entry: “LOCATABLE MINERALS. These minerals include but are 

not limited to gold, silver, lead (metalics) and fluorspar, gypsum, mica (nonmetalics). 
These minerals may be staked and claimed under the General Mining Law.” ..-~ 

COAL MANAGEMENT 

----. 
Page 30, Table 2-4, item “b. 4.“, CA and Change “do” to “d24,421” 

Page 201. second column, Impacts from Add at the beginning of this sentence: “In the short term,” 
Coal Management, second paragraph, 

Coal Management, third paragraph, first 
sentence I_._^ - 

OIL AND GAS MANAGEMENT 

Page 31, Table 2-5, Open to 
“a”, PA column 

Page 31, Table 2-5, Total, PA column Change “1,309,951” to “1,293,051” 
Page 31, Table 2-5, Closed to leasing, PA Change “149,087” to “166,340” 

column 
Page 35, Table 2-6, Visual Resource Man- 1 Change “121,420” to “115,420” 

agement, Subtotal, PA column, Others 
Page 35, Table 2-6, Recreation Resource Change “1.920” acres to “19,178” acres. 

Management subsection, The Palisade 
ONA entry, third column from right 

Page 35, Table 2-6, Recreation Resource : Change “5,420” to “22,678.” 
Management subsection, Subtotal entry, 
third column from right 
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Changes to Draft WMP EIS 

Table 4. Text Changes to Draft RMP EIS-Continued 
.~ ~-. - 

Location of Change !  Change .~ - .- 

Page 35. Table 2-6, Wilderness Manage- Change “56,315” to “73,568.” 
ment subsection, Dominguez Canyon 
entry, fourth column from right 

Page 35, Table 2-6, Wilderness Manage- 
ment subsection, Subtotal, fourth column 
from right 

Change “149,087” to “166,340.” 

Page 35, Table 2-6, Wilderness, Subtotal, 
PA column, No Leasing 

Page 35, Table 2-6, Gross Total, PA 
column, No Leasing 

Change “0” to “166,340” 

Change “149,087” to “166,340” 

Page 35, Table 2-6, Gross Total, PA 
column, NSO 

Change “131,340” to “148,598.” 

Page 36, Table 2-6, Other Stipulations Es- 
timated Overlap, PA column, Others 

Page 36, Table 2-6, Adjusted Total, PA 
column, No Leasing 

Change “- 360,220” to “-354,220” 

Change “149,087” to “166,340” 

Page 36, Table 2-6, Adjusted Total, PA 
column, NSO 

Change “131,340” to “148,598” 

Page 65, Table 2-23, Oil and Gas Manage- 
ment subsection, Open to Leasing with 
standard lease terms, PA column 

Page 65, Table 2-23, Oil and Gas Manage- 
ment subsection, Open to Leasing, Total 
open, PA column 

/ I 

I ’ 

Page 65, Table 2-23, Oil and Gas Manage- 
ment subsection, Closed to Leasing 
entry, PA column 

if 

Page 240. second column, subparagraph 
number 5 near bottom of page 

Page 242, second column, paragraph 2, 
third sentence 

Page 245, sixth paragraph, first sentence 

Page 245, ninth paragraph 
Page 245;‘between the ninth and tenth 

paragraphs 

Page 246, third paragraph, third sentence 

Add the following new paragraph and insert an ‘Ix” in the PA column: “In areas where 
ground water contamination may be a problem, all sewage and human waste will be 
removed from the site and taken to an approved disposal facility. Bore hole disposal 
may be used where contamination is not a problem. Bore holes must be fenced or 
covered at all times to eliminate safety hazards. This should prevent ground water 
pollution and reduce safety hazards while minimizing additional costs.” 

Qegin a new paragraph here preceded by: “Any hazardous wastes will be removed 
immediately after drilling and disposed of in a manner approved by the Environmental 
Protection Agency.” 

’ . 

Page 247, second paragraph, first and 
second sentences 

Page 247, second paragraph, PA column 
Page 247, bottom of table 
Page 267, stipulation 3, first paragraph 

Change “624,201” to “641,601.” 

Change “1,309,711” to “1,293,051.” 

Change “149,087” to “166,340.” 

Delete the phrase “ELM approved engineering firm” and replace with “certified profes- 
sional engineer.” 

Delete this sentence which reads: “The blooie pit should be in at least 50 percent cut.” 

Delete the first sentence beginning “On sites where poor quality top soil...” and replace 
with “On sites where the ability to achieve acceptable reclamation is reduced because 
the existing top soil has been lost or mixed with less desirable material during the 
course of the project, enough good quality top soil to cover the disturbed area (specify 
depth) in inches will be hauled in and distributed.” 

Delete the “x” in the PA column. 

3elete the first sentence and the first part of the second sentence that reads “The pipe 
must be capped with a steel plate which has the well identity and...” Replace with the 
following: “The abandonment marker must be at least 4 inch diameter pipe, buried at 
least 3 feet deep and embedded in cement. The pipe must be capped with a steel 
plate at the surface. The plate must be a minimum of l/4 inch thick with a surface 
area less that 2 feet by 2 feet and have rounded corners. The plate must have the 
identity and...” 

Add a footnote “2” beside the “x.” 
Add the following footnote “2: ” “‘This will be applied to dry holes in WSA.” 
qeplace this paragraph with the following: “The following portions of the lease include 

land with greater than 40 percent slopes: (fill in legal description). In order to avoid or 
mitigate unacceptable impacts to soil, water, and vegetation resources on these lands, 
special design practices may be necessary and higher than normal costs may result. 
Where impacts cannot be mitigated to the satisfaction of the authorized officer, no 
surface-disturbing activities shall be allowed.” ..~ 

MINERAL MATERIALS MANAGEMENT 
_ ..-.--._ 

I 
Page 38, Table 2-7, Wilderness Study !  Change “149,087” to “166,340.” 

Areas entry, (item p), PA column 
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Text Changes 

Table 4. Text Changes to Draft RMP EIS-Continued -. 
Location of Change __.... - _ 

Page 38, Table 2-7, Total entry, PA column Change “288,176” to “305.429.” 
Page 85, Table 2-23, Mineral Materials Change “282.341 ‘I to “299,241 ‘I 

Management, Closed to sales and free 
use permits, item “b”, PA 

Page 85, Table 2-23, Mineral Materials Change “288,176” to “305,429” 
Management, Total, PA 

Page 68, Table 2-23, footnotes 2 and 3 Change “149,087” to “166,340” and “45,419” to “47,525,” respectively. Insert the word 
“nonsuitable” between “recommended” and “for” in footnote 3. 

Page 418. first column 1 Add the following new entry: “MINERAL MATERIALS. These minerals include but are 
: not limited to sand. stone. aravel. oumice. and clav. These minerals are disposed of 
I  .e 

j under the Mineral Sales Act oi ‘1947 though either sale or free use permits.” .-.-. _ . --. ._ ..-..- 

FOREST MANAGEMENT 
I 

Page 40, Table 2-8, Pinyon-juniper wood- 
lands unsuitable for management entry, 
Recommended wilderness areas, PA 
column 

Page 40, Table 2-8, Pinyon-juniper wood- 
lands unsuitable for management entry, 
Total 

Page 65. Table 2-23, Forest Management 
subsection, Pinyon-juniper woodlands 
unsuitable for management entry, PA 

Change “15,717” to “17,167.” 

