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Colorado State Office
2020 Arapahoe Street
Denver, Colorado 80205

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
jmpact 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 RMP 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
jssues 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 Tater than May 1986.

Sincerely yours,

Mmmon. Kechodls

State Director
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ABSTRACT

This proposed resource management plan and final environmental impact
statement responds to public comments on the Draft Grand Junction
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (draft RMP
EIS). It corrects errors made in the draft RMP EIS. It also makes
changes to the draft RMP EIS Preferred Alternative based on public
comment. This final RMP EIS incorporates by reference the contents of
the draft RMP EIS which was sent to you earlier this year. Therefore,
this final RMP EIS must be used in conjunction with the draft RMP EIS.

For further information regarding this final resource management plan and
environmental impact statement contact:

Forest Littrell, Area Manager

Bureau of Land Management

Grand Junction Resource Area

764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction, CO 81506
Telephone (303) 243-6552

Date by Which Protest Must Be Received: December 16, 1985
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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 maragement 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.

Wilderness 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 OQutstanding 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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SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PLAN

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

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-
¢y, 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 | 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.



Summary of Proposed Plan

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.

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 |. 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 1l or Class Ill. 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.



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 ftracts 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 90-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

Advisory 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 Society of Western Colorado*

Club 20

Colorado Association of Soil Conservation Districts
Colorado Association of 4-Wheel Drive Clubs
Colorado Cattlemen’s Association

Colorado Ouitfitters Association

Colorado Mining Association

Colorado Open Space Council*

Colorado Outward Bound

Colorado 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

13



Rocky Mountain Qil and Gas Association*

Public Comments

COMMENTERS

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.

Table 1. Speakers at Public Hearings

Com-
menter
Number!

individual, Group, or Agency

A-1
A-2
A-3
A-4
A-5

A-6
A-7
A-8
A-9
A-10
A-11
A-12
A-13

A-14
A-15

A-16
A-17
A-18
A-19
B-1
B-2
C-1
C-2
C-3
C-4
C-5
C6
C-7
C-8
Cc9

C-10

C-11
C12
C-13
C-14
C-15
C-16
C-17

Response Number?

Clifford Bailey, Palisade, Colorado

Ed Jones, Grand Junction, Colorado

R. 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 Hatzenbunier, Fruita, Colorado

Glen Miller, Grand Junction, Colorado

Mark Pearson, Grand Junction, Colorado (Colorado Open Space Council)

Sharyl Kinnear, Grand Junction, Colorado (Sierra Club)

Sue Kupelian, Grand Junction, Colorado (Grand Junction Off-Road Coalition and Grand Junction
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

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

N. J. Mullen, Boulder, Colorado (Colorado Rivers Coahtlon)

Linda Batlin, Boulder, Colorado (Rocky Mountain Chapter Sierra Club)

Rosalind McClellan, Boulder, Colorado

Merry Havens, Boulder, Colorado

Gary Brenner, Boulder, Colorado

David Mastronarde, Boulder, Colorado (Indian Peaks Group, Sierra Club)

Nicholas Brown, Boulder, Colorado (Colorado University Wilderness Study Group)
Kathy Hands, Boulder, Colorado

Jill Janine Smith, Boulder, Colorado (Southwest Regional Office, Sierra Club)

Christa C. Coleman, Boulder, Colorado (Colorado University Wilderness Study Group

200
200
201

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

173, 202

174

200

175

21,22, 283,24, 25

287

242

26, 110, 176, 177,
203, 204, 243, 244

164, 176, 203, 205,
206

191, 192

177, 203, 205
200

242

160

205, 207

177, 203
203, 204, 208
209

177

177, 208, 210, 211

27, 69, 72, 156, 193,
245, 246

27,178, 179, 203,
205, 212, 240, 247,
248

177, 203, 205, 213

205

203, 214
177, 205
177, 203

‘These alphanumeric designators identify the commenter. They appear in the upper right corner of the testimony and also in the
Response section.
2These numbers are used to identify the response to a comment. They appear in the margins of the letters and also in the
Response section.
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Analysis and Review Procedures

Table 2. Letter Commenters

Com-

menter Individual, Group, or Agency- Response Number?

Number!

1 Department of the Air Force, Dallas, Texas

2 J. R. Stringham, Tucson, Arizona 215 216

3 Bob Ratcliffe, Grand Junction, Colorado 177, 203, 217

4 Jill Janine Smith, Boulder, Colorado

5 Mesa County Parks, Grand Junction, Colorado

6 Bill Rambo, Delta, Colorado

7 Andrew McConkey, Boulder, Colorado 177, 217

8 Musser Ranches, Delta, Colorado 218

9 Nina Johnson, Boulder, Colorado 203, 204

10 John M. Chaplick, Havenhill, Massachussetts 27

11 Marvin Brown, Clifton, Colorado 192

12 Ken Berg, Aurora, Colorado 180, 217

13 John P. Femal, Kaukauna, Wisconsin 208

14 Martha Nesbitt, Boulder, Colorado 177, 203, 204, 205,
208

15 Stan Ferris, Clifton, Colorado 177,181, 219

16 Shell Minerals Corporation, Houston, Texas 249, 250, 251, 252,
253, 254

17 John Trammell, Grand Junction, Colorado 54, 203, 255, 288

18 M. S. Caton, Denver, Colorado 217

19 James Messano, Delta, Colorado 220

20 Penny Hope, Boulder, Colorado 177, 180, 203, 217

21 Richard Hughes, Chevron USA, Denver, Colorado

22 The Nature Conservancy, Denver, Colorado 111, 112, 113, 114,
115, 116, 117, 118,
240, 241, 256, 299

23 Harry Melts, Porthill, Idaho 192, 257

24 Bureau of Reclamation, Salt Lake City, Utah 131,.221, 242, 258,
259

25 Gerald Audesirk, Thorton, Colorado 204, 205, 222

26 Gilbert Wenger, Grand Junction, Colorado 160

27 Lawrence Papp, Parker, Colorado 177, 203, 204, 205,
222

28 Sierra Club, Seattle, Washington 177, 203, 205, 223

29 Mesa County Planning Department, Grand Junction, Colorado 188, 194, 224, 242,
245, 246, 260, 261

30 James R. Guadagno, Ridgway, Colorado 205, 213

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 289

35 Carolyn Beezley, Boulder, Colorado 177, 180, 203, 204,
205

36 A. James Rosenthal, Norwood, Colorado 177, 180, 203, 217

37 Cleveland-Cliffs, Western Division, Rifle, Colorado 262, 263, 264, 265,
266, 267, 268, 303,
304

38 Robert Schreiner, Jr., Englewood, Colorado 203, 204, 205

39 William S. Greer, Houston, Texas 177, 203, 204, 205

40 Mike Figgs, Boulder, Colorado 111, 205, 256

41 Julie J. Studer, Alamosa, Colorado 203

42 R. Anderson, Amoco Production Company, Denver Region, Denver, Colorado

43 Board of County Commissioners, Delta County, Delta, Colorado 224

44 Timothy Armstrong 84, 85, 86, 256, 263

45 Earl W. Williams, Palisade, Colorado 177, 180, 203, 205

46 Robert O. Byron, Casper, Wyoming

47 F. Ann McKinney, Coburg, Oregon 177, 180, 203, 204

48 E. Fred Birdsall, Comoco Inc., Denver, Colorado

49 Richard D. Clark, Grand Junction, Colorado

50 Connelly Exploration Inc., Denver, Colorado
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Public Comments

Table 2. Letter Commenters—Continued

Com-
menter Individual, Group, or Agency Response Number?
Number?
51 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Assistant Field Supervisor, Golden, Colorado 14, 28, 87, 88, 89,
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,
52 Wexpro Company, Salt Lake City, Utah
53 American Wilderness Alliance, Englewood, Colorado 177, 180, 203, 205,
222, 225, 226
54 Tom Latham, De Beque, Colorado 293
55 Jeanne Hemphill, Seattle, Washington 155, 203
56 Sharyl Kinnear, Grand Junction, Colorado (Uncompahgre Group, Sierra Club) 177, 189, 203, 205,
227, 228, 243, 244,
245, 248, 275
57 Miles Keogh, Glade Park, Colorado (Mountain island Ranch) 8, 195, 229, 276, 294
58 Board of County Commissioners, Delta County, Delta, Colorado
59 Mark Pearson, Grand Junction, Colorado (Colorado Open Space Council) 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
60 Powderhorn Coal Company, Palisade, Colorado 30
61 David L. Furr, De Beque, Colorado 293
62 State of Colorado, Department of Natural Resources, Denver, Colorado 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
63 Otis C. Coles, Jr., El Paso, Texas 293
64 Beartooth Qil and Gas Company, Billings, Montana 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43,
297
65 Bill Hamann, Palisade, Colorado 205
66 Helen Hyde, Paonia, Colorado 202
67 Fessler Brothers et al, Grand Junction, Colorado 283
68 Fessler Brothers, Grand Junction, Colorado 162, 163, 197, 284,
304
69 ARCO Exploration Company, Denver, Colorado
70 USDI, Office of Surface Mining, Reclamation and Enforcement, Denver, Colorado 104, 105, 166, 167,
168, 169
71 Gordon Engineering, Inc., Grand Junction, Colorado 40, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47,
48, 49
72 D&G Roustabout Services 38, 40, 42, 50
73 Connie Albrecht, Palisade, Colorado (Friends of the Earth) 6, 27, 38, 71, 75, 76,
! 77,106, 111, 150,
151, 152, 153, 158,
i 198, 199, 256, 305
74 Charlie Talbott, Palisade, Colorado (Talbott Farms) ' 285
75 Paul Peterson, Audubon Society of Western Colorado, Grand Junction, Colorado 166, 170, 177, 187,
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203, 205, 108, 232,
256



Transcripts and Letters

Table 2. Letter Commenters—Continued

Com- |
menter Individual, Group, or Agency Response Number?
Number?
76 . Walter S. Fees, Jr., Grand Junction, Colorado 38, 39, 40, 49, 51, 52,
53
77 Carl Burley and Associates, Inc., Grand Junction, Colorado 54
78 Mid-America Pipeline Company, Tulsa, Oklahoma 40, 42, 53, 54, 55, 56,
301
79 Dr. X, Ambassador, Planet Zebulon 177
80 ' Micah Yates
81 . Rocky Mountain Natural Gas Company, Inc., Glenwood Springs, Colorado 40, 42, 43, 53, 54, 56,
i 57
82 Burkhalter Engineering, Inc., Grand Junction, Colorado 40, 47, 53, 54, 58, 59,
I 80, 61
83 Northwest Pipeline Corporation, Grand Junction, Colorado | 40,62, 73
84 Danni L. Langdon, Grand Junction, Colorado : 74,165, 166, 171,
172, 204, 238, 302
85 Dale B. Albertson, De Beque, Colorado 293, 298
86 Environmental Protection Agency, Region VI, Denver, Colorado 7,10, 11,12, 17, 18,
119, 20, 107, 108,
! 109, 158, 239, 306,
307
87 Fuelco, Denver, Colorado 40, 42, 53, 61, 63, 64,
65, 66, 67, 68
88 I Phillips Oil Company, Denver, Colorado
89 Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States, Denver, Colorado
90 TXO Productions Corp., Denver, Colorado 39, 40, 54
M Northwest Pipeline Corp., Salt Lake City, Utah 62, 73
92 Grand Junction Cycle Board, Grand Junction, Colorado 191

'The numbers identify the commenter. They appear in the upper right corner of the letters and in the Response section.

2These 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

Most of the testimony and all of the comment let-
ters follow. The alphanumerics (A-1, A-2, etc.) and
the numbers (1, 2, 3, etc.) appearing in the upper
right corner of the transcripts and comment letters,
respectively, are used to identify the commenter.
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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
the margins are response numbers. The responses
to comments are listed in the Response section by
these numbers. Where a comment appears on
more than one letter or in the testimony, only one
response is given.
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JUNCTIOH
{PUBLIC
i fay 13,

BE IT RYI'LIBERFD, thet on this, thc 13ch

day of May, 198%, at the Burczu of Lend lizragement

|
| off1ces, 764 I'crizon Druive,

came con lor hearing at 7:26 p. the foregoing

fanager, and before Julie A, Ward, Registered
Prcfescional Reporter and liotary Public in ard for
ithe Stute of Colorazdo, whercupon the following

PIOCEELINGS wWele naa:

ORIGINAL

nd Junction, Colorado,

public wmectaing befote Lr. Lec Carie, 0il Shale Projectf
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19

20

21

22

Al

statement.

plecse use the

a represertative of the Governor who

nere tonight?

Are there any rembers of Cengress or
sraf £ who wish to speak?
Are there any membezs of the State

legislature who wish to cpeak?

county cfficials?

local government?

Stute agency?

federal acency?

for the individual spezketrs. Our
Clitiord Bailey. Fr., Bailey.
{7:50 p.m.)

R, DAILEY: Thank you, My name 1s
I live in Palisade. Lived in
Grand Junction for 16 years prior to meving to
lived for 11 years.

have been a rcckhocund for most of

if not all of them, and when we roved

we had to go back there to settle an

oral presentation ftrom tne audiencc. Please begin |

zy stating yeur nerme, addre

ctganization you represent, 1i any. Also,

microphore here at the front of the

S, Inc. - (303) 249-4895
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15

16

23

24

25

e Al

estate, and the Statce of Chio wanted the property
that we moved down to, which was an inheritance
and, unfortunately, we weren't prepared to sell,
and so they threatened us with eminent domain if
we ¢id not sell to cthem,

Noﬁ, I hope that this -- this plan, by
the Burezu of lLand Management -- actuzlly, it
seems like I am facirg a bunch of PRalph liaders,
but I trust that all sides will be taken into
cornsideration in the desigration of Flack Ridge as
a wilderness area, becouse it 1s very vital to
those of us who live in this valley to be atble to
follow our hcbbies, and those of us, who are
fotder, who have this hobby, carret walk the
cistences that would be involved i{ we were
fecrbidden to travel on thesc rcdds that we can now
regotiate with a Jeep or cther four-whoei crive
venicle, and, T teel tnat -- well, we felt that we

kad moved back nome, that is what we thought,

;whe(e it weulu be freer. TReczuse we felt that tre
State of Oh:o hardly had the r1ght to expropriate
lard that was ours by inheritance, unleivs they
were putting a highway through.

nd that there is

low, T can urders

certuln areas, such as the Celorado Kational

Ci's, Inc. - (303} 249-4895

23

24

25

] A2

places like in Arizecna, like the

that could be designeted, in fact,
whole desert 15 a wilderness area, if you want
it that way, the word "wilccrness”,
decert areas, And, seems to me that with
nore and more wilderness are&s, that
going to be, soon, nearly
anybody to carry on a wmeaningful
rocks, petrified wood and agates
should trink this matter over very closely because
that are interesteé in Black Ridge, and whose
would be cut off or stopped entircly by
designation of this area as & wilcerncss arca.
I think éhat is about all I will have

undoubtedly, there are others who

(7:53 p.m.)

next speaker is Ed Jones.

(7:53 p.m.)

liaghway 50, in Grand Jurction, and I

and there arc other areas arcund

I -- it is my contention that we

people besides even rockhounds

semething, tco. Thank you.