Change “428,840” to”426,290.” 

Change “424,840” to “426,290.” 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

In the first and second sentences, change “surface surveys” to “clearances.” In the 
third sentence, insert “significant” fossils.” In the fourth 

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 

Page 41. Table 2-9, Terrestrial 
Deer and Elk, CCMA column, 
column, and PA column 

“781,043” to “1.020,783.” Under the ProA COlUmn, 
change “731,697” to “729,137.” Under the PA column, change “1,Of 1,859” to 

Page 66, Table 2-23, Wildlife Management, 
Active habitat management, upland wild- 
life, CCMA and PA columns 

“792,033” and “1,018,059” to “1,051,773” and “1 ,018,589” 

Pages 95, 98, 100, 101, 102, 104, 106, Delete the sentence that concern maintaining ripariang habitat to favor the tallest native 
and 108 under Wildlife !  plant species in woody plant habitat and replace with the following sentence: “Woody 

riparian habitat would be maintained to favor the tallest plant species native to each 
site while promoting diversity in plant heights and species.” 

Page 124, second column, last paragraph Change the numbers “11,400,” “1,000,” “25,400,” and “2,800” to “12,800,” “850,” 
“25.700,” and “2,750” respectively. 

Page 208, second column, first full para- Change “big game population games” to “big game population goals.” 
graph 

Page 282, Table F-4, Rang’sDominguez, Change acres from “133,035” to “131,565.” 
fourth column 

Page 282, Table F-4, Wilderness, Priority Change the priority from “15” to “16.” 
column 

Page 418, between sixth and seventh en- Add: “LIVESTOCK TRAIL. A route that livestock (cattle, sheep, horses) are driven over. 
tries A route used in the transport of domestic grazing animals by means other than 

trucking or allowing the animals to drift on their volition.” -.... .- -.- .----__ ._ ._. --- 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES MANAGEMENT 
.., . ..-._ 

Page 43, first column, 

- -I-..-. ._ 

Threatened and En- Add a new paragraph: ‘Under all alternatives, strpulatrons to protect the areas of 
dangered Species Management, be- concentration of bald eagles, peregrine falcons, and two federally listed cacti would be 
tween first and second paragraphs i added to permits in these areas.’ 
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Changes to Draft RMP EBS 

Table 4. Text Changes to Draft RMP EIS-Continued 
~_.. .-.--. ..- . . -. -. ~- 

Location of Change Change ~..... 

Page 43, first column, Implementation, first 
paragraph, first sentence 

Page 44, Table 2-10, Active habitat man- 
agement, unique and sensitive species, 
PA column 

Page 44, Table 2-10, Active habitat man- 
agement, Endangered species, PA 
column 

Page 66, Table 2-23, Threatened and en- 
dangered species management, Upland 
wildlife, PA column 

Page 78, first column, first paragraph 
Page 81, first column, first partial para- 

graph, first full sentence beginning “Suit- 
able habitat...” 

Page 89, second column, Threatened and 
Endangered Species, second paragraph, 
first sentence 

Pages 95, 98, 100, 101, 106, 108, and 255 
under Threatened and Endangered Spe- 
cies 

Page 105, second column, Special Man- 
agement Areas 

Page 129, Table 3-9, Whooping crane, Re- 
marks section 

Page 129, Table 3-9, Razorback sucker, 
Remarks section 

Page 129, Table 3-9, Colorado River 
squawfish, Remarks section 

Page 130, Table 3-9, Ferruginous hawk, 
Remarks section 

Page 130, Table 3-9, Great blue heron, 
Remarks section 

Page 130, Table 3-9, Uinta Basin hookless 
cactus, Remarks section 

Page 130, Table 3-9, Spineless hedgehog 
cactus 

Page 130, Table 3-9, Dolores skeleton- 
weed 

Page 130, Table 3-9, Dolores skeleton- 
weed, Remarks section 

Page 130, Table 3-9, Harrington’s beard 
tongue 

Page 130, Table 3-9, Sedge fescue 
Page 130, Table 3-9, Dragon milkvetch 
Page 130. Table 3-9. Sun-loving meadow- 

cue 
Page 130, Table 3-9, Grand Junction milk- 

vetch 
Page 130, Table 3-9, Plants 

Page 130, Table 3-9, Plants 
Page 130, Table 3-9, Plants subsection, 

column 2 
Pages 129 and 130, Table 3-9, column 2 
Page 155, first column, third full paragraph, 

last sentence 
Page 156. second column, first paragraph, 

first sentence 

Following the first sentence add: “Under all alternatives, environmental assessments 
would be prepared on specific projects following the general land use allocations 
authorized in the RMP. The environmental assessments would determine whether 
specific projects ‘may affect’ threatened and endangered species. If the assessment 
shows a ‘may affect’ situation exists, the Fish and Wildlife Service would be contacted 
for formal Section 7 consultation.” 

Change the number “55” to “1,525.” 

Change the number “25,275” to “26,212.” 

Change the number “55” to “1,525” and the number “24,275” to “26,212.” 

Change “February 13” to “March 15.” 
Delete this sentence and replace with the following: “The BLM would encourage the 

restoration of the humpback chub, Colorado River squawfish, razorback sucker, and 
bonytail chub. The BLM would also cooperate in this restoration.” 

Add the “Colorado River squawfish” to the species listed. 

Change “February 15 to July 15” to “March 15 to July 1.” 

Add the following to the end of this paragraph: “The Badger Wash hydrologic study area 
and adjacent sensitive plant area would be designated an area of critical environmen- 
tal concern (1,520 acres).” 

Delete “experimental” flock and replace with “presently nonreproducing” flock. 

Delete “no” evidence and replace with “little” evidence. 

Insert the words “banks along” between the words “Green Rivers;” and “habitat.” 

Delete “Only one nesting pair” and replace with “Low nesting density.” 

Change “only one active heronry” to “only two active heronries.” 

Add the scientific name to this entry: “Sclerocactus glaucus.” 

Add the scientific name to this entry: “Echinocereus trigochidiatus inermis.” 

Add the scientific name to this entry: “Lygodesmia doloresensis.” 

Delete “one report in the resource area” and replace with: “on Cutler Formation; shows 
signs of grazing impacts.” 

Delete this entry in its entirety. 

Add the scientific name to this entry: “Festuca dasyclada.” 
Add the scientific name to this entry: “Astragelus lutosus.” 
Add the scientific name to this entry: “Thalictrum heliophium.” 

Add the scientific name to this entry: “Astragalus linifoius.” 

Add the following entries to this table: “Astragalus debequaeus, 3 (Rank of Endanger- 
ment), Medium (Sensitivity), s (Status), De Beque area, low elevation (Remarks); 
Lomatium latilobum, 1 (Rank of Endangerment), Medium (Sensitivity), 2s (Status); 
Astragalus musiniensis, 12 (Rank of Endangerment), Medium (Sensitivity), s (Status).” 

Delete Harrington’s beard tongue entry from this table. 
Change the rank of endangerment for these plants from “1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10” to “4, 

5, 2, 6. 7, 8, 9, 10. 11” respectively. 
Change the abbreviations “H, M, L” to “High, Medium, Low.” 
Replace “might affect” with “might impact.” 

Change “beneficially affected” to “benefited.” 
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Text Changes 

Table 4. 

Location of Change -.- .- 

Page 175, first column, first paragraph, first 
sentence 

Page 175, first column, first paragraph, last 
sentence 

Text Changes to Draft RMP EIS-Continued 
--.. .-. 

Change ~. .~. .-. --. .-- -_ - 

Replace “beneficially affected” with “benefited.” 

Delete this sentence and replace with: “Any adverse impacts resulting from human use 
of the public land in the next 20 years would not be sufficient to place any species at 
risk: 

Page 191, first column, second paragraph, Change “may affect the species” to “may concern the species.” 
last sentence 

Page 209, second column, second para- Delete the phrase “with a very high potential for existence.” 
graph 

Page 209, second column, second para- Replace “areas (sites)” with “ranges.” 
graph, first sentence 

Page 209, first column, second paragraph, / Change “may affect the species” to “might influence the situation of the species.” 
last sentence 

Page 209, second column, fourth para- Delete this paragraph and replace it with: “Implementing four habitat management plans 
graph for sensitive, threatened and endangered species would increase the chance of 

maintaining or improving populations of the bald eagle, peregrine falcon, Uinta Basin 
hookless cactus, Great Basin silverspot butterfly, and perhaps the endemic Colorado 
River fishes and other species.” 

Page 210, first column, fourth paragraph : Add a new sentence to the end of this paragraph: “However, at the time of application 
j for a permit to mine coal, known sites of sensitive species not reviewed under the 

criteria would receive consideration, which likely would be adequate to protect the 
species.” 

Page 211, first column, third paragraph, Change “three wilderness study areas” to “four wilderness study areas.” 
second sentence 

Page 255, first column, subparagraph Change “December 15” to “February 15.” 
number 2 

Page 282, Table F-4, Colorado River entry, 1 Change acres from “12,138” to “24,272.” 
acres column 

Page 282, Table F-4, first column following Add the following new entry: “Rough Canyon, 15 (Priority column), 1,470 (Acres column), 
the Pyramid Rock entry Spineless hedgehog cactus, sensitive plant and animal species (Key Species Empha- 

sis column).” 
Page 282, Table F-4, Wilderness entry, j Change acres from “102,240” to “90,104.” 

acres column 
Page 317, second column, second full Delete “The order of endangerment for” and “razorback chub” from this sentence. 

paragraph, seventh sentence ..- .- .-. .- _ -- 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT ~... . ..-. .-. -..-_ - 

Page 102, first column, Livestock Grazing Add at end of paragraph: “where practical alternatives (such as horseback) do not exist, 
maintenance or other activities may be accomplished through the occasional use of 
motorized equipment such as backhoes to maintain stock ponds, pickup trucks for 
major fence repair or special equipment to repair stock watering facilities.” ..~ .-- .-._ --. -.-- 

- 
Page 46, first column, second paragraph, 

second sentence 
Page 131, second column, first partial 

paragraph, fifth full sentence 
Page 212, first column, first partial para- 

graph, last sentence 

- ._. - -.-.. _- 
Page 49, Table 2-13, PA column, last 

entry, third sentence 
Page 49, Table 2-13, PA column, last 

entry, third sentence 
Page 49, Table 2-13, PA column, last 

entry, fifth sentence 
Page 95, first column, second full para- 

CULTURALRESOURCEMANAGEMENT 
-.. ..~... -. -... -. - 

Change “archaeological” to “prehistoric.” 

Change “(archaeological and historical)” to “(prehistoric and historic).” 

Add: “beyond the extent required by law” at the end of the last sentence. 
~-. ~. -~ .~. -._--.- 

RECREATION RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
~... -.~ --- 

Change “The Palisade itself (1,920 acres)...” to “The Palisade area (19,178 acres)...” 

Insert “natural,” between the words “protect” and “scenic.” 

Insert “and The Palisade” between the words “Valley” and “would.” Also insert “and 
the remainder of The Palisade ONA” between the words “canyon” and “under.” 

Delete this sentence. 

grapn, secona sentence . ..I.- .- -.. -- .--.. .-. 
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Changes to Draft RMP EIS 

Table 4. Text Changes to Draft RMP EIS-Continued 
..-- 

T- 

.-.. ..~. 
Location of Change Change 

~ -~. - .-. - ..-._- .-. ~-.. .- _. 

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
- - - 

7. - 
-. - 

Page 50, Table 2-14, Wilderness study Change “149,087” to “166,340.” 
areas entry, (item a), PA column 

Page 51, Table 2-14, Class II (item b) and 
undesignated (item d) entries, PA !  

Change “106,879” to “124,131” and “838,499” to “821,241.” 

column -- - -- ..-.. .-. i .~. .~.. _~.. -~-_ ---- 

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE MANAGEMENT 
-.-. .- .-.. _-_ --I ..-- 

Page 51, Off-Road Vehicle Management, Delete “all alternatives” and replace with “Continuation of Current.Management, Com- 
Proposed Management Actions, second modity and Protection Alternatives.” 
column, second full paragraph, first sen- 
tence 

j Add following the first sentence: “Under the Preferred Alternative, three areas would be 
provided for cross-country vehicle use and competitive events.” 

Page 52, Table 2-15, Closed entry, last Change “159,274” to “176,527.” 
column (PA) 

Page 52, Table 2-15, Open entry, last Change “479,870” to “462,612.” 
column (PA) 

Page 52, Table 2-15, Intensive/competitive Change “(10,240)” to “(11,240).” 
use areas, last column (PA) 

Page 67. Table 2-23, Off-Road Vehicle Change “159,274” to “176,527.” 
Management subsection, Closed entry, 
PA column 

Page 105, first column, Off-Road Vehicles, Delete the sentence beginning “The area north of l-70...” and and replace with the 
second to last sentence following: “Three areas would be designated open to cross-country vehicle use and 

competitive events: (1) The area north of l-70 and south of the Book Cliffs from the 
east branch of 27-l/4 Road (Carpenter Road) east to 32 Road (10,240 acres); (2) A 
600-acre area on the east side of 25 road about l-1/2 miles north of the Highline 
Canal, and (3) A 400-acre area on the east side of 18 Road immediately north of 
where 18 Road crosses the Highline Canal. 

Page 105, first column, Off-Road Vehicles Add as second paragraph: “Competitive events proposed outside of established open 
areas would be considered on an individual basis. The intent of permit processing 
would be to keep most of an event on existing roads and trails (most washes are on 
existing trails) and allow up to 25 percent of the total race mileage cross-country (off 
existing roads and trails). The areas where cross-country use might be authorized 
would be within the rugged, relatively barren zones of exposed mancos shale that are 

; scattered throughout the Grand Valley desert. Competitive events would be monitored 
j to ensure compliance with permit requirements and to prevent excessive cross-country 

use from damaging soil structure in any one area. Competitive use would not be 
.- -. -- -t allowed to occur repeatedly in any one area outside of established open areas.” .- .-.. ~. _..... ------ 

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT 
.-.-.-.-. -... 