CARIE: Al) right, sir. Thark

JONES: My ncme is Ed Jones, I

Inc, - (303) 249-4895
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1 |u'ant to speak on recreation, and 1t is too bad . 1 PULLOSE .
2 !Govctnur Le t here tentght, or some 2 | Feople veme frem Texas, a lot of pecple
3 repre¢sentative, becacse juvrt in the last couple of | a come frem Texas becouse Texas is all
4 )GGYS be said thet ene of the biggest | 4 privately-owned. They have no tree government
5 “industties in the State of Colorawc is recreatiorn. 5 arces like we have out here, which is a real
6 [I am scre some of ycu people have reed his 6 blessing to our part cf the statc, and 1 would
7 ’btatement. 7 like to -- to keep, particularly Black Ridge,
8 i low, we sre also talking about turning 8 ibecause I know it, open as a recrearionzl area.
Ed Grand Jurctiorn into @ retirerent area. Now, when g Thank you.
10 reople come 1a nere to live in a retircment area, 10 i (7:55 p.m.)
11 and this is a beauvtiful rericerment area, these 11 CARIE: Thank you, sir. Our
12 people need room to oove arcund. Haw, 12 "next speaker will be R. D. Jacks.
13 particularly, 1 am interested in Rlack Ridge 13 . JACKES: Yes, sir. Iy name is
|
14 pecaute it is close to town and 1 know that area. 14 . D. Jacks, 1 live here ir tnc Grand Junction
15 T heve driven cvery trail on that area and I have 15 ateca. My witec and 1 recently moved here for some
16 [lown that area and I know Black Ridge, and it is 16 of the peints that the gentleman that preceded me
17 a goou recrcational arca, only because of those 17 brought cut, a retirement area. i
18 jtrails being left oper for the pecople to drive anéd 18 There are several things I enjoy doirg,
22()() 19 ¢et in there, and I car't see any reason why the 19 I am limitea, phyzically, because of a couple of
26 State of Colorado can't have —-- I am a rockhound, ] 20 heart operations, as to what I can do. I erioy
21 o I am-going to speak partly as a reckhound -- a 20'] 21 reckhounding, I enjoy hunting, It same of these |
22 rcckhounding arcea, Other states have designatcd , 22 areas, as the Black Ridge arca, is clouzed to
23 arcas cet aside fo: rockhounding, but there is not : 23 venicular trafiic, that lezves me sitting at home |
24 one in the state of Colorado, and I would like to \ 24 looking at a boob-tube, which 1 do not enjoy. 1
25 see one area set zside 1n this stzte for that | 25 enjoy fishing ~- we have a collection, tnat I 1
|
o e j
CRS5, Inc. - (3G3) Z249-4895 CRS, Inc. - (303) 249-4895
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1 B brought up tonight, of yemstone, some of it has 1 ir.hat this is one of the goints that should be made
2 been cut and polished, some eof it has been 2 in this, that there is enough recrcational areas :
3 .thzashod. With permission of the Chairran, after 3 in the State of Colorado, and, in yesterday's
4 .Lh(- meeting I witl lay this out on one of the 4 local paper, thefe was quite an article by
5 tables where 1t can be incpected. These are the 5 Governor iLamr, he gave a little speech at
6 things that we gather during warm weather months 6 dontrose., The big tning in the State of Colorade
7 thar we can work on during winter when we can't 7 that brings in the almighty green dollar is
8 ;get into this high country. [ tecreation. Fine. Therc are a lot of retired
9 I can drive a vehicle up to a certain 9 people that would move to the Grand Junction area
10 'axua, work away from the vehicle to a certain 10 if they could retire here and have something te do
11 distance; our trash gencrated, if any, is brought 11 other than lay atound in the sun or play
12 home. We have been up in the wountains and we 12 cow-pasture pool., and I think this iy the point
13 found trash that the hikers and the riders up 13 thet needs to be brought out in this. I thank
14 there, the people that are using hcrses for 14 you. That is about it.
15 transportation, they carry their items one way and 15 {7:59 p.m.)
16 they leave thc garbage. It doesn’'t present a very 16 MR. CARIE: Thank you, Qur next
17 pretty picture when you are going up through the . 17 speaker is Miles Kcog. {ghon.
18 mountains, to find 3 bunch of garbage that Someone { 18 ER. KEQGI: My rame is Miles Key. i
19 precceded you. R 19 [phor.] ’
20 1, personally, if -- as I nave said, if } 20 NR. CARIE: Xeogh.
21 the roads are closed, that leaves the senior 21 MR, KEOGE: I live on Glade Park, T
22 citizern out. 1 am not the only one that is ( 22 {am the munager 10r Nountain Island Ranch. 1 have }
23 limited, physically, there are over a hurdred ) 23 several commentS to make, one of being to thank
24 members of the gem ~- local gem and mineral club 24 you for the opportunity to come beforc¢ the BLM and
25 that are in the same cendition T am, and I think ) 5 E:eview the resource managesent plan that has been
I
L S ; ; . ._I
cRSs, Inc. - (303) 249%~4895 CRS, Inc. - {303) 249-4895
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1 |yr9pazed. 1 cf, and hepefelly lecs disregard, of the externsive
2 i have geveral lergthy comments which 1 ? sGverce 1mpact the proposals in this plan are
3 iwill, at & larcr dote, subrie in writing., The 3 geing to nave or these operaticns that contrikute
4 iranch that I work icr is -- has several holdincs 4 substantially tu the local economies. 1
5 and alco several «rozing leases bordering the area 5 ' it s ef the proposals were changed,
6 on Glade Park in tne Colorado River. Thark you [ especially this substantial ircrease in wilalife
7 |for this opportunity. 7%53 7 nunbers are irplercnte it will likely mean the
8 : (¢:00 & cemise of some of these runching operationc, ard
g MR, CARIE: Our rext speaker is 9 censiverable recuction, c¢npty operetion and
10 sBill Prather. 10 preduction fron the otners.
11 ATHER: 1 am Rill Prather, a 11 in spite of 20 or nore itemized areas
12 rancher frorn Lel 1 am not going to tell you 12 of impact, therc is no concideration of the
13 now long I have be¢n ther¢. 1 do thark you fcr 13 1mpacts on the land owner resicents within the
i4 ;holﬂinq thi1s hearing arc giving us an opuortunity 155‘4 14 rares of KNP lands, or the economic consideration
15 to express gome comments. 15 i for what the proposal will have on these ranching
I
16 I am sorry that I have rct had time to 16 businesses, and those 20 were listed in this |
1
17 !completely analyze this whole document, I suspect 17 docLment .
18 "it took probably a hurdred pecople six months to 18 1 have teen interested in range
19 prepare it, and tney were experts, sc forgive me 19 ‘management for Guite a lorg time, 1 went to CSU
20 it I don't completely understand quite all of it. 20 ‘before the Secend bar. As recently as 1967, CSU --
21 I sincerely wish that therc had been 21 or 1963, I am norry -- prepared this oooklet,
22 more congultation with the ranchets who live in 22 Coloraaou Raznge Xanagemenrt Landbook. It showed
23 .thg area of the BLX lande and use them [or grazirg 23 that 60 percent of the income of Colcrado was
24 in cornecrion with their ranching operations. 1 24 derived from agricultural, eover 60 percent of that
25 Leljeve there wuould have been riore concideration 25 from livestock,
CRS, Tnc. - (303) 249-4895 CRS, Tnc. - (303) 249-4895
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1 Without ¢razing, livestock is not a i 1 benefits, In my case, thcey vame to the land
2 ‘tuncrional erterprise in Cclorado. You st graze 2  owners and wanteé us to furnish habitat on our
3 the mother calves -- the nether cows to get the 3 lands for the¢ wildlife. Many of vus did. 1 dic,
4 calves that they put in the tcedlots and put in 4 They cecided a couple three years ago
s your ¢rocery ntore, and I think we would make a 5 they needed two acres of wy land for the
6 tertible mistake if we overlook that. And in this 6 rinterstate highway, in reference to what the other
7 :axea, qrazing ol the federal lands is critical. 1 ' 7 ;genclcman sald. The wildlife people came, and
8 will give you a few examples of why. .8 they contiscated 50 more acres ol wmy land to
9 I -- t1rst, 1 will remark in Chapter 5 9 replace the wildlife habitat on the two where they
10 on Page 227 there arc quite a list of contultants. 10 built the road, that were mire in the first place,
11 MR, CARIZ: Excuse me, Mr. Prather, 11 They dicd that in a manrner, and with the
12 see i we can't fix the microphone. 12 game excuses yuite sicilar to what Mr. Tojo said
13 MR, PRATHER: whet did I do, turn 13 ;when he took the Phillipine Tslands to get the
14 1t oif? 14 resources for his industries; whet Xr, Hitler said
15 (Mr, Keetorn adjusts microphone.)} 15 when he took France tec get a2 warm-water port,
16 'R, PRATHER: Is ir working now? 16 Yes, and what Russia is ing today in Afgharisrcan
17 MR. CARIR: Yec. : 17 te get what they reed.
18 IR, PRATHER: A}l right. Chapter S 18 1 -- it is frightening when you know
15555 19 on Page 227, there is quite 2 list of conscltants. 19 that they can do this and you can't do anything
2¢ There wete N9 rancher residents among them, a 20 aktout it, Toey tcld me that 1 juut as well accept
21 :tew axamples of why 1 ar probably speaking againest 21 an otfer cf $350 arn acre when their own studies
22 wildlife, let e cive ycu an exaagle or two: 22 showed there was $30,000 ar acre of -- worth of
23 Twenty yeatrs aqo there were no gecsc, 23 .gravel on the larnd, because they would make it
24 very iew herens in trnis area, The Depactment of . 24 cost re more than } coulu et it 1 gidn't
25 Iwildlitc eipaended their wilaliie arn it hac scme i 25 When I tola them 1 wesn't very bright
i :
S | L- . [P i
CR&, Inc., - {303) 249-4895 CRS, Inc. - {303) 249-4895
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1 and kind of stubborn, I was goin¢ to spend a 1 cre-cne hunéreth of an acre, with a Jot ot
2 little roney, they laughed, says, "That is all 2 P publicity. They set them in fields, but I
3 right, we will keep it tied up in court lenger 3 .naticed that within the cage the hLay wasn't
4 than you will live, anyway." Well, so far they 4 growing any more than it was outside, and I
5 haven't dore that, but they did Sis Mahaffey, ny 5 coulen't understand it until I used the old farmer !
6 neignsorhoea, They kept appealing hers entil she 6 line-up and I lined up the little cages. S$o help
- i
7 died without ever getring anything. 7 me, cvery few tdays when the game warden came to :
8 I anm reciting this to alert you people g€ check it, the cage got moved, ever so little, in
9 to the dangers of the Wildlile Department and 9 at'n(: fiela. |
10 their personnel wherein they are going to incrcease i0 Now, thkat is the kind of people you are
11 the wilulife throughout every one of these 11 dewling with., And I think you want to bear in
12 proposals. And when they do, they are going to 12 mind wher you sec ther taking such a large part in
13 idestroy ruch ot the rest of us. 13 “this plan, what they are up to. 1T can't raise
14 on Page 153, they are going to increase 14 alfalfa hay anymore. We used to plant alfalfa
15 the deer and elk 24 percent by 1990, Twenty years 13 hey, it would be good tor from seven to ten years.
16 'ago I had 130 decr on my land and they werer't too 16 Mow, there are so many decr that in the spring
17 bad, now, I nave between 75C, 1,006C eatiny my 17 wnen the little plants start its shoots, they bite
7E3 18 fields every spring and every fall; that is bad. 18 them of f. So many times the juice runs out, it
19 1 used to raise alfalfa seed and sell it, it was a 19 loses the nutrient it stored last year to start
20 good income. The ceer loved those pods. They got 20 I.ths year, until vhen 1t does finally get -- they
21 to the point where they was never & pod get ripe. 21 finally move out and it starts, there is only
22 They eat my bay, they say -- oh, vyes, 22 + tour, five or maybe seven stems of hay come up.
23 ‘they tell all you people they are going 23 :They are weak to start with, they don't grow much,
24 Let me tell you how they went about it. 24 so, therefore, they don't replenish the
25 First, they built some little cages 25 nourishment to start the next time. It dies,
CRSy Inc. - (303) 249-4895 CRS, Inc. = (303) 249-4895
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1 There is a proposal to increase the 801 1 .[w—onde( where and at whose cxpense. When we set up
2 fish habitat. 1 just wonder at whose expernse? 2 the Wild Yorse Area up here, it is well-~documented
3 Most of the waters In these plans are on private 3 there would nevet be rmore than 50 wild horses.
4 land. Does that mean I can't irrigate anymore? 1ESS9 4 Now, it is 120. There won't be room for them, so
:7g9 5 they have bLeen proposals to put -- stop us from 5 where will they go next?
6 taking the water out of the stream to irrigate. 6 BR. CARIE: VYour ten minutes are
7 Don't let the waste water run back if it changes 7 up, Mr. Prather
8 the temperature more than {ive degrees where it 8 MR. PRATHER: Thank you.
9 enters., My waste water is another man's water 9 {8:10 p.m.)
10 right. 10 MR. CARIE: John Musser.
L MR. CARIE: Mr. Prather, you have 11 MR, MUSSER: Give me your notes,
12 one minute left. 12 1MLl tinish for you, Bill.
13 MR. PRATHLR: 1 was afraid of that. 13 MR. CARIE: fxcuse me, are there
14 No orc ever has time to hear all these reasons, 14 any guestions of the panel of the preseatation?
15 It is kind ol regrettable. 15 iNo? A reminder that there will be time following
16 i KR. CARIE: There will be time 16 the presentations by each of you, for finishing
i
17 after the formal hearing. 17 any testimony that was unfinished, such as Nr.
18 #Rk. PRATHER: The proposal to cave 18 - Prather had. Sir.
19 the prairie dogs in my area, Well, believe ne, 19 MR. MUSSER: All right. My name is
20 .they have got so many prairie dogs on iand out 20 John Kueser, I represent Fusser Brothers and
21 there, they can't get enough to make a living. 21 Musser Ranches from Delta-Escalante-Dominguesz
22 They all come and dig holes in my [ield. I don't 22 Area. I would sure like to thank Bill Prather for
23 -want any more prairie dous. They state on page 23 everything he had to say here. Wishk you wculd
80 24 189 they are going to lose 185 A.U.E.'s of deer 24 have given him a little more time.
Z5 and elk, but they are going to make it up. I just 25 1 think one thing that you have