7-.----- 
Page 53, Table 2-16, .Dominguez Canyon !  Change “56,315” suitable (S) to “73,568” and “19,495” nonsuitable (NS) to “2,232.” 

entry, PA column 
Page 53, Table Z-16, Total entry, PA Change “149,087” suitable (S) to “166,340” and “94,688” nonsuitable (NS) to 

column “77,425.” 
Page 62, Table 2-20, Gross Total and Change “272,737” to “307,258” and “267,737” to “302,258,” respectively. 

Total entries at bottom of table, PA 
column 

Page 64, Table 2-22, Full entry, PA column j Change “976,7gO” to “g5g,890.” 
Page 67, Table 2-23, Visual Resource Change “154,200” to “171,460.” 

Management subsection, Class I entry, 
PA column 

Page 67, Table 2-23, Wilderness Manage- Change “19,830,” “54,470,” “56,315,” and “149,087” to “19,595,” “54,342,” “73,568,” 
ment, Recommended as suitable for wil- 
derness, Black Ridge Canyons, Black !  

and “166,340,” respectively. 

Ridge Canyons West, Dominguez j 
Canyon, and Total entries, PA column 

Page 101, second column, fourth full para- Change “149,087 acres” to “166,340 acres”; change “(54,342 acres)” to “(47,907 
graph, first sentence acres)“; change “56,315 acres)” to “(73, 568 acres)“. 

Page 215, second column, first paragraph, Delete “unless mineral development takes place.” 
last sentence 
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Table 4. 
----.~...- 

Location of Change 

Page 215, second column, third paragraph, 
first sentence 

Page 216, first column, third full paragraph, 
first sentence 

Page 216, first column, last paragraph, last 
sentence in column 

Page 216, second column, second full 
paragraph, first sentence 

Page 216, second column, fourth full para- 
graph, second sentence 

Page 216, second column, last paragraph, 
first sentence 

Page 217, first column, second paragraph, 
first sentence 

Page 217, first column, second paragraph, 
second sentence 

Page 217, first column, fourth paragraph, 
first sentence 

Page 217, first column, fourth paragraph, 
second sentence 

Page 217, first column, last paragraph 
Page 302, Table I-1, Dominguez Canyon 

entry and Total, PA column 
Page 303, first column, third paragraph, 

first sentence 
Page 303, second column, last paragraph, 

first sentence 
Page 305, second column, first full para- 

graph, second sentence 
Page 305, second column, first full para- 

graph, third sentence 
Page 305, second column, first full para- 

graph, fourth sentence 
Page 306, first column, first full paragraph 

Page 312, Table l-3, The Palisade WSA, 
Wilderness, Preferred column, second 
sentence 

Page 312, Table l-3, The Palisade WSA, 
Oil and Gas, Preferred column 

Page 313, Table l-3, The Palisade WSA, 
Recreation, Preferred column 

Page 313, Table l-3, Dominguez Canyon 
WSA, Forestry, Preferred column 

Page 314, Table l-3, Dominguez Canyon 
WSA, Recreation Manageability column, 
second and third sentences 

Page 355, second column, first full para- 
graph 

Page 369, first column, second full para- 
graph, fourth sentence 

Page 369, first column, second full para- 
graph, fifth sentence 

Page 375, second column, fourth para- 
graph, sixth sentence 

Page 387, second column, third sentence 
Page 389, second column, third paragraph, 

first sentence 

Text Changes to Draft RMP EIS-Continued 

Change 

Insert “part of” between “and” and “The Palisade.” 

Insert “part of” between “and” and “The Palisade.” 

Delete “these areas” and replace with “Demaree Canyon, Little Book Cliffs, and the 
lower part of The Palisade...” 

Change “(149,087 acres)” to “(166,340 acres).” 

Change “(1,920 acres)” to “(19,178 acres).” 

Change “(1,920 acres)” to “(19,178 acres)” and insert “, protect scenic values” 
between “WSA” and “and preserve.” 

Change “(149,087 acres)” to “(166,340 acres).” 

Change “(1,920 acres)” to “(19,178 acres).” 

Change “(149,087)” to “(166,340)” and add the following sentence: “Wilderness re- 
sources would also be partially protected on 19,178 acres of The Palisade WSA, 
which is recommended for management as an outstanding natural area.” 

Insert “recommended for wilderness” between “areas” and “would be.” 

Delete last sentence beginning “Once released...” 
Change “56,315,” “19,495, ‘I “149,087,” and “94,688” to “73,568,” “2,232,” “166,340,” 

and “77,425,” respectively. 
Add “because of its mineral values” at the end of this sentence. 

Add “...because of its mineral values. Wilderness designation would also increase the 
costs of administering the wild horse herd.” 

Delete this sentence and replace with “The emphasis of the area would be on protection 
of natural, geologic, and scenic values of The Palisade.” 

Change “(1,920 acres)” to “(19,178 acres)” and delete the last part of the sentence 
beginning “and managed to protect...” 

Delete “Configuration, steep slopes, and potential trespass problems...” and replace with 
“manageability problems, conflicts with established uses, and lack of support...” 

Delete this paragraph and replace with the following: “A total of 73,568 acres (see Maps 
1 and 2, this document) would be recommended as preliminarily suitable for wilder- 
ness designation and managed according to BLM’s Wilderness Management Policy. A 
total of 2,232 acres would be recommended as nonsuitable. Of the 2,232 acres 
recommended nonsuitable, 1,192 acres above the rims would be recommended 
nonsuitable to minimize vehicle and woodcutting trespass; 1,000 acres in the Palmer 
Gulch/Open Draw area would be excluded to make it easier to control vehicle access 
and to remove imprints of man from the unit; and 40 acres would be excluded to 
better define the boundary.” 

Change “major” adverse impact to “minor.” 

Change ‘I... The Palisade (1,920 acres)” to “...The Palisade ONA (19,178 acres)” 

Change “(1,920 acres)” to “(19,178 acres)” and change “Major adverse impact” to 
“Minor adverse impact.” 

Change “6,522 acres” to “7,972 acres.” 

Delete everything following “adjustments would...” and replace with “help to minimize 
ORV conflicts.” 

Add the following to the end of this paragraph: “Mountain lion and peregrine falcon are 
wildlife values found in this unit.” 

Add to the end of this sentence: “..., but wilderness designation would also increase the 
administrative cost of the wild horse range because of various restrictions that could 
be imposed on wild horse management.” 

Delete “overall” at the beginning of this sentence. 

Delete the word “not” in the first part of the sentence. Insert the word “not” between 
the words “but” and “wanting.” 

Insert “in the lower elevations” between the words “vehicles” and “would.” 
Insert “, totaling about 14 miles” between “rights-of-way” and “to minimize.” 
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Changes to Draft WMP EIS 

Table 4. 

Location of Change 

Page 390, first and second columns, Pre- 
ferred Alternative Impacts 

Text Changes to Draft RMP EIS-Continued 
__.- ._ . ..--_..~ -- -- 

Change 
-_ ._- -....- .~..__ ~--- ~...- 

Delete the entire subsection under Preferred Alternative Impacts (eight paragraphs) and 
replace with the following: “Under this alternative, The Palisade WSA (26,050 acres) 
would be recommended nonsuitable for wilderness designation, A major portion of the 
unit (19,178 acres) would be managed as an outstanding natural area (ONA). 

“Impacts on Wilderness. Nondesignation would result in environmental impacts outside 
the ONA similar to those described in the No Action and No Wilderness Alternatives. 
Wilderness values would generally be protected inside the ONA. There would be a low 
adverse impact to wilderness over the long term. 

“Impacts on Locatable Minerals. Under this alternative, the WSA would be open to 
mineral location; however, the mineral potential is low. Locatable minerals would not 
be impacted. 

“Impacts on Oil and Gas. The area would be open to oil and gas leasing except the 
ONA would be protected by a no surface occupancy stipulation. Impacts outside the 
ONA would be similar to the No Wilderness Alternative. There would be minimal 
adverse impacts over the long term. 

“Impacts on Forestry. The WSA outside the ONA would be available for pinyon-juniper 
management and harvesting. The 19,178 acres inside the ONA would be unsuitable 
for woodland management and harvesting. Impacts outside the ONA would be similar 
to those described under the No Wilderness Alternative. Closing the ONA to pinyon- 
juniper management would be a minor adverse impact in the long term. 

“Impacts on Recreation. An area of 19,178 acres centered on The Palisade and the 
escarpment to the east would be managed as an ONA to protect natural, geologic, 
and scenic values. The area would also be closed to off-road vehicle use. The rocky 
spine called ‘The Palisade,’ including about 1,920 acres would be managed as a visual 
resource management Class I. The remainder of the ONA would be managed as a 
Class II. Primary management emphasis is to preserve these values for scientific and 
research use. Primitive non-motorized recreation use in the ONA would be allowed 
consistent with the protection of the ONA values. 

“The area outside the ONA would be managed to provide semi-primitive, motorized 
recreation. Off-road vehicle use outside the ONA would be limited to designated roads 
and trails. Off-road vehicle use would, over time, dominate the use of the lower portion 
of the WSA. Nondesignation of the WSA would result in the loss of primitive recreation 
opportunities in the lower basin areas that are accessible to motorized use. Primitive 
recreation uses would be maintained in the ONA part of the unit. Natural, geologic, 
and scenic would be protected and this would be a major beneficial impact over the 
long term. 

“Impacts on Off-Road Vehicles. Off-road vehicle impacts are discussed under the 
Recreation section.’ 

Page 396, first column, first paragraph Insert “major” between “a” and “portion of.” Change “(56,315 acres)” to “(73,568 
acres).” 

Page 396, first column, third paragraph, 
second, third, and fourth sentences 

Page 396, first column, last paragraph, first 
sentence 

Delete these sentences and replace with the following: “Recommending 2,232 acres as 
nonsuitable would reduce conflicts between wilderness, off-road vehicle, and forest 
management, improve vehicle access control, and remove imprints of man.” 

Insert “and” between “Middle Mesa” and “Steamboat Mesa.” Delete “2,642 acres” and 
replace with “1 ,192 acres.” 

Page 396, first column, last paragraph, 
second and third sentences 

Page 396, second column, third paragraph 

Delete “6,522 acres” and replace with “7,972 acres.” 

Page 396, second column, fourth para- 
graph, first sentence 

Delete this paragraph and replace with: “Impacts would be similar to those discussed 
under the All Wilderness Alternative except for the boundary modifications.” 

Delete “still.” 

Page 396, second column, fourth para- Delete these sentences. 
graph, third and fourth sentences 

Page 396, second column, last paragraph, / Delete “(56,305 acres)” and replace with “(73,568).” 
first sentence 

Page 407, first column, last paragraph, first Change “75,000 acres” to “75,800.” 
sentence 

Page 407, second column, second para- Delete “6,522 acres” and replace with “7,972 acres.” 
graph, first sentence . . . __ _- 

SPWAL MANAGEMENT AREAS MANAGEMENT 

Page 55, Table 2-17, first column, Pro- 
posed for ACEC Designation (item g), 
PA column 

Change acreage from “0” to “1,520.” 
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Text Changes 

Table 4. Text Changes to Draft RMP EIS-Continued 
--. - .- .--~. .~ 

Location of Change Change 
- ..~.. .~ 

Page 55. Table 2-17, first column, Pro- Change acreage from “0” to “1,520.” 
posed for ACEC Designation, Total, PA 
column 

Page 55, Table 2-17, first column, Pro- ’ Insert “and ACEC” between the words “RNA” and “Designation.” 
posed for RNA Designation 

Page 55, Table 2-17, first column, Pro- Insert “and ACEC” between the words “ONA” and “Designation.” 
posed for ONA Designation 

Page 55, Table 2-17. Proposed for ONA !  Change “(scenic values)” to “(natural, geologic, and scenic values).” 
Designation, last entry 

Page 55, Table 2-17, first column, Pro- : Change acreage from “1,920” to “19,178.” 
posed for ONA Designation, PA column : 

Page 67, Table 2-23, Special Management Change the number “0” to “1,520.” 
Areas, Proposed for ACEC designation, 
Badger Wash Uplands (sensitive plants), i 
PA column 

Page 67, Table 2-23, first column, Pro- Insert “and ACEC” between the words “RNA” and “Designation.” 
posed for RNA Designation 

Page 67, Table 2-23, first column, Pro- i Insert “and ACEC” between the words “ONA” and “Designation.” 
posed for ONA Designation 

Page 67, Table 2-23, Special Management ~ Change “(scenic values)” to “(natural, geologic, and scenic values).” 
Areas, last entry (item a) 

Page 67, Table 2-23, Special Management : Change acreage from “1,920” to “19,178.” 
Areas, last entry (item a), PA column 

Page 108, second column, Special Man- Delete this paragraph and replace with the following: “The Palisade (19,178 acres) 
agement Areas would be designated an outstanding natural area to protect its natural, geologic and 

scenic values. The Palisade ONA would be closed to off-road vehicle use. The rocky 
spine called ‘The Palisade’ would be managed as a VRM Class I while the remainder 
of the ONA would be managed as a VRM Class II. The primary management 
emphasis is to protect the values of the ONA. Non-motorized recreation use in the 

!  ONA would be allowed consistent with the protection of these values. Unaweep Seep 
1 (37 acres) would continue to be designated a research natural area to protect rare 

---Ib!!?flE.‘l.. .._~. -- 

LANDTENUREADJUSTMENT 

Page 56, first column, end of first full para- Add a new category: “Cooperative Management Agreement. Under the Preferred 
graph before subheading “Acquisition” Alternative, tracts 158, 159, 160, 161, 414, 415, 417, 418, 431, 432, 433, 201 -CMA, 

209-CMA, and 304 would be placed in a cooperative management agreement catego- 
ry (CMA). These tracts are shown on Maps 4 through 6 in this document. They contain 
riparian and recreational values. 

j “Cooperative management tracts would be offered to interested and qualified agencies, 
; local governments, or environmental groups for transfer or management under a 

cooperative management agreement. If these transfers or cooperative management 
agreements are not feasible, these tracts would not be recommended for disposal. All 
tracts retained and not managed by another agency, government, or group under a 
cooperative management agreement would receive little or no funds for on-the-ground 
management.” 