CRS, 1nc. - (303} 249-4895
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1 drastically ecverlooked in all this study, he 1 lot of the private land that borders that proposed
2 mentioned it, agricultural is the number ore 2 wilderness area, As a matter of fact, we cwn most
3 »industry in this state, has been always, and will 3 of the access to thet wilderness area. I don't --
4 jcontinue to be. I think you ought to look toward 1:7:3 4 i1 don't understand just exactly how yoi people
5 agriculture a little bit, rather than -- rather 5 :plan to get your people, your recreationists into
€ than away from us. 6 :a wilderness area that you don't own access to.
7 I would like to.comment, specifically, 7 . I don't want to take up a lot more of
8 ;on the Dominguez Wilderress Proposal. 1 do have 8 your time, I do have some writtep ceomments that 1
9 written comments so I won't take up & lct of time, 9 will turn in. Thank you very much,
10 but Jim Kecton mentioned that one of the criteria 10 (8:13 P.m.)
11 :Eo( wilderness was a roadless area, .Well, we =-- 11 MR. CARIE: Thark you, sir
12 we have the grazing rights on a good bit of that 12 Russell D. Webber.
13 land that is set aslde for the Dominguez 13 KR, WEBBEK: tVieber. fphon.]
14 !wilderness stucy area and we felt that 1t was a 14 ¥R. CARIE: Webber. [phon.]
202|,, | _.
15 jprimitive wilderness area until it was advertised 15 MR. WEBBER: I am Russell Webber, I
16 as a wilderness study arca, And, while you people 16 am a resident of the Crand Junction area, I am
17 don't call those roads, there are roads, have 17 here on behalt of the Orchard Mesa Gun Club. Some
18 shown up all over our allotment gsince it has been 18 seven years ago we entered into a lease agreement
19 advertised as a study area. You can't police it 19 with the BLM and Mesa County Commissioners to
20 now, I don't know how ycu intend to police it 20 lease a parcel of land for a shooting ranrge in the
21 after you turn it into a wilderness area. 21 Book Cliff arca. This is in an area designated in
22 One thing that Bill didn't address that 22 your book as an extensive off-roaé vehicle and a
1j7:3 23 kind of surprised re was a2ll the problems that we, 23 no-shooting arca.
24 as ranchers., have with recreationists in matters 174 '24 Ve woulé like to ask if any of these
25 of disregard to our private land., We own an awful 25 plans are developed, that the extensive of f-road
CRS, Inc. - (303} 249-4895 CRS, Inc., - (303) 249-4895
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1 use and the no-shooting area be changed so it does 1 other places, like to keep most of them here, of
2 not infringe on use of the range we are 2 course -- are important, and I am afraid that most
1:241 .3 developing. 1 think that is all T have. Thank 3 of the people who would be backpackers and such,
4 you. 4 would not be interested jn Keeping those things.
5 {8:14 p.m.) 5 We always try, as a group, to leave an
6 MR. CARIE: '~ Thank you, Bir. Does 6 area at least as clean as we found it. And, of
7 the panel have any questions ot the speaker? 7 course, we are all looking for that great find,
8 FR. KEETON: No, 8 our very owh complete dinosaur that we can keep
9 MR. CARIE: Gerry Stuart. g right here in River City, and, yet, here we are
10 NS. STUART: 1 am Gerry Stuart, 10 within the danger of not being able to get to
11 Grand Junction, Coloradoe. I don't represent the 11 that. One of the most likely places to search in
12 Grand Junction Ger & Mineral Club, but I am a 12 the area, the entire area,
13 member of that club ard as one of those 13 So, I think it would be a great help to
14 rockhounds, most of us are senior citizens. We 14 many of us, I think you are overlooking the number
15 have -- we rockhounds, as a group, have discovered 15 of rock hunters who do Go to that area, You don't
le some of the greatest fossils in the world, and ;2()() 16 see much of us because we know exactly where we
17 just one of the examples is the dinosaur find on 17 are going, we know how to get there, we don't have
18 bry Mesa, That is in Mesa County,. It may be 18 to ask for the maps, and we don't tear it up.
13 close to Montrose, but it is in Mesa County, and 19 Thank you.
20 that is -~ is a fantastic find. There are many 20 {8:17 p.m.)
21 other {inds here in the area, and it would really 21 MR. CARIE: Thank you, ma'am. Does
22 be a sad thing if those of us who are interested 22 the panel have a guestion?
23 in finding the various fossil remains and the 23 MR. KEETON: Yes, I have a
24 various rock specimen, which are of great 24 question. Gerry, which area, in particular, were
25 importance to have in.uux museums -- both here and 25 you talking about?
crS, Inc, - (303) 249-4895 CRS, Inc. =~ {303) 249-4895
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M5, STUART: Black Ridge.

MR, KEETON: Black Ridge.

MS. ETUART: Yes.

MR. KEETON: Ckay. Thenk you.

MR, CARIE: Ralph Stuart.

(8:17 puom.)

MR. STUART: I represent myself,
and I am also a member of the Grand Junction Gem &
FEineral Club.

My wite, who just spoke, we have lived
here for -- since 1961, and we like the wilderness
and the outdoors as well as the next person, but
'thexe are areas that -- such as Black Ridge, that
are accessible, from a practical standpoint, by
truck or vehicle. It is true that a person can
hike into a area, they can ride a horse back into
that area, but not everyone can de that. As been --
as has been mentioned previously, rany of the
people involved in -- in rockhounding, which is a
legitimate hobby in the United States, are in the
sepior citizen group and they are not able to walk
the distance it would be necessary. Those who
have been in the Black Ridge area know that it is
2 long trail back in there and it is seven to ten

niles to some of the areas.

CRS, Inc. - (303) 249-4895
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The times that we have been there, We
have driven our vehicle, steyed an the trail,

iwhich I notice in your manual which is not listed
]

:as 2 road, but as a trail. We have stayed on the
frcad, then. Most of the searching that is done is
on foot in the half =mile to a mile raidus of the
parked vehicle, So, as far as damage to the
environment or te the wilderncss terrain, thete is
very little. The wmaterials that are plcked up
that have been alluded to, as dinosaur bone,
agatized dinosaur bone, agatized wood and so
forth, is described as iluted; it is a material
that is left trom the weathering process that goes
on, and it is all surface, it is not mined, The
‘terrain is not Gisturbed, particularly, by picking
up these bits of rock. Obviously, not a lot can
be carried back,

liunting is also another hobby of riine,
I have hunted in the -- in years past up on Black
Ridge, and it is a good place to go hunting and a
lot of other pecople hunt up there. 1 don't know
how a wilderness designation would affect that.
It probably would affect it adversely as far as
out-ol-state hunters are concerned. I thini, in

summary, if at all possible, you could leave the

N
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designation of that area, or management of that

area in that -- one of your alternatives, I think
it is on Page 81, in which access is limited to
the existing trails.
I think one other thing recarding Black
Ridge, in deferse to the ranchers irn the area,
those who are familiar with that arec know that
the trail does not cross private property even
though there are some trazils that could be
crossed. Thank you.
{8:20 p.m,)
MR. CARIE: Yot bet. Thank you.
Henry Barbe.
MR. BARBE: I am llenry Barbe, 1
represent Powderhorn Coal Company, P. O. Box 1430,
Palisade, Colorado.
Basically, we approve of the Preferred
Alternative, we just have several comments that we

would like to bring out at this time.

On page 97, the second paragraph in the
second column, relates to the unleased portion of
the Palisade municipal watershed and the Colorado
River corridor being identified as unsuitable
based on coal unsuitabilicy criteria. This is not

shown on Xap Humber 5 on the Preferred

L _ _ |
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Alternative, and we just wcould like to get that
corrected.

There is another statement just
underncath that that says that the coal
unsuitability criteria would not apply to existing
coal leases, the existing coal leases covering
.41000 acres in the Palisade nmunicipal watershed
wokld be allewed to develop. We have a letter
from the district Area Manager here ol August
25th, 1982, from Larry McBurda that refers to
those lezses being identified as not being
‘unsuitable for leasing for those 4,000 acres.

Going on through the continuation of
the Current Management Plan on Page 147, there is
a reference to significart subsidence with surtace
expression. We nced a definition of significant
subsidence. We don't know exactly what that is,
:0ne of the mitigation measures on 147-148 is, "By
not mininy directly underneath streamns, reservoirs
or by prohibiting coal mining within established
buifet zones along streams and reservoirs, ot by
prohibiting coal mining within established buflfer
zones along streams and reservoirs, impacts to the
watershed would be lecsencd. Any site-specific

inpacts of developing this lease would be

CRS, Inc., - (303) 249-4895
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1 addressed when a mine plan was submitted.,” 1 .plant znd the $25 per ton selling price, and using
2 we submitted a mine plan in 1981 with 2 an 8 percent rovalty, that amounts to i
3 stbseguent revisiens in 1982, '83, '84 and '8¢ | 3 $139,125,000,
4 ;with the Mine Permit application being approved by 4 Then, on Page 151, going to the
5 |Lhe Oftice of Surface mining arnd the Colorado fiine ;241 3 . Continuation of Current MNanagement Impacts, it
6 iband Reclamation Boarc and the 3LM, with their 6 relates to the -- it refers to 25,360,000 tons
7 tconcurrence ol January 3:d,‘l983. K Iwhich weuld be a high impact, thet might result in
8 1n Chapter 4, under "Environmental 8 the area being unecoromical to mine. ¥%We are a
9 Conseguences,” there is a reference to identifying 9 little confused by that.
1o the 14,100 acres of [ederal coal as unsuitable for 10 On Page 201 cn the Preterred
11 jfurther coal leasing and that would eliminate an ' 11 Alternative Impacts, the Impacts Coal HManagement, .
12 estimated 185.5 llion skort tons of inmpacted 12 in particular, there is no reference to 3MCRA, ’
13 coal leases from leasing it. Goes on to say by i3 which is the Surtace #ining Control and
14 c¢oing that, by eliminating that from further 14 Reclamation Act of 1977. There 1s a statement in I
15 leasing, the impact woulec be low as cool corpanies % 15 that the result of sigrificance subsidence could !
2&4 16 would have fitticiley removing coal bereath the 16 result in the loss of some or all perennial stream ;
17 Colorado River. 17 flow in the muricipal watershed and the Colorado
18 10,000 acres is 15 -- on averaqe 15 2255 18 River by leakage into the mining zore.
19 ‘sguarce miles, 15.6, I believe. That is consicered 19 There must be a time element involved
20 ‘to be a -- a low impact with no consideration for 20 in that, 1f that were really to occur, because we
21 ;economics or the loss of retrievable resources. 21 know that the water just doesn't disappear, it has
22 Just a quick rundown of what that means 22 cot to come back up sometime. It says,
23 in money. At the current rates, this is 23 "Development of an existing coal lezse in the
24 considering a 50 percent recovery factor, the 75 24 lower portion of the Palisade municipal watershed
25 percent prep-plant yield, provided it had a wash 25 iderntified as unsuitable would not have a
CRE, lnc. - (303) 249-4895 CRS, Inc. - (303) 249-4895
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1 Esiqnificant effect on Palisade's water supply."™ 1 was approved, wWouldn't be unsuitable, you are
2 We agree with that statement with one exceptiorn, 2 talking about your existing leases?
~ 3 that it isn't identified as unsuitable or we 3 . BARBE: That' cerrect.,
25 4 woulan't have been able to have gotten the current 4 MR, LITTRELL: And not the unleased
5 mine plan approved by 0.5.M, the BLM and the Mine ! 5 portion?
6 lL.and Reclamation. 6 MR. BARBE: That is correct, also.
7 And again, on 202, it refers to "Any 7 Any more questions? ?
3] site-specific impacts of ceveloyping this lease i 8 MR, KEETON: Yes, | have got ore. E
9 :would be addressed when a mine plan was 9 MR. BARBE: Go ahead.
10 submitted." We just want to let you know that we 10 MR, KEETON: You stated that you
11 did subrit a mine plan and it has been approved. 11 ;had a lectter from dNcBurca dated August 2nd, 19622
12 That is all I have, I appreciate the 12 : HR, BARBE: August Z5th, 1982,
13 opportunity and ability to conment orn the resource 13 . XEETCM: 25th. ©Okay. Could
14 plan, and again, we recognize the fact that there 14 you go over what that letter said, acain? 1
15 has been a lot of effort put into it and that we 15 didn't --
16 concur with your apprcval of the Preferreda 16 HR. BAREE: Sure, What that has to
17 Alternative. Thank you. ; 17 do with was the concurrence with 0.8.M. and Mine
18 (8:27 p.na.) ' 18 Land Reclamation and the U.5.G.S5. and Kinerals
19 MR. CARIE: Thank you. Are there 19 Fenagement Service with regards to approval of an
20 any guestions of the testimcony? i 20 area and that it was nct considered urnsuitable.
21 MR. KEETON: Henry? E 21 Let me read a portion of it to you.
22 KR, BARBE: Yes, sir. ! 22 1t says, "We have reviewed the roadsice
23 MR. KEETON: Go ahcad. i 23 ;in Cameo Mumber ] mining plan in accordance with
24 MR. LITTRELIL: tthen you are talking i 24 between BLM, U.S.G.S., !linerals
25 about the Palisade watershed that your mine plan ( Z5 Fanagements Service," -- in parentheses, "“And
[
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1 0.5.M, The plan is technically adequate for 1 a big "no", !
2 post-mining land use proposals and consistency 2 Now, this is our property in there just
3 |with stipulations required by the lease. The 3 as much as it is these ranchers® property. They
4 ansuitability dry terrain have been applied to the 4 complain about the animals on there, yet they
5 leases and no part of the 7,4%1 acre tract is 5 don't allow us on their property to get to them,
6 . unsuitaple for underground coal mining 6 I don't think it is quite fair for the hunter to
7 toperations.“ ) 7 take all the razzing for the property when the ;
8 MR. KEETOMN: Again that was your -- 8 ranchers won't ever allow us onto it. we pay
9 what is presently, acain, your existirg lease? 9 money tor their game damages, we pay money for
10 MR. BARBE: That's correct. 10 this and this, we don't get ro results from it.
11 MR. KLEETON: Okay. Thank you. 11 iWe don't ger to use their pProperty, we don't get
12 MR. CARIE:; Thank you, Mr. Barbe. 12 inothing on it at all.
13 Ted Hatzenbunler. i3 ‘ 1 éor't have much else to say about it,
14 {8:29 p.m.) 14 _but 1 think something ought to be done about the
15 MR, HATZENSUNLER: My name is Ted 15 iaccess. Thank you.
16 Hatzenbunler, I resiée in Fruita and the area I ; 16 (8:30 p.n.)
17 weula like to talk aboutr is the area in Douglas I 17 MR. CARIE: Thank you, sir.
18 Pass and this side of it, Last year we pulled a 18 Questions? Thank you. Glen Miller.
19 permit for that area to get in, and we drove all 19 “R. MILLER: My name is Glenn
20 the way up to the DeBeqgue Canyon to get in, the 20 Miller, 1 live a2t 2264 Willow Wood Road in Grand
2283:7 21 game property which this man was complaining about 21 Junction.
22 the aninmals being on it, in the area. We coula 22 In the Preferred Alternative, the maps
23 ;not get up there. We drove over a hundred miles ;3‘1;2 23 ishow & series of areas, "Gd", for disposal, and
24 ;tzying to find access into it, asking farmers foc 24 ‘tne one particular area or group of arcas I was
25 éaccess into the property and all we could get was 25 concerned with was the river frontage in the
L . L . ____
CRS, Inc. - (303) 249-4895 CRS, Inc. - (303) 249-4895
~ Al13 I A13
1 valley, the precious little of it that is public 1 BLM office here in Grand Junction is to be
2 river frontage. T think it weculd be a shame if 2 commernded for the attentior that they have shown
3 the srall areas out near Fruita were disposed of. 3 for public input as compared to a lot of the other
4 I would like to see them added to instead of 4 BLM plans we have seen around the stete, and I
5 disposed of, The Walker Wildlife Refuge and the 5 think, as a result, the Grand Junction RMP is
44 6 connected lakes area are, to ry knowledge, the 6 perhaps the best one yet produced in Colorado in
242
7 only other public river frontage in the valley, 7 terms of its content and its readability and its
8 and the river is -~ seems ta me, is one of the 8 completeness.
9 major recreation attractions in the valley, and ! 9 1 had & couple of comments about some
10 there is very little access to the river and very 10 faspects of our "Citizens' Alternative® and how it
11 little river frontage. Thank you. | 11 jwas incorporated into the Protection and Preferred
12 (8:31 p.m.} 12 \Alternatives in the RMP, A major omission from
13 MR. CARIE: Questions? Thank vyou, 13 the RMP is the lack of consideration of the lower .
14 Mr, Miller. Mark Pearson, 14 Gunnison River from Delta to Grand Junction as a i
15 MR. PEARSCHN: Ky nare is Mark 15 potential Wilc and Scenic River candicdate. We i
18 pearson, 1 live at 2448-I Road, Crand Junction, I l¢ brought that up two years ago for the first tirce
17 speaking tanight as a representative of the 1:763 17 in the scoping section and have been at
i8 Colorado Open Space Council, which is Colorado's 18 loggerheads with you ever since. Wilderness is 1
1
19 statewide coalition of conservation groups. I am 19 considered as a multiple resource during
20 also speaking as one of the authors of the 20 evaluation of these RNMNP's, and we think Wild and
21 "Citizens' Alternative®” that was presented to ELM 2] . Scenic River candidates should receive similar ;
22 in February of 1984, 22 itreatment in the RMP. i
23 I would like to express my appreciation 23 Another omission in the RMP, which was
24 to BLM for the careful consideratior that they 11() 24 something that we proposed in our "Citizens'
25 gave tc the "Citizens' Alternative®. 1T think the 25 Alternative™, concerned the private lant around I
l
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1 the Unaweep Seep. Since the scep is important 1 support the wiluerress recomrendation for Seweamup
2 enough tc have been designated as a Research 2 Mesa. The wilderness recommendation of Dominguez
3 Natural Area, and sceing 25 now rost of the seep 3 iCanyor is good to an extent. We are glad to see
4 ie not in public ownership atr present, the RHP 4 2that the two cherry stemmed ways from the top and
5 should idertify the privately owred pertion of the 5 to the cottom are both slated for inclusion in
6 secp as a potential future acquisition. T am 6 your wilderness boundaries but were a little
7 !concerned that if this private land were, in the 7 puzzled about the rcasoning for dropping 206,000
11() 8 |futur&r tc becorme available for acquisition, 8 acres alcny the Gunniscn and along Escalante
9 ’either by the present owner wanting to sell it or [ Creek. It wasn't clear in the RMP if trespass is
10 :willing to exchange it with BLM, BLM would not ;2<):3 10 presently occurring in those areas, and I think
11 teel pound to pursvue acquisitiorn of 1t because you 11 that needs to be further explained.
12 would rnot have identified it a2s one of the parcels 12 I don't see how the wilderness boundary
13 deemed desirable for acquisition in the RMP, so I 13 is located is going te have much impact on
14 am wondering how you would be able to handle the 14 potential trespass problems if trespass is
15 seep it it became available for acquisition by the 15 ;occur(ing nouw there. It seems like it will
16 BLM, but it is npot in your acquisition as 16 Econ:inue to occur, regardless of any.designation
17 something you would like to acquirc. 17 put on the land, such as wilderness. People are
18 Wwith respect for the wilcerness 18 going there because it is public land, not because
19 recommendations of the RMP, I think the BL¥ has 19 it is called something else.
20 done an admirable job of drawing boundaries for " 20 I would alzo like to comrent,
21 the Black Ricdge WSAs. Black Ridge is the premicr 21 specitfically, on the Little Book Cliffs wilcerness
22 wilderness candidate in the entire state of 22 recommendation, or lack of wilderness
23 Colorado, and coming up with an intact unit that 23 reconmendation. 1 am really disappoirted by the
24 protects the integrity of all the wilderness 24 non-wilderness recommendation tor Little Book
25 valuves out there is extremely important. We also 25 Cliffs, and it seems that BLM is continuing to
1
CRS, Inc. - (303) 249-4895 CRS, Inc. - (303) 249-4895
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1 pursue a policy in the entire Book Cliffs that is 1 be minimal. BLM should mention the unit agrecement
2 simply a2 continuation of their past mistakes. It 2 in the RMP, and along with a discussion for the
3 seems like KELM {s saying we made 2 big mess in the 3 potential for unit contraction and eventual
4 Book Cliffs in the past, so let's continue that 4 expiration of those leases in the WSA,
5 approach indefinitely by continuing to lease all 5 H The RMP could recommend no future
6 of the Book Cliffs for mineral development without 204 6 ?legsjng for portions of the WSA when those
i
7 trying to prcserve any of it in its roadless 7 iexisting leases expired, rather than renewing an
8 condition. 8 vnforturate cycle of leasing in this area, which
9 I am disappointed the BLM has not 9 nas remarkable non-mineral values, which include
10 attempted to rectify some of these past poor 10 wildlife and recreation,
11 nanagexent decisions in the Book Cliffs through 11 Ore good aspect of the managemert of
12 corrective measures in this RMP. For example, 12 Little Book Cliffs in the RMP is c¢losure of Main
13 rather than simply saying, "Coal Canyon is already 13 Canyon and it tributaries to ORV's.,
26 14 leaseé for coal, so let's lezse everything else in 14 Ve would like to support the
15 that vicinity also”, BLM should say, "Let's pursue 15 identification and management of seri-primitive,
16 exchange opticns for existing coal leascs in Coal 16 non-motorized recreation areas in Granite Creek,
17 Canyon using our authority under the coal 17 Hunter Canyon, and Bangs/Rough Canyons is strongly
18 regulations.” That wasn't considered in any of 18 encouraced.
19 the alternatives in the RHP, Regarding oil and 19 (Court Reporter stops speaker aad
20 gas conflict in Little Book Cliffs, BLM should 20 instructs him to speak slowly.}
21 emphasize that the wells on the southern end of 21 MR. PEARSON: .Well, cetting back to
2&:)(1 22 the Book Cliffs are marginal wells that consist 22 the semi-primitive, non-motorized recreation
23 Jargely of abandoned semi-dry holes. As such, the 23 arcas, we are ylad to see those in there because
24 mincral resource that would be foregone by 24 they will provide an alternative to the :
f
25 _aesignatinq Little Book Clifts as wilderness would 25 recommended wilderness areas ond will be a usetful