Page 56, Table 2-18, Disposal, items “a” Change “27,956” acres to “24,998” and “155” tracts to “140.” 
and “b”, PA column 

Page 56, Table 2-18, Proposed Manage- Add a new entry: “Cooperative Management Agreements. a. Acres. b. Tracts.” 
ment Actions 

Page 56, Table 2-18, columns 2, 3, 4, and 
5 opposite the new category “Coopera- j 

Add “0” in columns 2, 3, and 4 and 1,360 in column 5 for acres. Add “0” in columns 2, 
3, and 4 and “14” in column 5 for tracts. 

tive Management Agreements” 
Page 56, second column, second para- Add: “Withdrawals such as Bureau of Reclamation withdrawals, oil shale withdrawals, 

graph under implementation, end of and public water reserves would have to be revoked or modified by the holding 
second sentence agency prior to disposal of any encumbered tracts.” 

Page 56, second column, third paragraph Delete this paragraph and replace with the following: “Interested and qualified agencies, 
local governments, and environmental groups would be contacted to determine their 
interest in acquiring or managing tracts identified for cooperative management.” 

Page 57, first column, last paragraph, Change “27,956” acres to “24,998” acres. 
second sentence 

Page 68, Table 2-23, Land Tenure, Dispos- ’ Change the acres from “27,956” and “155” to ‘24,998’ and ‘140,’ respectively. 
al category, items “a” and ‘II”. PA 
column I 
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Changes to Draft RMP EIS 

Table 4. Text Changes to Draft RMP EIS-Continued 
..~_. --. 

Location of Change -7 .-- .. 

r 

Change .~ ------- 

Page 66, Table 2-23, Land Tenure Add the following new entry: “Cooperative Management Agreement. a. acres, b. 
tracts.” 

Page 66, Table 2-23, Land Tenure, col- Add “0” in columns 2, 3, and 4 and “1,360” in column 5 for acres. Add “0” in columns 
umns 2, 3, 4, 5 opposite the new cate- 2, 3, and 4 and “14” in column 5 for tracts. 
gory “Cooperative Management Agree- 
merit” 

Page 105, second column, Areas Gd: Em- i Change “155” tracts to “140” and “27,956” acres to “24,996.” 
phasis on Land Disposal, last paragraph 
on page, first sentence 

Page 106, first column, first partial para- / Change “known not” to “not known.” 
graph, second line --. -.. -.-~ 

PUBLIC UTILITIES MANAGEMENT 
.-.. _ !  

Page 61, Table 2-20, Table Title I Add “(In Acres)” at the end of the table title. 
Page 61, Table 2-20, first column, Threat- : Change acreage from “0” to “73,600.” 

ened and Endangered Species, Sensi- 1 
tive plant species, PA column, Sensitive 
column I 

Page 61, Table 2-20, first column, Threat- I Change acreage from “0” to “3,700.” 
ened and Endangered Species, Crvp- ; 
tantha e/a& site, PA column, Sensitive 1 
column 

Page 61, Table 2-20, first column, Threat- ’ Change from “0” to “1,230.” 
ened and Endangered Species, Badger 
Wash Uplands, PA column, Sensitive I 
column 

Page 62, Table 2-20, Recreation Resource 
Management subsection, The Palisade i 

Change “1,920” to “19,176.” 

ONA, PA column, Unsuitable column 
Page 62, Table 2-20, Wilderness Manage- Change “56,305” to “73,566.” 

ment, Dominguez Canyon entry, PA 
column, unsuitable 

Page 62, Table 2-20, first column, Land Change acreage from “27,956” to “24,996.” 
Tenure Adjustments, PA column, Sensi- 
tive column 

Page 62, Table 2-20, first column, Land !  Change acreage from “943,644” to “1,022,174.” 
Tenure Adjustments, Gross total, PA i 
column, Sensitive column 

Page 62, Table 2-20, first column, Land 
Tenure Adjustments, Total, PA column, 
Sensitive column’ 

Page 66, Table 23, Public Utilities Manage- 
ment, Suitability Recommendations, Sen- 
sitive (item b), PA column --- - 

Change acreage from “531,524” to “610,054.” 

Change acreage from “531,524” to “610,054.” 

-- .~ 

FIRE MANAGEMENT ..-~ -- ._.--. -- --. - . 
Page 64, Table 2-22, Wilderness entry, PA Change “149,067” to “166,340.” 

column 
---- 

MAP CHANGES (IN RESPONSE TO 
PUBLIC COMMENTS) 

Maps 1 through 12 are map changes that were 
made in response to public comments. 
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ERRATA 



This section consists of text and map corrections to TEXT CORRECTIONS 
the draft RMP EIS. These corrections were made 
as a result of errors found in the draft RMP EIS. 

Table 5 contains minor editorial corrections. The 
first column indicates the location of the change, 
and the second column documents the change. 

Table 5. Errata (Corrections to Text) 

COAL MANAGEMENT 
-_~ .._~ .~. .- -.--. -. .-. --- - ~ 

Page 117, Table 3-3, Book Cliffs subset- Change “7.5-3.5” to “7.5-8.5” 
tion, Carbonera entry, thickness column 

Page 150, second column, Impacts from Delete last sentence in first paragraph and replace with following: “Coal resource 
Oil and Gas recovery is an issue that is analyzed during coal activity planning. Significant loss of 

the coal resource during oil and gas production would be reviewed and options 

/considS. ..~. .~... .-.. - .- -- - 

Page 106, first column, Oil and Gas 
Page 228, first column, Interest Groups 

Page 239, first column, first paragraph, 
second sentence 

Page 239. first column, Introduction, third 
sentence 

Page 239. second column, unnumbered 
paragraph 

Page 239, second column, paragraphs 6 
and 7 

Page 240, first column, number 9, second 
sentence 

Page 240. first column, number 12, fifth 
sentence 

Page 240, first column, number 12, fourth 
sentence 

Page 240. first column, number 12. fifth 
sentence 

Page 240, first and second columns, para- 
graphs 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 
16 

Page 240, second column, subparagraph 
“b.” third sentence 

Page 241, first column, paragraph 17 

Page 242. second column, number 1, 
second sentence 

Page 243, second column 
I 

“20. Low water crossings will be used during road construction across drainages 
whenever possible.” 

Change “30 CFR 221.22” to “43 CFR 3162.6.” 

Replace number 6 with the following: “The reserve pit will be fenced on three sides prior 
to drilling activity and closed off on the fourth side after drilling is finished. All corners 
will be braced with an H-type brace. The fence construction will be on cut or 
undisturbed surface. Within deer and elk winter range and within the wild horse range, 
the reserve pit fence shall be 84 inches high. The bottom 48 inches will be woven wire 
and the top 36 inches will be three strand of barbed wire. In all other areas, the 
reserve pit fence shall be four strands of barbed wire or 48-inch woven wire. 

“Water in reserve pits may be toxic and unsuitable for consumption by animals. Big 
game and livestock may become trapped in reserve pits when attempting to use them. 
Fencing will minimize these problems.” 