i
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1 tool in diverting recreational pressure away from : 1 Canyon is an irreplaceable scenic asset. As such, I
2 wilderness. 2 no management actions should be taken by BLM that i
3 The discrepancy between management ot i ;341:3 3 .could degrade this asset, such as turning the
4 in the management of the lower Colorado and lower 4 property over to private ownership.
5 Dolores Rivers is disturbing. Both rivers, the 5 Similarly, the tracts alony the edges |
6 Colorado through Ruby and Horse Thief{ Canyons, and 6 of Sinpad Valley, which include parts of Sinbag
7 the Dolores below Gateway, were reconwended ag 244 7 Ritge, should not bLe solc¢ either, As with Unaweep .
8 scenic rivers in the same study that was done by, 8 Canyer, if the Forest Service has no interest in
9 I guess, the Laticnal Parks Service. And since 9 managing thosce lands, DLM should retain ownership.
177 10 both rivers had received the same recommendation : 10 7hanks, and here is a copy of =ny I
11 lin the sare study, it woulu seem that they shoula il writrten comments,
12 be maraged the same way in the RMP, but that is 12 (6:40 p.m.)
13 not what is being proposed. The lower Colorado is 13 MR, CARIE: Question from the
14 being withdrawn from mineral entry, the lower 14 panel? Thank you, lr, Pearson. Sharyl Kinnear.
15 Dolores is not, and I ~- we would like to see the 15 (&:41 p.r.)
16 lcwer Dolores River below Catewazy withdrawn from 16 11S. KINNEAR: Ky name is Sharyl
17 Imineral cevelopnent in the same way that the lower 17 Kinnear, 1 live here in Grand Junction, and
18 Colorado is beirg withdrawn. 18 tonight 1 am speaking on behalf of the Uncompaghre
19 Ther, lastly, a npumber of the tracts 19 iGroup of the Sierra Club. Currently, we have over
20 that are identified by the disposal in the plan ' 20 .100 members and our boundaries include Grand
21 concern us greatly. None of the publicly-owned 21 Junctien, Delta and Montrose. !
2241:3 22 land in Unaweep Canyon should be disposed oi by 22 Most of our members, from what I have .
23 sellgng it. It the Forest Service is not 23 gathered during our meeting times, have enioyed
24 interested in ®managing the ELM lands in Unawcep 24 recreational apportunities on the BLM lands that
25 Canyon, BLM should retain ownership. Unaweep z5 are ciscussed in this plan. That includes hiking,
i '
CRS, Irc. - (303) 249-4895 CRS, Inc. ~ (3C3) 249-4895
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1 bird watching, backpacking, rafting and kayaking. | 1 .listenud to the public so much. Naturally, not
2 The group, itself, leads outings into 2 everyone can be 100 percent satisfied with a plan
3 \seve:al BL¥ WSAs and roadless areas, and, also, 3 of this magritude and we also have some concerns.
4 the State Chopter of the Sierra Club leads outings 4 The first topic 1 would like to discuss '
5 into several of these areas. Some of ouy members 5 is wilderness, The Uncompaghre group of the Sierra
€ are cver enployed as guices and outfitters and [ Club weuld like tc see all seven W5As recommended
7 utilize these lands and rivers under the 7 as wilderness. Well-justified in making this
8 jurisdiction of this BLY office. Alsc, some of 8 request because each wilderness study area is
9 our merkers participate on the "Citizens® 9 unique and represents @ significant addition to
10 Alternative™ formation that Yark Pearson just 10 the Natjonal Wilderness Preservation System as the
11 spoke of, 11 plan says, itselt, These areas consist of lower
12 Gverall, we teecl that the plan looks 12 elevation canyors and resas of the Colorado
13 very good, About a year ago, some of the BLM 13 !Plateau and are not, as yet, represented in this
14 personnel were concerncd, or they expressed their : 14 ﬁational Wilderness Preservation Sysctem,
15 concern to us that they may not have a very large i 15 . Also; some of these aress corntain
16 budgcet for this plan, and they were concerned 16 ..Slickxock Canyon, and these types of &areas are
17 about the quality of the plan and the maps. Well, 17 _increasing in popularity for rccreation. One
18 we feel you have done just a great job. The maps 18 :reason is that they are accessible for a greater
13 look gocd, the document is very readable. I think 19 portion of the year than some of your higher
20 that hos something to say about the personnel and 20 elevation wilderncess areas. Also, wilderness use
21 the editor. The editor never gets any credit. 21 is grewing at a rate which will overburden
22 1 also agree with Mark Pearson that 22 wilwerness availapility in less than 15 years.
23 this is the pest resource managenent plan that we 23 Cur concern is that wilcerness is not a resource
24 have seen in the State of Colorado, and 1 think i 24 that you can throw out the window today and 15 :
25 would echo Mark's opinion that is because you have z5 years down the road, when you decide that raybe )
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you reed more wilcerness to meet the demend, yeou

cean throw it back in, During the time it has Leen
threwn out, the wilderness ualities will have
‘tecn destroyed, so 1t is our hope trat the BLM

will consider reconoicering their position and

recoancnded all seven YSAs as wilcerness,

on a cate-by-case basis, we commend the

BLHd on 1ts boundaries of Black Ridge. ¥e like the
1dea of cembining Llack Ridge Carnyon and Black

st into one cohesive area.

Ridge Canvon
‘liowever, we are disappointed 1n the bourndaries for
Domincuez Canyonrs, We arc concerned about the

19,000 acres that were cxcluued irom the south and

|eastexn boundaries. I wasn't sure as te why this

area was excluded. If it is because of trecrass
violations, I feel trhat trespass and public lard
"use -- I don't know i: trcspassing occurs, but I
know public land use does occur, and will continue
to occur, no matter what, so we would like to see
those boundaries adjusted.

We also congratulate the BLMN for its
pro-wiluerness recommerdation [or Scwemup Mesa.
“he Uncempaghre aoreup led an outing to the

spectacular wilderness ctudy area two weekends

ago. It is a stupendous mesa with wondertul
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vistas., & we were exploring sore of the ranges,

we discovere¢ wountair liors' tracks. We also saw

Percyrine lalcons ancd red-teiled hawk.

As far as the Pealisade

concerned, it was ruch to our chaarin at the BLM

Vie led

did not recommend this arca as wildernec
an outing teo this area, also, three weekends ago.
Unawcep Seep is a Research Natural Area that many
We like,

people are familiar with. in the plan,

this reccemacrdation has continued.

On Page 305 of the glan, it stotes that

the rcascns the Palisade was not recommended as

wilserness are as such: Configuration, steep

slopes, and potential trespass problems prevented

the unit from beirg recommened for wilderness in

this alternative, The Uncompachre group feclg

. that some roundary adjustment could be made to

take care of configuration and potential trespass
proolers. As far as steep slopes are concerned, I

have rno ideca why that would prevent & unit frem

becomine or Leing recomrended as wilderress, and,

perhaps, after the hearinc, someone in the BLKE can

brief me on that, or maybe in the firal glan that

‘can be asddressed.

&re also concerned about the

CRS, Inc. - (303} 249-4895
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non-wilderness recomiendations ior Little Dook
Clitfs and Demaree Canyor wilacerness study arcas.
i Tt exhibits rugqgeé terrain, which is excellent
habitat for mountain licns and bobcats. Bald and
mountain eagles are present, as well as hawks,
ravens, anGg turkey vultures and winter range for
.deer and elk.

As you descend into the canyons of the

area, stratifiec layers of the lMesa Verde

tion where fosgsils of dinesaur

qeologicel for
Lones may be eroding out are found. Tf the oil
and gas resources there are so impeortant, we feel
that methcus such as glant drilling could he

ctilized, or helicopter access, arnd you could

aintain the integrity of the area’'s

fstinl
wilaerness.

As far as Little Book Cliffs is
concerned, it is tn¢ only forested Wild liorsc
‘Range in the United States, and it is wy
urderstanding that there are -- this is ore of
The area's

three wild horse ranges nationwiie.

uriqueness as a pristine remnant of the Book

Cliffs region outweighs the development

'oppor:unitics. BLM should strike 2 balance

between wilderness and neral resources by

Crs8, Irc. - (303} 249-4895
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‘permits ior cos:

setting aside this small fraction of the Book
Cliffs region for its ecological values.

“n tke topic of rivers, we like the
idea that you are going to ask for permits --
¢xcuse ne -- in Ruby and Lorse Thief Canyons for

ivironmertal protection cf the habitat, bothk,

mercial and non-comnercial use,
We are glad to see the scenic

management criteria will be used tec ranage the

Colorado River through that area. e would also

}ike to seec a Wild and Scenic River study of the

.Gunnison River of the section from the wildlife

refuge ncar Pelta, down to the Roller Dam near
Grand dSunction. We woulc like to seec a provision
in the finazl resource management plan if thas
study will be performed.

Concerning recrcation, it was nice to
see all the suggestions in the plan for the
different desigraticns, IRA, ONAs, IRMAS, things
like that. Our only concern would be that some of
the designaticns f{or recration areas miyht impact
orn the culttral resources tfound in those areas.

Again, overall, we were very pleased

witn the plarn and we do appreciate being able to

speak ovt tonight, ang thank you very auch for

CRS, Tnc. - (303} 249-4895
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1 taking these com nrs inte censiveratiorn, 1 :ue limiteu, restricted, or all together cloced
2 (8:492 p.m.) 2 loft. We are concerned that proposed permitting I
3 KR. CARIE: Questions? Thank you. 1E)1 . 3 procedures woule be prohibitively expensive te
4 Sue Kupelian, l 4 tecreceticnal riders,
5 45 . KUPELIAN: Can people -- . 5 ¢ report, itself, steates that 60 |
6 iwhoops, 1 quess they can. They can hecar me, can't € lpercent oi oti-road venicle users presently ride
7 tney? I represent the Grand Jurction ~- first of 7 cutside the desianated ORV area in the preferred
[ 2ll, name. Sue Xupeliar, addrecs 556 33 Road, and e preposal. A recernt study has shown that 66,000 ‘
9 what other information did you warnt ircm me teforc 9 'ORVs exist in Fesa County, cxcluding pickup
10 1 -- 10 truckes, four-wheel crives, This is nearly one ORV
11 MR, CARIZ: Thet would be finc. It 11 per capita. This is not a negligible majority of
12 you could, in your testimony, be a little slower 12 the population of our area. ‘
13 than some of these people. 13 2ppreciote nature and realize the
14 MR, XKEETON: Yho &re you 14 reed te¢ preserve our ¢rvironment. e do not
15 representing? 15 ‘be!ieve, however, that the recreational needs and
16 MS. KUPELTAN: I representing 16 rights of a larce portion ¢f the irhabitants of
17 the Crand Junction Cycle Bozrd, WSRA, and also ' 17 our va]ley.masr be deried or abridged in crder to
18 Grand Junction area Off-Road Coalition. i 18 lachieve this goal. We, therefore, request
19 The Cycle Toard presently has 240 18 i sdoption of the Commodities Alternatives proposal
20 menbers, and we are c¢rowing at an average of ’]9’] 20 tor land ranacgement with the folliowing provision: )
21 appreximately 10 meribers per month. T an 21 wWe strongly oppose expe ive and
22 addressing the area of the esert north of town, 22 ‘involved permitting procedures that all four
1g91 23 and from the Utan state linc te 32 Foad, 23 proposals appear to reyuire. We would not find
24 Vie are concerned that access to areas 1E9£2 z4 the other three proposals acceptable. ! would
25 traditicnally used tor of f-road competition will : 25 also like tc note thit with our sport rapidly
_ L |
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1 growing in the Grend Junction area, darage to the 1 Overall, I too, am pleased witn the wilderness
2 environment would be rore acute if all ORVs were 2 study ateas as proposed, anrd I want to support the
3 feguired to use the sane smeall avea designated in 3 boundzries as outlinco for the Black Ridge area,
1€9;2 4 the preferred propceal than if the CRVs were 4 :including the protection for zhe lower Coloraco.
5 allowed to spread themselves out over a much 5 viitk the idea of the lower Colorado in
6 :larger area frea the state line to 32 Road. Thank 6 mind, I want to make a comment about the similar
7 you. 7 protection for the Dolores River. T am a frequent
g (8:52 p.m.) 8 vser of the Dolores River, [loating raft trips,
9 CARIE: Questions? Thank you. g and sort of just es & private individeal. I know
10 R, 4. Rose. ! 10 that the Dolcres was --
11 MR, ROSE: 1 am here, but I didn't 11 FR. KRETON: Could you slow down a
12 nave nothing to say. I don't know how you qgot 12 little bit?
13 Ithat. 13 MR. THOLAS: Scre., I know that the
14 MR. CARIE: Is there another R. M. 14 Deolores was recommended for scenic status, aleng
15 Rose in the audience? 15 witn the portion ct the Colcrado in your Resource
16 TiR. ROSE: ilope not. : 16 Area., But, 1 see in reviewing the management
i
17 MR. CARLIFE: ‘as there anyore that ; 17 resource plar, that the Dolores River was not
18 dién't finish their testizony that would like to : 17777 18 accorded the same protectiorn statuc as the lower
19 continue? Ve have another speaker? Okay., John ) 19 Colocrado. I want tro urg¢e that it receive that
20 Thomas. ; 20 status, be -- be studied and recormended for
2] 21 55cenic status and be protected and withdrawn from
22 R, TEOMAS: My rnamne is Jobhn 22 sineral use.
23 :Thomas, I live in the Crand Jurcticn acrea, ard I 23 Other comments on the VSAs, the one
24 am here torignt mainly to corrent on the 24 that c¢oncerrns me tne mOoSt is in the
25 :wilderncss Study areas as proposed by the BLE. : 25 Palisade area. In reviewinyg your analysis for
|
L ) R . !
€8, Iac, = (303) 24%-4895 CRE, Inc. = (303) 249-4895
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isuitable as wilderncss, and f[or your resource 1 Also, onc otner source of confusion for
.impact altecrnatives, it is apparent to me that the z me, as I read the statement, concerns the

EhighESC and best usage of this area is wilcderness. 3 Dominguez Canyon area, and that has to do with the
It mcets all the critcria set fortn by Congress, 4 {depletion of the 19,000 acres or so, along the
{ it has exceptional wilderness ogportunities, it 5 ,river arca. Apparertly -- apparcntly the issue is
has exceptional opportunities for isolation, it is ;2():3 6 Iczespass, or scme conflict with private land, as
an outstanding natural state and is ecolcqgically 7 stated in the resource analysis, but this is

very diverse., According to your own impact 8 urnclear to me, and I don't know th this hag becn

statements, it has low potential tor c1l and gas,

v

. deleted. As far as 1 an concerned, it should be

!low potential for locatazbility of minerals, out of 10 :1ncluded as wildéerness desigraticn, or any type of
the 26,000 acres, it only bhas 800 acrcs that are 11 land designation on the area has no bearing,
apparently useable timber resouxrce. Very small 12 rezlly, on the grcblems of trespass, it won't
areca. 13 aftect that,

It does sec gsome CRV use, but there are -- 14 I guess tkat is about all I had to say
there are many areas in that -- that geographical 15 tonight. Thank you.

area where ORV use, off-rcad vehicle use is le (3156 p.r.)
appropriate and available and very few areas in 17 2 FR. CARIE: Okay. Questions?
that geographical area wherc wilderness is 18 :Thank you, lit. Thomas. Are there -- we have two
available. This happers to be one ot the very . 19 Emoze? Okay. Woula you bring them forward,
outstanding ones. : 20 please. Thank ycu. H. R. Geodner,

Your analysis gives me, really, no clue | 21 (B:57 p.m.)

as to why this area was ¢xcluded from wiluerness 22 MR. GOODMNER: I aum ilarlan Goodner,
designation, and [ want to urce that you - 23 1 rcside at 1736 North 18th Street. Pardon my
reconsicer that and include the Palisade for 24 Texas accent but it took me 30 years to learn to
wiluerness designation, 25 speak Texan and 1 have only lived in Colorado 21

CRS5, Inc, - (303) 249-4895 CRS, Inc. - (303) 249-4895
A17 A17
years. 1 probably won't be talking too fast for 1 preservationist. I believe in wise use of our

you, ma‘am, 2 natural rescurces, and, geatlemen, there is no way

1 have lived in Grand Junction for 21 3 that your recommendation or Congress' eventual

years, some of the students in Grand Junction I'igh I} decision is going to make everybody happy.

School think that I have been here since Grand 5 I hear the pleas of a number of elderly
Mesa was an ant hill. 1 see this problem from a i 6 people, which I am rapidly becoming one of, that
lot of different sides, 7 tell me that if you desiunate an area a wilderness

I moved here out of the metropolitan & area, you are reserving it for the young and

Dallas-Ft, Worth area, which is one giganrtic ant 9 healthy, or the very wealthy that can hire a guide
hill of people, because I thought Grand Junction 10 and packer to take them in there on horseback, or
was a better place to raise 2 couple of kids. : 11 whatever.

Well, numper two child, small sor -- only bigger 12 I see the bumper stickers that tell me
than I am -- graduated from college Saturday over 13 | that, "When you are freezing in the dark, eat an
at CSU, so I am through raising kids in Grand 14 ;cnvxzonmentalist'. Now, I ,am not a buftalo
Junctien. 15 ihunter, but we had a choice whether we were going

1 am a high-mileaqge nodel. I have worn 16 !to raise grain and domestic cattle, or hutfalo on
out two motorcycles, a Jeep, & land rover and two 17 ithe great plains. 1 come from a family of
pickupe living in Grand Junction, I have knocked 18 ;zanchers, and I have -- my wife's folks are still
holes in a bunch of rubber rafte and kayaks. I 19 %Lrying to aftord to ranch., We starved out at it,
have wore out a few pair cf hiking boots. I enjoy 29 ;wcnt into construction work and then I decided
the outdoors, 1 hunt, I tish, I own some bird 21 ;thoze was comething better than that, so I ended
books and binoculars, though I will admit there 22 fup brcoming a shop teacher. There is no way that
arc sore of the bircs T would rather look at over . z3 iyou azre going tc please all the pressure groups
the beat on a piggyback twelve gauge. 24 that you are faced with, arnd at the risk of

I am a conservationist. I am not a Z5 iirriteting folks [rom Open Space and Sierra Club

CRS, Inc, - (303) 249-4E95 CRS, Inc., - {(303) 249-4895
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1 and so forth, set your wileerness arcas back cut 1 I_L)rivc in Grand Junctior, and I would like to
2 in the boonies where they arc¢ hard to ger teo, and 2 iadd:ess a couple of thinys. One, I am not a
200 3 Enreas like Black Ridge up here, leave those open 3 rockhound, but I do know that the Black Ridge area
4 {access to people, where ycu are near a 4 15 xnown throughout the United States for some of
5 Ehigh-populacion density area here. I trink those 5 its rock specimens, and while access is important
6 jare sound principles. 6 to all these pecple, I think that relative
7 : You know, we haeve a lot of wilderness 7 scarcity is zomething that none of them have
8 iaraas in the United States that arc adbour as 8 tcuched upgon, and I would like tc call it to your
9 ,useLul as mammary glands on a large rale swine, ] attention that you might carry on further
10 guther than providing a geretic pcol fer wildlife. i 10 conversation with these people about the
11 EThey are not that much visited by that many people ? 11 inportance of that site as far as 2 rock
12 Ebecause they sit on the far side of nowhere and f 12 collecting area to pcople outcide the Grand
13 they are hard to get to. I have been to some of 13 Junctior area.
13 them, and 1 btackpacked in them, but don't set &n 14 particularly, in my case, I woeld like
15 area aside as a wilderness arca that is adjacent 15 to address something that Mr. Miller talked about
16 to 2 large population center, and, hey, North 16 cand that is oisposal of properties by the Bureau
17 Avenue and 12th Street down hcre is the busiest 17 or the public domain alorg the river. I think it
18 street corner between Dernver and Salt Lake. 'Thank 18 is apprcepriate it you happen to pick up tonight's
19 you. Zl 19 Sentinel that they compared the public cost
20 (9:01 p.m,) i ;2 22 20 Iin\'olved with helping people that have been
21 (Applause frem audience.) E 21 flooded along the river versus limitatior of what
22 MR. CARIE: Questions? John ) 22 goes on in the river, Public ownership of it
23 Ballagh, . 23 seems to be one ansSwer. That if it is in public
24 MR, BALLAGH: Good cvening. My E 24 ‘domain, then there isn't a question for cost
25 name is Jonn Ballagh, T reside at 554 East Moore i 25 recovery. If something happens to it, if it
E
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242 1 happens to be managed as natural area, i.e.., i thank you. G. R. Wcnger,
2 tloodplain riparian habitat. 2 1 R, EGER: C. R. Wenger from 392
3 T, too, spert time on the Colorado 3 '30 Road from Grand Junction. I would like to
4 River and the Gunnison River, and I have gotten in B 4 icc ent about the Wild Horse Fanagement Area.
5 on the Gunnisonr River in Delta and core down to 5 EAccording tc research I have done, there were no
6 Whitewater, In case you haven't done it, it is a 6 éwild horses in the Book Cliff area prior to 1945,
7 seven-hour trip in a canoe, and I have done it in 7 Eat which time 2 rancher died and his horses were
8 July arné in December. I ar rot necessarily for 165() 8 ;allowed to run locse. Since then, they have
9 wild and scenic, because I think, that among other 9 :inc[eased to the size of their present group, and
10 things, there happens to be geveral orchards and 10 }it just doesn't seem logical to me that on the
1 several roads and quite a few ranches along that 11 basis of coresticated horses that have gone
242 . _ :
44 12 stretch of river that prebably take it out of the 12 uncorraled or wild, we have established a wild
13 wila and scenic arca or regirme, but disposal of 13 horse retuge. I think it should be abolished as
14 any public lands along that further limits 14 part of the plan, Thank you.
15 anyplace that a water surface water recreationist 15 (9:05 p.m.)
16 can get off of the river. As would Cisposal of 16 MR. CARTE: Thank you. Questiong?
17 ary public properties 2long the Colorado River, be 17 MR. KEETON: (Moving hcad up and
18 it in Glenwood or all the way to the state line, 18 Gown.)
19 with those exceptions thet are unaccessible by 19 CARTIE: Are there any other?
20 vehicle., Thank you. 20 MR. LITTRELL: 1 have & question.
21 {9:04 p.n.) 21 CARIE: Speaker, question.
22 IR. CARIE: Questions? 22 MR. LITTRELL: Mr., Wenger, in the
23 MR. KEETON: No. . 23 case of the #ild Horse Range, did you mean
24 FR. CARIE: 1s there anyorne else 24 abolishment of the tctal range or just the
25 whe would like to make a statement? Yes, sir, 25 expansion o! the range?
CRS, Inc. - (303) 249-4895 CRS, Ipc. =~ (303) 249-4895
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1 Nk : The total range for 1 land, we are subject to trespass, 1 believe there
2 .the wila norses. T don't think they are wild 231 2 should be scnmething addressed to this, esvecially
3 korses., They con't have generations and 3 if you are goinc to increase the wilclife.
4 generations c¢i horses, there are just fcur or five 4 On tne PaGge 200, there are 20 Pretcrred
S .gencrations since 1947 to the present time. Thark 5 !Altercative Irpacts. It lists about everything.
6 you. 6 Forestry, wildliic, cultural resources, viecual
7 MR, CARIE: Thank vou, Anybooy ;2&365 7 resources, but once again, there 1s nrothing about
8 else wish tec moke a statement? Does the panel ) the impact or agricultural in the area. Under the
9 heve any closing rks, guestions? 9 Impact on Social and Tcenormic Conditions we have
190 ER. CARIL: Siz? 10 the same thing,
11 « PRATHER: T would like to 11 Gn Pace 69, uncer the Continuatior of
12 continue, just two or three more. 12 ‘Current Management Plan, as well as the others, a
13 IR, CARIE: That is lir. Prather. 13 :;roposal to provicde deer winter range for a 20C
14 Step up here, B1ll, finigh your testimony. 14 sercent increase in ceer. A little later, it
15 (9:06 p.m.) 15 cstates that the deer summer very little on private
16 NR. PRATHER: There is one other E3;2 16 "lands. This, to me, means that I am going to have
17 ‘important thing [ thirk we nced to bear in mind, 17 twice as mary decr on ny summer land. It seems !
18 that that is we land owrers who live adjacent to 18 ‘like that they are just crewding a little more all
19 this BLM land are solely responsitle for the 19 the time.
290 lences tetween the government land and ourselves, 20 in summary, just as planping and
E31 21 ;Where privéte land owners arc adjacent, you share 21 regidential areas concern itselfl with impacte of
22 in that expense. he wilclife are very ! 22 acjacent areas, so should the planning on G
23 destructive to these fences in these rural-like 23 lands concern themselves with the adjacent land
24 areas. They go through and tear tkem down and 24 owners. I don't believe you have done all you
25 then wher the our livestock verturcs out on the 25 could in this, ard I would strengly support your |
- e _ i
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L tinding that the Little Book Cliff wilo Korse is 83[1 years. I just think sore consideration should be
2 ‘not satisfactory. I kxrow, for a fact, there are 2 giver to us on that. Thank you.
3 roads there, onre of the roads went across scome 3 (9:10 p.m.) :
4 private land I had. These people talkinyg about 4 (Applauce Lrem aucience,) :
1
5 access, we tried to be good citizens, we allowed 3 . CARLE; Thank you. Are there
6 the public to use the road as access to the BLH, i 6 anymore statements to be wade? Question?
7 subseguently the authorities came in and declared 7 Statement?
8 1t a public road, richt ecross our grivate land, 8 ¥R, LITTRELL: I would just like te
9 ané T also happen to know that there is private 9 make a statemernt. I felt like the conrments were
10 :land in that Wild Horse Area out there because it 10 very ¢ood this evenirg and 1 want to thenk you all
11 1s mine¢, and strange thing about it, I put ry 11 tor ¢oming out, giving us your input, and I want
12 cattle in there, the first one through to check 12 to yuarantee you that we will give th all due
13 the yas wells leaves the gate open. I don't krow 13 consideration when we aet down to locking and
14 exactly what would happer to me if my cow got in 14 paking final decisions as far as this resource
15 that wWild Horse Area, but I cuess they couldn't 15 anagement plan is concerned, 50, thanks, again.
15 -+ kill me and eat me, but ¥ dun't know how much 16 CARIE: Secing there is no one
17 short of that they might stop. 17 else to Speak, I will bec¢in tc cloce the hearing.
18 ‘ One nore ge, Public Lands, this is on 18 That 1 thank all of you for attending, 1 want to
19 Page 127. Public land cont2ins only a relatively 19 assure you that your sgoxen and written views will
20 mall percerntage of big game er rarge. Twelve 20 pe part of the permament records, those records
83 21 percent. To tris showe, without any doubt, 21 will be open f[or further written statements or
22 that the private land owners are being i{orced to 22 jetters cnti) July 17th, 19&5. You may se;d your
‘ 23 feec¢ all these wilulife which have incrcased fron 23 .written commerts tc the Area Manager, Grard
24 50 to 200 percent in the Roan Creek @rea, not only 24 Junction Resource Area, Rureac of Land Naragement,
25 Iln deer, rut elk, algo, in the last 15 te 20 25 764 Horizon Drive, Grané Junction, Colorado 81506.
1
i.. - [ ~
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I hereby declare this hearing