T1 
OIL AND GAS MANAGEMENT 

._-- _~ ..~ ..- -- .- ..__ ..__ - 

Add to end of first sentence: “, or appropriate stipulations.” 
Following “Colorado Archaeological Society” add “Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Asso 

ciation” and “Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States.” 
Add “(Table C-l)” at the end of this sentence. 

Change “potential” to “protection.” 

Insert a “6” at the beginning of this paragraph. 

Change paragraph numbers from “6” and “7” to “7” and “8,” respectively. 

At end of second sentence, change “peak flow of the drainage” to “flow of a 25year 
flood.” 

Change “twice” to “one and one-half times.” 

Change “cover with” to “cover % to % inch deep using.” 

Change “October 15” to “October 1” and add “1” between “September” and “and.” 

Change these paragraph numbers to “9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 and 17.” 

Add at the end of this sentence “will cover the diameter of the pipe plus 1 foot.” 

Delete this paragraph and add the following three standard design practices: “18. 
Where applicable, known important habitat ,sites of sensitive animal and plant species 
and communities will be protected from surface-disturbing activities. 

“19. A pesticide use proposal must be submitted and approved by the authorized 
officer prior to the use of any pesticide. 
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Errata 

Table 5. Errata (Corrections to Text)-Continued 
-.-- .--. .--- -- _.-.-- . . . . . -.. 

Draft RMP EIS Page Number 
I 
1 Change 

- -....- 

Page 245, Table C-l, left column, General, Second sentence following the words “over the,” change “distributed” to “disturbed.” 
first paragraph Third sentence, change “to a depth of 3 inches” to “deeper than the depth to be 

!  stripped.” 
Page 246, third paragraph, third sentence 

Page 264, second column, Well Drilling, 
third paragraph, third sentence 

Page 267, stipulation 4 

Page 267, second column, stipulation 8 
Page 268, stipulations 13 and 14 

Delete’ phrase “...reduce the amount of time to fill and recontour pits.” and replace with: 
“allow faster recontouring.” 

Change “10 feet by 250 feet by 6 feet deep to 30 feet by 100 feet by 15 feet deep” to 
“100 feet by 250 feet by 15 feet deep to 10 feet by 50 feet by 6 feet deep.” 

Add a second paragraph: “This stipulation may be waived or reduced in scope if 
circumstances change or if the lessee can demonstrate that operations can be 
conducted without causing unacceptable impacts on the concern(s) identified.” 

Delete “Special.” 
Delete stipulations 13 and 14 and replace with new stipulation 13 as follows: “The 

lessee/operator shall submit a plan for avoidance or mitigation of impacts on the 
identified species to the authorized officer. This may require completion of an intensive 
inventory by a qualified biologist. The plan must be approved prior to any surface 
disturbance. The authorized officer may require additional mitigation measures such as 
relocation of proposed roads, drilling sites, or other facilities. Where impacts cannot be 
mitigated to the satisfaction of the authorized officer, surface occupancy on that area 
must be prohibited.” 

Page 269, Stipulations, number 15 Change “15” to “14.” - -.--~- .---_ ..-. 

FOREST MANAGEMENT 
_.. -.. ._I-. -...- 

Page 241, first column, number 17 Delete this paragraph and replace it with the following: “An average of three to seven 
per acre of the largest nonhazardous snags, particularly those adjacent to openings 
and aquatic sites (open water), will be left per acre on commercial sales.” -- 

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Page 423 

-. ~ .~_... .-- 
Page 49, PA column, second entry (Bang’s 

Canyon/Northeast Creek area), fourth 
sentence 

Page 95, first column, Recreation 

Page 96, first column, between third and 
fourth sentences 

Page 98, second column, fourth full para- 
graph (Recreation) 

Page 103, second column, third full para- 
graph (Recreation) 

Page 108, first column, Recreation, be- 
tween second and third sentences -- .-_ .- 

Add the following entries to Literature Cited: 
“Mehls, S. F. 1980. The valley of opportunity: a history of west central Colorado. Cultural 

resource series 12, Bureau of Land Management, Colorado State Office, Denver, 
Colorado. 

“Wormington, H. M. 1955. A reappraisal of the Fremont Culture with a summary of the 
archaeology of the northern periphery. Proceedings 15. Denver Museum of Natural 
History, Denver, Colorado. 

“Denver Museum of Natural History 1956. Archaeological Investigations on the Uncom- 
pahgre Plateau in west central Colorado. Proceeding 2, Denver, Colorado. 

“Lutz, B. J. 1978. The test excavations of 5ME217: a rockshelter in Mesa County, 
Colorado. The Office of Public and Contract Archaeology, University of Northern 
Colorado.” -. .-. 

RECREATION RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Change “VRM Class I” to “VRM Class II.” 

Delete entire second sentence. In the third sentence, delete “both” and “and private.” 
At the end of the third sentence, add new sentence: “The need to require private 
boaters to obtain river permits would be analyzed in a recreation management plan for 
the area.” 

Add: “The need to require private boaters to obtain river permits would be analyzed in a 
recreation management plan for the area.” 

Add the following to the end of this paragraph: “The Dominguez Canyon area would be 
managed for semi-primitive motorized recreation.” 

Add at the end of this paragraph: “with a semi-primitive motorized setting.” 

Add: “The need to require private boaters to obtain river permits would be analyzed in a 
recreation management plan for the area.” 

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE MANAGEMENT 
-. -. 

.-I--- 
Page 97, first column, second full para- 

graph (Off-Road Vehicles), first sentence 
Add the following at the end of the first sentence: “The area around the Dominguez 

Recreation Site (1,280 acres) would be closed (in conjunction with the U.S. Forest 
Service road closure) during winter and spring when the roads are wet.” 
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Text Corrections 

Table 5. Errata (Corrections to Text)-Continued 
--.--- . . . ..__. 

Draft RMP EIS Page Number 
. 

Page 98, second column, fifth full para- Insert “and Demaree Canyon (21,050 acres)” between “(13,440 acres)” and “would be 
graph (Off-Road Vehicles), third sen- closed.” 
tence 

_ . . . L 

Page 105, first column, third full paragraph Add at the end of this paragraph: “The Lands End area (6,400 acres) would be closed 
(Off-Road Vehicles) from December 1 to June 1 to protect big game winter range.” .--_ ..-. -- --..- 

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
-- -. ..~_ ~. -. - 

Page 107, first column, Visual Resources Following (2,240 acres) add: “the cliffs in Unaweep Canyon (14,080 acres), and the 
Dolores River Canyon (16,000 acres).” Following (12,760 acres) add: “the Sinbad 
Valley bottom (8,960 acres), and the area surrounding The Palisade (16,000 acres).” 