1
1 Thaenk you, ana N |
2 adjourncd. 5 ceE2TIF T CATLE |
" |
3 (Proceedings Concluded 9:11 p.m.) 3 OF COLCRADO 3 $5: |
]88
A COCLTY OF MONTKOS )
4 .
5 1, Julie A, Ward, Registered Prefessional
5 !
6 Reporter, and Notary Public, State of Colorado, do
6
7 s hereby certify the facts as stated by re in tne !
7
8 caption herero are true; that the forcgoing
&
9 testimony as 1ndicated wes madce
9
10 seiore me by the spcakers hereinbefore named,
1o
11 and were therestter reduced to typewriting by |
11
12 me and under my supcrvision; and that the sane is @
12
13 true and accurate rranscript of my stenotype notes
13 .
14 14 then and there caken,
I further certiry thot I ar not employed
15 15
16 by, related to ner of counsel for ary of the parties
16
17 herein nor otherwise interested in the outcome of
17
12 L8 this action.
In witrecs whereof , I have atlixed ny
19 19
'siqnatuzc and seel this 24th day of FMay., 1985,
20 20
21 ' 21 e e
22 e LU el
22 Julde A. VWard, RER
23 P,C. Box 1184
23 Nortrose, Colorado 8140G2-1184
24 My Commission
24 exprrec: 1/2/89
3ok sl =
25 25 job ro, &b-122
L. . i .
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1 1 MR. KEETON: Thank you.
2 ———-— — 2 IiR. CARIE: Sorry, Jim., Oh, I ar
3 REPORTER'S TRALESCRIPT 3 sorry, sir, could 1 have your name, please?
4 TS osoooooooSoomooooooooommooes 4 ¥R. MOORS: Vernon hoors.
5 5 MR. CARIE: We will begin the
6 6 formal testimony now. If you would, please begin
7 GRAND SUNCTION RESOQURCE MANAGENMENT PLAN b your oral statement by otating your name, ad¢éress,
(PUBLIC KEETLNG KUBBER 2)
8 Kay 14, 1985 8 and the organizatiorn you represent, if any.
9 9 Please use the microphone here at the frent of the
10 10 roor: ¢ the reporter can hear the werds, and
11 - - "= 11 please speak slowly £o the reporter can catch all
12 BE IT MBERED, that on this, the l4th 12 your words.
13 day of May, 1985, at the Cateway Community Center, 13 hre therec any members oi the Governor's
14 Gateway, Colorade came on for kearing at 7:28 p.%., 14 loffice or members of Congress or their staff,
15 the foregoing public meeting beiore Mr. Lee Carie, 15 sembers of the State legislature, County
16 Cil Shale Project Manacer, and before Julie &. ¥Ward, 16 ofticials, Local government, State agencies or
17 Registered Professional Reporter and FNotary Pueblic 17 Federal agencies here that want to speak tonight?
18 in and for the State of Colorado, whereugon the 18 (silerce from audience.)
19 following proceedings were hed: 1% Kow, for the indivicual speakers. Our
20 20 first speaker is L :n Hubbard. Jubbard.
21 21 (7:37 p.wa)
22 22 MR, HUBBARD: 1 anm Lyman Hubbargd
23 23 and Bex 139, Gateway, Colorado, zip is 61522, and
24 24 [ just waent to represent Eubbard !lining Company
25 ' 25 that uted to exist, but cue to the declining

Trc. - (303) 249-48¢95
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1 market, it 1s or standby, but I want tc Go ¢on . 1 gsare type of ground, and that was one question T

< crecord as a concerned citizen, and I would like to 2 nad tonignt that I would like to -- ii enybody
;2()55 3 seec the areca basically kept open te multiple use 3 would con: orn 1t, T woulc¢ like to hear. Arnd

4 like it has in the past and -- and with very 4 that -- that ny two rain concerns,

5 ;little change in the wilcernecs arcas, kept to the 3 KR. CARTE: Okay, sir, Thank vou.

G minimum, because of thae small anount of the 6 After the -- after the formal precsentations, we --

7 population tkhat gets tc use the wilderness areas, 7 you will heve the cpportunity to ask cuestions

8 and this is my main concern ané the -- cue to the & then,

9 limited population, that I mean percentage that 9 KER. LARD: Oh, okay.

22()77 10 get to use these thinge, I think we should not -- 10 MR. CARIE: Okay.
11 we should strike of{ & balarce between the 11 % MR, HUBBARD: Thank you
12 percentage people that get to use them and have 12 MR, CARIE: ¥You bet. Thank veu.
13 not more thap that many percent of the acres of 13 . Peul Peterscn.
14 public land designated tor the wilderness arcas, 14 {(7:40 p.m.)
15 is ore of my -- I mean a fair -- as I see, a fair 15 ER. PETERSEN: Yeah, ny nane is
16 way to strike a balance on how many acres there ; 16 éPaul Petersten, ! am {rom Grard Junction, 288%
17 should bve. 17 !Durango Drive is my adaress.
18 And, then, 1 would like to check with 18 I ar just here as 2 concerned citizen,
19 the yroup on this PIL morney, that layment In Lieu 19 and scmeboéy who has lived, for a lorng tine, on
20 of Taxes, and how it =-- [ woulé like to check and 20 éthe Western Slope, in fact, just about all ry
21 | see if it is paid in an equivalent amount, as the 21 Eli[e. i
22 ranchers are having to pay, per acre, in Hesa 22 5 I tried to wade through most of the
23 County, in particular., It is my understanding 23 ;RHP, ang tirst of all, 1 would like to thank you .
24 that the PLL money does not always mect what the 24 3[0:, I thirnk, a job well dorne. You secemed to have
25 private land owners are paying in taxes for the 25 Eaddrcsseu all the issucs pretty fairly and pretty --
’ |
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1 pretty balanced basis. 1 want to makec a Lew 1 ! Crne of the -- I have heen to these

2 comments on wilderness. 2 areas, and 1 have hiked arcurnd these arcas,

3 It did seem to me like that the 3 particularly alorg -- alony -- along this western

4 wilderness rccommendations, the suitability 4 side of the state, and the Sewerup, Palisade,

S reconmendations in this Resource Area followed -- 5 pominguez and Dlack Ridye arc some areas that I am

6 all tollowed alerng the lines of whichever areas 6 real familiar with, and I have hiked in thenm a

7 there weren't any conflicting use with., The areas 7 lot. They are all -- they are all worthy of

8 that received a suitable ter wilcerness 8 wilderness suitability recomrendations.

9 recomnendation were for areas that you didn't sce 9 I think one of the thingc that I want
10 anything better to do with. If there was any kind 10 to try io emphasize here, is that in Gateway that,
11 of conflict with wilderness use, or some other use 11 economically, there is not very nuch going on
12 that might conflict with the area beincg designated 12 here, and it has been slow for the people that
13 wilderness, that was the use that you chose. Even H 13 ‘live here, 1 was just readirg the other day that
1; in some places with pinon and juriper woodlands, 14 travel and recreation is the seconé fastest
15 which, surely, are available in & lot of places in 15 growing industry in the world, and that in that
16 the -- in the Resource Area, outside ot areas that 16 industry, the fastest grewing segmernt is in
17 have been noted as being suitable for wilaerners, 17 adverture-type recreation.

18 so, I just -- I just think that as far as your 18 That is things like rock climbing and
19 priorities, wilderness usc ended up way, way down 19 twhite river rafting ~- whitewater rafting, those
20 the list, probably on the very hottcm. 2C types of activities. You have a perfect

21 Jf{ there was any other possible use for 21 epporzunity to set aside some areas that arc prime
22 the area that was what it got recommended as being 22 for that xind of recreational use¢ and by

23 used as, and I dor't think you tried real hard on 23 designating those treas, you will really put

24 scme ot the management problems to -- to make a 24 Cateway on the mdp 2s an arca focal point for that
25 manageable wilderness or wilderness boundary. 25 'kind of recreation, and it might just bring in

: : i i .
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1 some =-- some outsic¢e recreationalists and tourists 1 Paul & question, if 1 coulce, Paul, You mentioned
2 from all over the country, ir they lock at Cateway 2 that the Palisade was a prime areu, I think what 1
3 and sec thoce kin of arcas on 4 wap, because the E 3 heard you say was a prime area for cliimbing.

4 Falisade is a prire area for hard rock ¢li i 4 4R. PLTERSE Uh-hubk.

5 i fer technical climbaing. The Colores Eiver 1s a 5 dMR. LITTRELLL: Ancd 1 have heard

4 prime aree for whitewater river use, end I think 6 other people, in the past, say that it was -~ the
7 that 1t weula -- in the lerng run, ic woulu berefit 7 A{ock was really tco sott to be a good area to

B lthe conmunity and the areas it they were -- if 5 clinb, and this kind of stuff, I weuld just like
9 tney were desiynated as wilderness and priserved. 9 to have your thoughts on it, Taul.

10 One other thing I would like te make 2 : 10 ER. PETERSEN: (ell, one of the

11 poinct on, the Dolecres River, since in the REP you { 11 reascns that it is a good area for clinmbing is

12 decided to munage the Colorede river as a 12 ='l:t:cau‘.:s the tock is a little crumbly in comparisen
13 recrcation urea, and I thipk that since the 13 to some really haré¢, hard granites but it is an

14 Doleres was in the same Yila end fceric River 14 2rez that is accessible almost all year, wherc the
15 \study as the Colorado, the lower portion of the 15 other areas are 21most snowkound on 'winter ¢
16 Dolores should be managed in the 3&me way as that 16 1 know, at Miesa College, the recreation people

17 portion of the Colorado that was 1n the sane : 17 there teach rock climbing in Unaweep Cenyor and so
18 ystudy. I think you shoulcé just have the same type 18 did Farmut when Farmut was teaching classes in

19 of maragement for both. They are both the same 19 technical reck climbing. fThey used the walls of
20 arus, ZC Unaweep Canyonh to tedch their c¢lasses, so

2] That is ¢ll T have to say. Thank you. 21 Iuvide.".tly. it is one of the best areas available
22 22 rigynt here in west central Colorzdo, I should

23 iiR. CARIE: Ckay. Any questions cf 23 rhink.

Z4 the panel or -- H 24 KR, LITTRELL: Thank you.

25 ER. LITTRELL: T would like tc ask 25 MR. CARIE: ©To we hive anybody clse

I ..
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1 that would like to make a statement at thnis 1 MR, CARIE: Okay. Seeing that

2 heating? Does the panel have any closing remarks? 2 there is no one else to speck, 1 will beyin to

3 MR. LITTRELL: The only thiang that 3 close the hearing.

4 1 would like to say is I aeppreciate all of you 4 N I wapt to thenk 2ll of ycu for

'

5 coming out this evening, I apprcciate the wwe 5 attending this hearing tonight. I want to assure
6 “individuals, very much, that did get up ard give 6 you that your spoken and written views will be

7 .us comments, ané we will be arourd for awhile 7 part ot the perrmanent recordés., Those records will
§ after the meeting closcs and visit with you, 8 ‘te open fer further written statements or letters
9 whatever. 9 until July 17th, 1985. You can send your written
10 IR, CARTE: Yes, sit. 10 comment, your wrltten comments, to the Area
11 MR. KEETOL: 3 would just like to 11 Manager, Grand Junction Resource Area, BL!l, Grand
12 emphasize that written commernts cuan be received 12 “Junction, Ceclgcrade, 764 ilorizon Drive, zip cope
13 entil July 17th, anu they will receive the sanme 13 '91505_
14 weignl &S any testimony received orally, and if : 14 Are there any other statements to be
15 you Raven't waded threw this big docurent yet, ve 15 made before I close the hearing? Thsnk you, ard 1
16 :wnuld appreciate any written conments, and they 16 declarc the hearing adjourned.
17 will receive the sance weight as the orzl testinony 17 (Proceedings concluded 7:49 p.i.)
18 here tonight. 18
19 KR. CAR1Z: hank you, #r, 19
20 flubbard, we haven't forgotten your question, but 20
21 after the rearing is over, perhaps ore of our I 21
22 people here can angwer it for you. 22

.

23 ! MR, HUDDARD: ckay. T would like J 23
24 to xnow, bhecause that relates to another problem 24
25 we ore 25

having harte.
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1 RTIF1CATTE
2 CSLORALO H 11 OF LAND MANAL
) H
3 HTREOSE ) Resourcae Me
4 . I, Julie A, Ward, Registered Professional 3 Public :learing
5 !chox:er, and Notzry lPublic, State ol Colorado, do ¢
.
6 |herehy tacts as stoted by me in the
: [
7 |Caption hereto aro true; that the iforecgoing
: 7 4 Foothills Ramada
8 testimony, as indicated, wus made hefore ne 11595 wWest Sixth
8 Lakewood, Colorado
9 | by the witness hereinuefore nazed, o -
. g4 May 20, 1985
10 and wete thereafter reduced to typewriting by 10 | The above-entitled watter came on ior slic bearing
11 me and under my supervision; and that the samc is a N [on May 29, 1985.
12 teue and accurate trenscript of my sterotype notes 12
13 then and there token. 13 FRANK YOUNG, Pre
. s 14
14 I turther certily that | am not employed
3 . 15 ¢ BT ARD ARCAND, Chiefl of Planning, Grand Jurclion
15 by, related to ror of counsel for any of the parties : DisLrict.
. i 6
!
16 herein ner otherwise intercsteé in the outcome of ! FOREST LTTTRELL, Arca nager, Grard Junction
i7
17 this action. 18 KERTON, RMP Team Leader, Grarnd Junct:on.
18 In witn whereof , I have atiixed my 15
19 signecure and seal this 24th day of kMay, 19&5. 20
20 21 .
21 REN R 7
RPR
23
22 P.O. Box 1184
Fontrose, Colorado 81402-1184 24
23 My Commission
expires: 1/72/89 25
24 JAW/job no. 85-122 |
25
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18 1y
1 (Ko audible response.) 1 | that. I understand chere 1s guite a bit of conflict in the
2 PRUSIDLNG OFFICER: DO we have any of 2 [Litlle Book CLifis, and | realize that some ol those conll:ctw
3 erder“1 agency or a tederal -- who would like to 3 | are out of the hands of the BLM due o »re-1976 leases, bul L
4 (Ko audible response.) 4 ouid still support that area as a wiidern
o ot s e voowi be iQ !
P IDIKG OFITITE. *ing nore, we will move on Lo 5% I've got a few more here. The Delores River I think
6 || the regiscretion cards. 6 |should be withdérawn from neral -- as the other river areas
7 Our Lirst speaker is Lawrence A. Mr. Papp, 7 |werc, und many cf the areas that would not be recomsended far
8 | would you »lease use the nodium here? ‘The microphore is wilde but would be reconmended as roadless and nenaged
9 || conn ted, and you have ten ninutes. basically to prolect their characteristics, 1 would support
1c MR. LAWRT AL My name is Tawrence A. Pa That's apout ull L have. +Thank vou
n ‘ L live in 6224 Powell Road, Farker, Colorado, and T would like H PRESLDING OFFLICER: Do you have any questio panal?
12 | Lo con  mainly on Lke wilderncss aspect. 12 (No audible response.)
13 1'd Trke to thark Lhe members of the BLM for taking 13 PRESIDING OF Okay, thank you, ¥r. Papp
I v, thank you, ¥r. Papp.
14 [ the i to explain to 7¢ the different alterratives, and 1'd 14 MR. DA Thank you
15 42 Lo say Lhat 1 would support the protection alternative as 15 ¢ PRESIDING OFFICER: Gur nexti speaker is Rocky Smith.
i6 |my choice.  Some of Lhe wroblems T see in the preferred alter- 16 | MR, ROCKY SM1 Rocky Smith, and I live
ZK:EB 17 iralive is that 20,000 deleted “rom the ck Ridge because oI 17 1 at 1930 Pear® Street in Deaver, 1 here representing myselé
18 | varicus problems with trespassing betwoeen federal land and zrivacg 18 altho [ should add that 1 am a member of “he Coloradd Open
19 |1and. also, the Palisade area has been determined Lo be 19 | Space Courcil Board ¢f dircectors, and ['m also a member ol the
20 | unmanageable because of shake and 1 would like zo--T'd profer ?0 jConservacion Commitiee of the Colorado Mountain Club, and T'm
21 | o see that arca remain as a wilderness study area and 21 lnot representing anyore besides self, but 1 think a lot af
22 || for wildernass. ople feel sowowhbat as T do.

ortant Lo

The Demaree Canyon area T think 1s i

1 also should pe included in the--as a wilderness arca

¢ Sowenup Yese area has good boundaries, and T suzpore
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o often becaus

Lwe dor'L get to visit

which would

e¢levalion wilderness arcas wo the

far away, but we 5till do care aboat tb and

rovide protect

thal aze not

nce.  And also, ['é

and allowi us that ch

and Lkhat | think we no

QU Cuming TO Doany

o protect.

RYP Lthe way they 4i

it the BIM for runn 4 Comme:

4 | like to o

ting on the arcas irdivaidually, two area

's onec of Lhe better read 5 [[have a lot of conflic

s are Demaree Canyon and +he Littl

6 fulilts arca.  IL is unfor

uite o few of them, zoth RLM nate that both ol thase arcas are

st

7 |15 one of the easiest Lo undar with pre-TLOEA leu rotection al

8 in it, not all of

h, but al Yeast T can Ting 3

ossible, or at least di

whick 1 agree w

50, Lhough, these areas do

9 [foul whal's planned, somelimes the reason for it, and there's a 204 attrisutes t wuld make thom -Good Gan

pliment you oa thal.

1C [1or of information in there and I cos srotection. I would recommend that the

e

‘derrncss recoms

on Lbe

1 to mainly conm e o ion on the as yel an
12 Rich I agrea wilk and some of L don'r. the pre-FLPMA leases arc developed, or if
13 IL, L'd like ko talk about the nced for wildernass in 12 1L that should it

graatly increasing in Colo ic of citker azreca coul

to

nual increase

own the a @ given ug and not drilled upon, nolL develoved.

16 ‘[1rom two to ten pe arnually; [ bel the Y6 | As T say, these areas both have excellent wilderness ettributes

1/ BIM uses the latier figure. no 17 | and iL would be khame to premzturely deny thearr charce lor
18 chat Lhere is a groes nand {or wilders 18 | peing included xn the Natioral Wilderness Prescrvazion Syscoen.
19 srado, and the opvoriunity to add areas o 19 Next Lhere is Black Ridge Canyon and ack Ridge

s Preservation

stom LF . well- 20 1 Canrons W o ; . s
stom that are not well 70 fCanyons west. This is a very rice arca arnd 1'm pleased to sce

20 1ihe National Wi

rded that the Colorado Rid

rasent. 21 | that the BIM has recor:

21 | reprosented

or:

anc

about all the arcas 22 { closed, or that the areas

s¢ Joirn

o are Lhe so-cailed 23 lare

and ol Ulack

23 Jthal zre preseatiy Thore sone land added on the

24 ick alt:tude rock and ice Gernesses, which are very aice, 2t Canyorg, which apparently qualifies for wilderness, and
25 has a golden opporlunizy to add mary o!f the Tower 25 sleased to chat recommended for wilder i, also.  This
<
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[ 22 23
1 || area has exceilent wilderness adtribules and we're glad to sce 1 | just about no, or very low oil and Jas polential a hard rock

| that a lot of 1t's going to be recornended for in the ? ] potentiail, and i really think it should be in the wilderness
3 {Wilderress Preservalion $ystem. I think Lhe BIM, in the firal 3 | system, so I request cthat the BLY ae this recommerdation.
4 rRyP, recomne. one chanyge in the drait recommerdation, 4 next ares is Dominguez Canyon. 15 the
b is that “he road going Rat. ake Canyon =c Lhe 5 | largest area in the state, L belicve, BIM wilderness stu arca
6 be closed the Loundary rather than--or 6 |ir the slLale, ard I fo not gurte understard why the B chops

208 7 er down whoera it's cortinuous with the re of the boundary 7 JoIf about 19,000 acres in Lhe rease cnded for wildern

8 |jracther an allowing vehicles up. I undersland that Lhe Bl had 8 i desigraticn. 1 understard that there are some fairly productive
§ Lo -- to an cmergeacy e Lo damage to the arches. 203 9 | pinon ang j per star in the area is cut out, but T donr't
10 . I think tha: the road should ze clos ‘urther down to m 10 | believe thal--1 do meclicve, ra , that these--that any nceds
1 it's more diff tor vehicles to gat us and this 1 | tor firewood can be Zound elsewhere on the resource area. |1
12 ! further protect whe beaut:ful arches in Ratclesnake Canvon. 12 | think wilderness is really ver tportant.  As I said carlier,
13 ! The rext area ! wanl =0 talk abour iz the lalisade. Jthe neeé¢ fer wilderness 1s increasing rapidly and I think th
14 |"his wrea, ol ieoast BlM* iption, is anothef 14 [ 1he olher rosources, where there ro direct conflict, carn be
15 excellenc ares with very good primitive recreation and outstand 15 At this recormendation be changed
16 ortunities for solitude. it nyslery =o i6
1/ farea 15 non designs darness. TIr the ‘s oown words, 17 And then w Lhe S arca. Thls sounds
8 uote here out of M, Chapror 4, 18 | like an excellent arca 1 do intend Lo visit sometime, and

study area would be Lo see b it is recommended.

ade wildern

19 Faen-designation oI the P

by remirding the 3LM that wi

would

ke to sun

23 a jor adverse effect for primiuzive recreation,”

for for

ness is oa resource that once desiroyed by an acli

oi1ng @ chaace

rse efto

21 lalso be

22 inta 272 | man cannot be replaced, or at least npot in cur lifetimes; whoreas
23 arca Mas a lot ol unigua altributes 23 | resource extraction can be dore in many other places besides the

Lthe BIM should

do not sae any reason at all, q <hoe draft RMP and 24 lareas th wow, 1

qualiiyv for wilder:

*d that

r wilderness. 1t has 25 || look at this and ¢hanges in Lhe areas recomne

S, Lhat this areca not be recomnended
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1 MR.

KZETON: 1n BL

ck Ridae.

ted, and T think Lthat the publ:ic and the

SMITh: It was referred to a coupic of different

2 5 and Colorado will benefit from having the maxinum amount

ays in Lhe R¥? of 02 maps. Tt's the road that splits che arca

4 “hank you. 4 Jand splits, i believe iike this coning--it comes this way going

5 FRESIDING CFFICER: Are there any questioas £rem the 5 |rorth and splits

6 | panel? 6 | MR. KZETON: Okay. You're talking about Colora:d

7 i' MR. KEEZON: | have two guaestions. Conceraing 7 | Ridge ®oad, closing that road through the arches at the boundary

8 } Domaree, L t sure il I heard you correctly, but you said 8 then, let's say, rather than leaving o trail that comes up from

9 flthat 3LM should delay any recommendations conce Nenarece and kS ] the botton.

10 |lritele Book Cliffs until the existing oil and gas leeses, sro- 10 f MR, SMITH: Okay. Well, as I understood it, that
acted on or expired? 1 !road was what scparated the two areas and that's why they were

11 | FLpsiA leascs have be

tlesnake

; another road up Re

: k
12 MR. SMITU: ves, il that's possible. (f the leases 12 |analyzed separately. Then there
13 {are brand-new, you'd have to delay your recommendations for ten 13 {canyon that starts just to the southecast of the Colorado Ridge

1 Road, or caters the WSA just southeast of there, and I recuested

i years. ‘that might not be ©wossible. But if they're aboun Lo

15 ire, as a sU ntial hor of them are, and especially if 15 | that that road be ¢losed for the nrotection of Lhe arches
16 | they are contiruous, are about Lo expire, then that could 16 | PRESTDING QFFIC Thank you.
17 possibly make, you know, a qood portion of the arca--at least 17 Our next speaker is Daryl Anderst.

18 nore thar 5,000 acres—-available and suitable for wilderness. 18 MR. DARYL ANDERST: My name is Daryl Anderst. 1 live
! y

19 |[ar 1620 South Clayton in Denver. 1 am representing myscell

16 |what's why T saie thal.

20 MR. ON: The sccond question is concerniua the 20

21 iroad in Rattlesnake. You menticned Lhe road coming up. Are you 21 I have lived in Colorado for ten years and T use the
22 |talking abost the rerrzil, or dre you talking about the road that 22 il Grand Junction Resource Area for hiking, camping, and photo-

23 [|comes down off of Colorado Ridge Road and turns into Rattlesnake 23 | grapny. I especially enjoy the beautiful canyon couniry in this

the wilderness resource part.