Page 108, second column, second full / Insert the following between “(8,960 acres)” and “would be”: “and the area around The 
paragraph (Visual Resources), third sen- 
tence 

1 Palisade (16,000 acres):” - ._ 

Page 56, first column, end of first partial 
paragraph 

Map 5 

.-- 

,--- 
Page 64, Table 2-22, ?A column 
Page 64, Table 2-22 

Page 64, second column, first partial para- 
graph, near end of first sentence 

Page 64, between Table 2-22 and second 
full paragraph 

Page 64, second column, Support 

Page 68, Table 2-23, Fire Management, 
Response Levels, items “a” and “b”, PA 
column 

Page 68, Table 2-23, bottom of table 

Page 97, first column, Fire 

Page 99, second column, Fire 

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENTS 
.- -~.. .-- 

Add the following new paragraph: “Approximately 150 acres of public land isolated by an 
existing Bureau of Reclamation (BR) canal would be identified for disposal when and if 
the BR revokes their withdrawal. Generally, these lands have potential as agricultural 
lands and are too small to show on a map. Survey requirements in addition to the 
problem of revoking the withdrawal would probably delay disposal of these tracts.” 

NE%NE% Sec. 17, T.lOS., R.97W. shows as public land (yellow) but should show as 
private land (white) - .-- .~- ..~ .-- -- 

FIRE MANAGEMENT 
.~. ~. .- ..- 

Replace “976,790” and “107,880” with “I.” 
Add the following footnote: “‘The acreage for full and limited response levels will be 

determined through a fire management activity plan.” 
Add “or prescribed fire” between “limited suppression” and “areas.” 

Add the following new paragraph following Table 2-22 and preceding second full 
paragraph: “The BLM Washington and Colorado State offices are presently developing 
a new fire management policy. This policy will be used in developing fire management 
plans for the resource area following completion of the RMP. Fire management 
objectives as discussed in the emphasis area descriptions (Chapter 2, Preferred 
Alternative, Emphasis Areas section) will also be used in developing fire management 
plans. Based on the new fire management policy, the acreage listed under each fire 
response category in Table 2-22 could change. However, the fire management 
objectives listed in the emphasis area descriptions will be met. 

Add the following new sentence: “Support for preparing fire management activity plans 
would be required from the Grand Junction Resource Area and Colorado State 
Off ices.” 

Change “976,790” and “108,233” to “14.” 

Add footnote II: ““The acreage for full and limited response levels will be determined 
through a fire management activity plan.” 

Delete the existing narrative and replace with the following: “Portions of this emphasis 
area would be managed (1) to protect adjacent private property through the prevention 
of fire spread from public land; (2) to protect tall conifers, riparian areas, cultural 
resource structures, and improvements such as the Dominguez Recreation Site; or (3) 
to reduce suppression costs and, as a secondary benefit, increase the vegetative 
mosaic in the Bang’s Canyon area.” 

Delete the existing narrative and replace with the following: “Portions of this emphasis 
area would be managed (1) to protect coal outcrops, oil and gas facilities, pumping 
stations, and other improvements; (2) to minimize potential soil erosion following 
severe wildfires on steep slopes, protect tall conifers, cultural resource structures, the 
Palisade municipal watershed, and riparian areas; (3) to reduce equipment damage on 
hazardous soil slump areas and maintain livestock forage in chainings; or (4) to 
improve forage conditions for livestock and wildlife in areas to be burned under 
prescribed conditions.” 
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Errata 

Table 5. Errata (Corrections to Text)-Continued 
~. -. -~. .- - 

1 
.~_.. _ ..---.-.- 

Draft RMP EIS Page Number Change -. - ..-. ._-..... 

Page 101, second column, Fire 

Page 102, second column, Fire 

Page 104, first column, Fire 

Page 105, second column, Fire 

Page 106, first column, Fire 

Page 107, second column, Fire 

Page 108, second column, Fire 

Page 100, second column, Fire Delete the existing narrative and replace with the following: “Portions of this emphasis 
area would be managed (1) to protect adjacent private property through the prevention 
of fire spread from public land, protect tall conifers, riparian areas, and cultural 

/ resource structures; (2) to protect oil and gas facilities, pumping stations, and other 
improvements; or (3) to improve forage conditions for livestock and wildlife in areas to 
be burned under prescribed conditions.” 

Delete the existing narrative and replace with the following: “Portions of this emphasis 
area would be managed (1) to protect adjacent private property through the prevention 
of fire spread from public land, protect riparian areas, and prevent catastrophic fires 

I due to the presence of hazardous fuel types; or (2) to improve forage conditions for 
livestock on areas to be burned under prescribed conditions.” 

Add to end of paragraph: “Each designated wilderness area will require the preparation 
of a fire management plan that identifies the role fire will play in each wilderness 
ecosystem. These plans will define fire management objectives for a wilderness 
ecosystem and the acceptable limits of fire behavior and fire effects. Preference of fire 

; management measures and techniques shall be given to the methods and equipment 
’ which least alter the landscape or disturb the land surface. Wildfire in Ruby Canyon 

will be managed under full suppression to protect cottonwood trees and riparian 
values.” . 

Delete the existing narrative and replace with the following: “Portions of this emphasis 
I area would be managed (1) to reduce fire suppression costs and, as a secondary 

benefit, increase vegetative diversity; or (2) to protect coal outcrops, oil and gas 
facilities, and other improvements.” 

Delete the existing narrative and replace with the following: “Portions of this emphasis 
area would be managed (1) to prevent fire related damage to the Hollenbeck 
Reservoir watershed; or (2) to protect adjacent private property through the prevention 
of fire spread from public land, protect oil and gas facilities, pumping stations, other 
improvements, coal outcrops, perennial forage resources, riparian areas, and reduce 
air quality impacts.” 

!  Delete the existing narrative and replace with the following: “All public land within this 
emphasis area would be managed to protect adjacent private property through the 

j prevention of fire spread from public land.” 
Delete the existing narrative and replace with the following: “Portions of this emphasis 

area would be managed (1) to protect adjacent private property through the prevention 
of fire spread from public land, protect timber sale areas, and cultural resource 
structures; (2) to protect improvements such as the Mud Springs and Miracle Rock 
recreation sites; (3) to reduce fire suppression costs and, as a secondary benefit, 
diversify the vegetative mosaic in Granite Creek, Unaweep Canyon, and in The 
Palisade area: or (4) to improve forage conditions for livestock in areas to be burned 
under prescribed conditions.” 

Delete the existing narrative and replace with the following: “Portions of this emphasis 
area would be managed (1) to protect the area surrounding the Unaweep Seep to 
reduce equipment damage to resources found within the Unaweep Seep RNA; (2) to 
minimize potential soil erosion following severe wildfires on steep slopes, protect 
mining facilities, cultural resource structures, fuelwood sale areas, riparian areas, and 

under prescribed conditions.” 
- --. ..-. --. L.... 

tall conifers; or (3) to improve forage conditions for livestock in areas to be burned 

MAP CORRECTIONS 

Maps 13 through 15 are corrections to Map 5, 
Draft RMP EIS. 
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MAP 13 

WILD HORSE MANAGEMENT 

*-a-. REVISED WILD HORSE AREA 3OUNDRY 

MAP 5 DRAFT RMP EIS 



MAP 14 

TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT 

36 

REVISED ACCESS ACQUISITION PROPOSALS 

MAP 5 DRAFT RMP EIS 
-_ 



MAP 15 

TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT 

- .._ 

REVISED ACCESS ACQUISITION PROPOSALS 

MAP 5 DRAFT RMP EIS 
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