24 |l canyon? 74 | resource arca. 1 an interested

25 R, In Black Ridge? 25 |lof the RMP beceu e that wilderness is needed net orly
i
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1 il for the resources 1t has to offer, but also to protect against 1 || suggested that in order to protect our land {rom uncontrolled
2 || the ever-present land developers and resource exrractors. 2 ((development, we need (o make a mzjor shift in values. He says:
3 1 the BIM's decision Lo recamaend four out of 3 | "I want people to think of the land not as a nodity they
4 || yever wilderness study areas for wilderness designation. 4 | possess, but as a community Lo which they belong.”
il | Recor: rdirg so many areas in one resource arce is a departure 5 1'd like to thank the BIM for this opportunity to
6 [ from the usual ore or two arcas that other BLM resource arcas 6 vcomncnt on the Grend Junction Resource Management Plan.
L yocommend, but T feel that four out of seven will nol be enouqh. 7 PRESLDING OFFTCRER:  Are there any questions from Lhe
| L urge the BLM to recommend Lo Congre that all seven of the 8 || pane1?
twildorness study areas be added to the Wilderrcss Preservation 9 (No audible response.)
| System. The conflict with Lhe pre-FLPHMA leases that this action 10 PRESIDING OFFIC Thank you, sit.
!would create in the three wilderness study arcas should be . n Our next speaker is Jim Bock.
ki rasolved in favor of wilderness, given the scriousnc of the 12 {OTf the record to change the tape.)
:incre o of population and pollution expected in Colorado 1n the 13 MR. JIM BOCK: First let me introduce mysclf. 1'm
ncar future. 14 ||Jim Bock of 1859 23rd Street in Boulder, Colorado. in this first
The alarming incres in air and water pollution 15 || tew minutes of the hearing T sec two intenlions appropriate to
I should indicate to us that development is out of control. We 16 || the caking. The first is ro say, "I come to praise Caesar,
17 ! rave very little undeveloped land left to buffer the increase in 17 [lnot. to bury chis time,” and | do intend ko compete with the
peliution, so the land must be given maximum protection in order 18 dinner party next door. The microphone is working somewhat.
[ to keep the greedy little hands ol the polluting developers off 19 |1 don't know if maybe the previous people couldn't hedr as well
20 v sre so controlled by gread, than they will ot rest 20 fbut 1t 1t isn't, I'11 ry to make up for 1t.
21 acre s eizker sawed, grazed, blasted, driiled, or 21 / T would 1ike Lo commend the Bid on at least two
22 fooints:  £irst of all, for having given a broader, nore
23 The Grand Junczion resourcs area contains magnificent 23 stic consideration Lor wilderness and wilderness values, as
2AE cuhyon count 1 vrge the BIM as trustees of this superh land 24 sed in Lhe protection alternative. T support not only
il
25 | to take avory measure possible to proteet it. Rederick Nash has 25 ithe particularly wildorness recommendations, but also the agency'p
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1 tion for mana: 3 the road arcas. 1 [lpanel?
2 Specifically, I somaend the Agancy for pr the 2 (No audible responsec.)
3 [iclosure of the road separating the two areas of Black kidge. 3 PRESTNTNG QFFTC Thark you.
411 also urge that the ull 79,000 acres be considered for wilder- 4 Ts cthere anyene clsc having tiouble hearing?
5 [[ress 1n the Dominguez area. | feel that the Palisade area 5 (No audible response.)
6 |deserves protection, do Demarec Caayon aad the Litlle Book [ ING OFF!C- 1'd like to rem:nd you all to
7 Cliffs wild horse arca. 7 speax up.  The party next door has died down o bit. if they
8 ‘the sccond main commendation the BiM deserves is for 8 L0 roam again, we'll--1'11 remind you to louder .
9 [ the fact that this hearing is being held on the east sloze. 9 . s, one thing, if you speak inlo
10 jOne reason that the only BLM arcas 1've scen near Grand Junction 18 || the micropk and it would helw you would cilher raise it
11 |lare Bang's Canyor and Rough Canyon is that T'm vsually too busy 11 llor lower it and stand about two inches irom il; in hera.
12 |driving to southern Utah whenever I'm in that part of Colorado. i2 DIKG OFFTCER:  Thank vou €or the exvert advice.
13 §1t ens that halfl of poulder drives twice as r irand 13 Our noxt aker will be Martin Walter.
14 |[ Junction every spring to see many features possessed by the 14 MR. T have w rthing for you
15 | vary roadle areas we're discussing. i can understand that 15 {here.
16 | many west slope residents would be just as happy to see ils 2ast 16 | My rame is Har lter. I'm a miid-manrered the-
17 || slope -- rights gone through and vacation in Uta®, but it 17 :I'.-dtician who resides aL 3333 Kebo Road, Boulder, Colorado. Tt's
18 |to me that it's oaly a tter of time before we of the east : 18 |lnot actuaily in Boulder, it's in Jamestown Star Route.
19 fwill be Lhe -- defined, “deserti are --" at only half the An inexorable wildorness ealing process has brought
20 [distance we're used to driving. las Lo this poiat today and thasz's the point of the litcle map
21 Hy suggestion, then, is that if these roa you have in fronc of you. On the top is a little diagram or map
27 | need an cconomic justification [or wilderness designation, th 22 (ot oxis ag wilderness areds in the Umited Stales, de facto, not
23 Iwill attain this by playing an important role in keeping our 23 .ne...,.;dr.ily protecced in any way, but just de lacto wilderre
24 [[tourist dollars within Colorado. 24 |arcas and that's by the--produced by the Wiiderness Sociocty and
25 PRESIDING OFFIC Are there any questions by the 75 | just. in case arybody chirks it's a Commie plot, we know that the
FEDERAL AEPORTING SERVICE INC. } FEDERAL REPORTING SERVICE INC.
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1 [ government doesn’t lie and the photo below it is a picture iaken 1 !and they discouraged che likes of me from visitirg it, and L
2 || by satellite, actually a composite ot several different areas of believe that it is within one of Lhe bour s of one of these
3 | the United States which shows, in Zact, that the--there are very 3 A's. So, in general, I support--to make 4 lang story short--
4 i few wilderness areus left in the United States. The eastern halt 4 L support the preotection alterrative, or, i1n the words of the
5 .af the United States is vractically totally lit up, and there is 5 T ort the Pro A of Lhe RMP, and T think there are many
6§ [[not mach left in the v actually. 6 | ONA's 1n and out of the WSA's herein considered. The Shv's
7 ] ‘herefore, as a general comment, ! would like to say 7 || che VR's are incomparzble. The are scientific
8 [ that the burden of prool should be on those who iuld change our 8 || imporcant. The lives of the T should take proecedent over
9 j|de lacto wilderness arcas Lo non-wilderness areas via mines, 9 f the TPC's, MMB™'s, [3MA's, AUM's, APD's and oil, gas, and
10 l0il and gas developmoni, et cetera. For example, Demaree Canyon 10 {minerals. To it up, I thirk the whole area is an ACEC to m
11 [|ané Little Bookx Cliffs wild horse area, these wilderness design- 1 T love the western pe and the canyon lends Zor
12 lations should Lake precedence over oil, qas, and mireral develop- 12 | which it is a gateway, and [ thank you very nuck for Lolding
13 [ment. We should put our minerals and oil and gas that exist 13 [ these hearings in Denver so that T could co nt. orn rche “hark
14 ||there in a wilderness bank, s0 to sveak, and let.a fulure Presi 14 | you very muc
15 Jldent or Congress remove ihem if, vou krow, we end up fighiing 15 VRESIDING OFFIC Arae there any auestions from the
16 )| the Nicaraguans or somcthing full tilt. 16
17 Just one specific comment, or e couple specific 17 LITTRELL: I'd just like for you to sure and
18 [comments from my own axperience. I've floated, swum and kayakoed 18 | et thal last comment i1n writing, so I ¢an have a cooy.
177 19 ach 0ol the Dolores River over the ba 5, even before the 19 . 5 OFFICER: ank you, sir.
’hee Dam was put in, arnd I recommend withdraw:ng this entire 20 ' Our next speaker will be Susan lamilion.
?1 fguarter for mineral devecloument. And arother lLittle comment 1Y 21 ME. SUSAN HAMLITTON: My nane is Susan lianilton, and
i
22 ilike to make here, a few years ago when the o0il shale developnent ?2 [T Llive at 2717 Mapleton avenae in Roildoer, arnd L want to zhank
23 ‘|was going full tily, I took a little I can't renember 23 | the BLE for kaving this heering here in de It nakes it
24 Iexau:tly where 1t was, but I can take you there. This oil shale 24 |lvery coavenient, and | wi to commend the BiM for recoumrending
25 [company had fenced offt 3L land near Grarnd Junction, 25 |[ chat approximaie 132,000 bo designated as wilder
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ad cortintarion and s

T'd like Lo rocon

an Feaks W' lderna

1 was o8

@ Indian Peaks ar cas, and 1°d iike

o ruita an

ars, and L #as reall

4 . par e Lrces wore £ fancered spocien, and joelogi-
2 ared bed out. 5 Lhe protection of the Dolores

ipped the currying 6 || iver and

has oul

Irncreass te is needed to 7 || that the B1M

=0 be contin

Lo cacour -onl orhar areas, and

je tne B

nat1on Dermarce 9 | can conLinue Fiking and raf:

iderress des

10 PRISIDING OFFICE estions from the

lutrle Book Cliffs, and the Palisade wilderres

ryon and Sewcpup Mo

ard portions 9f Doming

MR. LLTTRZ

Thank

13 icstions from I3 :zhe Demarce
14 | panel? 1& | that, uzlease?
15 responsc. ) i5 L e

1C

16 PRISIDI1 Thank you. any

17 Our noxo eaker will be D, Coher. i'mowilh vou now.

18 MS. DOROT

Dorothy Col

I

Auame

LS 13ING OFFICE scaker will be

15 jat 2845 Qur nexc s

n Avenue, Boulder.

x you for having the hea

reside

o the Boulder/Do

21 rarea, close Wer arca, 5o My name is Norm

can cone and 21 i MR. M. o).

tin orado

rt the BLM recon datronl 72

L our thou Korwosd ir souvlder,

22 | pre

on of individ

d like to oncourage themr 22 on toniqhL, whick is a conlic

23 | for the arca goverring

1n Colorad;

uez wild rive

contiaue the boundar:es irn Black Ridge Canyon and Dom organizations corcerning proteclin

tor of the Black

the archeoiog. in that light, I'd Yike to arge

25 || canyo carally bocause
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1 [[Riége ercas and the closing of che as recommended in wthe 1
2 | prefesred alternazive, and 1'd a! Tike to sec some thouyhe 2 1 haven': boen Lacre, bal :'d like Lo arge sroLecLion

It ‘toox

208

farther 3 lof tha Pali 1 iike 0 g

w

laiven to clos [ the roed to

Y

a charce to go Lhere somelime

~

s recormended.

back from w

3 ['ve Leen through the arch both £rom on top and S #and deve lopm
6 | hiking up Lrow the ri very concorned aboul the [} T also tike to ark 31

S0 Many peonle travelin 11, whea 1T was Lhcra cering and giving us fol over here a chance to

+0 the arches, and 8 | you.

8 lwas only a counla h

OFFIC

le {arther bac

9 |1 guess now it's been clos

Nora, say aree prolect

rrned aboul the impact on Lthe arc

suill, T'w very cor

11 Also, 1'd like Lo urge protec:ion oi the corri on 1T [[are you saying seyond what b boeen ded ir Lhe protection
i
12 |t bolores 2nd withdrawal from wini:s 1 thir% a dbig chu af 12 |alteraative, or are vou ir agreoement Lhe vros
17 ; 13 [ <hat on has been recomaended Tor protection under the wWild 13 Htion alue

0 withdraw

rogrial

|| e rs Act, and T thank

LLTT

Tor Lhe Palis

e,

15 " Lrom mineral entry. YOR areas,

Tillle bit, outsi ees you menlioned in Lhat.

16 1'd like

T'd like the BIM Lo as auck as

» congidurations Wik 2l

Izun

Shore Rida

uyh Cany

inguez, nitlla

I think all thosc areas 19 m nol sure 1'n

prosection 2N

L Fur:t

19 [ ard have been

it through

1 think not

20 ) shouid be wrotecs
210 ?i ||alterna

2¢ ||corsidera

itble for

protectit

be adonice

that the entirce

enougt

ion shon the ar dropped 22

be recormmended

nen-

ories that L i

23 |during the inz

Mite LITTRIEL B0 YOU dare saving that € Dro-

o! the

as the other rre

eas arce con

that ['ve cver cction alter
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C9

30

1 I|I B sugh 1 GO eirink <hal-- naced riparian zon
2 ‘l enough, but 1 would urue much as 2 .Lions, there
3 ' ion for Lhe areas Lhal aren't 3 ore 4 sinilarly wide
3 T mertioned. 4 Lrees are considerable,
5 [ 5 an in rred alcornative deal wilh Lhese
6! €
70 7 01 w:th other BLM plans ir Colorado wkich
8 L Tive 81T exanined, this one seems to be aorc competent and careful
§ |at 680 -- 9 [[ than most., with more or less defensikle conclusions.
10 wree Arca 10 j preferred alternative is ot as protective of natural qualiz:
11 [[#lan and 118 hes been oro Kirk Corservation il fas 1t couid be. Certainly, tke proteclion alternstive is the
12 Jhuir of the Rocky “our y Chapter of ihe Sierra 2ivb, and “or 12 lvest one could kone for in that respect, bul il sceus to eddress
12 {that organization. 12 | the proxlems ir 2 pracli reasonable w ore can only
14 These prelininary and scn L superfic 14 | kope thal the yle ol asaragenenl and larger budget
15 #1171 cover those par the plan nol vored by our BT 15 lthat the zreierred alternative yries will actually come to
H ldernesy Coordinator, HMark kearson, at the May 13th heari in 16 | pass
17 Jureticn. s supplantad by rore com: 17 Specifics One, the plan rightly ¢ sl
15 18 [ial cmphasis in all aller L the curreat menagement
19 sitor Lo the public la in the Orand 19 [alternative, on soils proteciion and water LesOLECe Mmanagement.
20 iJunctina arca will rotice some land e proble ard opporiu- 20 b'rhc devastation that past abusiyve ranagomernt had 5
21 [ nilies. ‘virst, the arca has consjde of 21 | inherenzly fre & environmern is seer clearly, [or example,
2? :ull Lypes, both motorized and non sQ 22 [on the west side of demzree C alonqg the ter Pa Read
?3 llobviously puats pressure on the natural it 23 | Here a huge branching arroyo destroyed a once produc-
24 secong, the nataral envirzonme: 1ally brutal 2 ltive riparion habital and is Lhreatening some gas pipclines.
ite, frayile, salty, and highly crodany sorls, 25 Jae same vime, howover, scouraced to sec a fair au
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1 irainage. use is nol compatible V| resour ial, there is a
2 the datage. he Sierra Club Lully stpports ¢ j cen be L:OoLght to bear O2 the 01l wnd
3 | the mexirum possible elfort by Lhe EIM to rciain buila 3 adeoff.  On mage 37, the plan states that these
4 [ check Gams, and restore strean channels. 4 || be "foregone™ by suriace stipulalions. urse,
5 | ir Lhe process, 3LM must make every ellort to keeo 5 ) atl surface proteciions, including wile ss, can be
6 1 Loads and wa ol strea nnels, and Lo focus ORV use away 6 | by Congress ii we ger desparate gh. e onlv Lrue
7 | Lrom such p iiistorical udies 1n Ltha southwest have 7 dtior of 4 non-renewable resource is its usc.
8 | shown Lhat roads 1mproperly lead to arroyo Guiilng 8 Five. Paleontological resourges.
9 lor Taintain existing arroyos. 7 9 1sigration of the Rabbit Vallay and as
10 | we . od altornatave 2 i0 arch nateral areas. The former, rarticular, i susfered
Al non go far awing sitive rocreational 11 i considerable vandalism #nd should have the cxpandeé area urder
69 12 from mineral entry. Among the arecas that 1'm persorally 12 ;ocated by paleonlologis
12 Seen, and 13 Six. Live . Alchough is not
14 serve proteclion for various reasons e !discusscd very much in the plan, we urae the BIM o place soils
15 | peculiar Lo i5 | and riparian mana nt above liveslock production in prior B
HI <h Coal Re 16 |if Lor ro other reasor than th conditions for livestock will
17 ats Loo much 515 on coal 156 17 |evertually rove i Lhese resources arce considered iar
18 | resourd Granted that mosl of the coal 18 Jurge Lthe BIM to uonsider exzerimentation of row i1deas in ¢razing
19 [und so i extraction would Low i angs crt.  Some tracts, {or exaswic, nig sepefit from the
27 20 fhard to :pagire why is on this ¢ ~, located 20 [[savory systea.
21 | s far away Srom pot: ard exversive in any casc. 21 Seven will rely on an ORV man
22 || certainty, spropesi in W5a's or othe ic areas 22 aragenment. Zool™ instcad of s ng. %hile a map
23 | Lrad krowr netic val fox ertain ccoromic ones. The 193 23 |would certainly be usclul for Lhose sho m hother Lo cot one,
?4 | vrotection alterrative seems more realastic here. 24 [T wonder i< iL raslal user tut of arcas th
25 . Four. ©¢il and ail 25 | should go 1nTo. certain areas

i
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i nigh usc ORV arcas haw nerit. 1 | to help art Lhe Adfepi a LIM Wilderaess Program o rs ago,
2 Light. 2 tenure adjustments.  The BLM proposes Lo 2 |ané 1'm active with COSC and with Sierra ¢
3 two tracts, #3014 and 47 r Colorado Nalijounal 3 1 warted to busically commend the BLH on the det
245 4 We must opprose disposal 0f these Lracts to any 4 careful quality of the ®MP, which scems wo take staking
5 |lexcept Lhe Naticnal Park Service. Private land in this arca is 9 tattention, or give careful attenzion to ic itive
6 [ulready impaired by umsiahtly housing developments that detract 6 | areas i1 the re area and give & wations and srotections
7 i [rom the view from the Monument. The disposal of Tract #2901 7 are very ¢ specific and approbriate. 1t seems like a
24 | nor of Whitewater also proble -ie, nce this airly 8 v carciul reach to be followed.
6 [ 1arge tract of mosLly.contiguous iard in er area of hi s0il 9 There are lots of speciael protections. a little bii lik{
10 ; crosior I read the plan correctly. 10 | the Glenwood Snrings RMP, such as resource natural areas, no
1 we thank Lhe Bid for holdirg one of its hearings on 1 |t service occupancy stipulacions, clos to utili corridors.
12 | the plan and RIS in Denver, and we chank you for your considerd- 12 || There is a reduction in ORV usage and natural nel increase 1a
13 jtion of the above apirions. Signod, XKirkwood Cunningham. 13 1road closures, as far as 1 can Lell. There is a ovod af rion
i Are there any auestions? W Jto visual resource management, and Lo threatering and ¢ gered
15 M2, Could T have Lhe of those I5 [ species protection.
16 again: one more time, please. 16 I also apureciate the fact that you have in
17 M$. BATLIN: The ones outside the nonu t were Number 17 || some cases, non-motorized, scmi-primitive desigratior
18 | 304 and 301, and the one outside of itewater was Number 201. 18 || seme of the non-wilderness study areas which were in the original
19 ] FR. LITTRRLL: ank you. 19 linventory; Bung's Caryon, Ruu. Canyon, Garvey, Dunter, and
20 ; PRESIDING OFFICER: Thank you. 20 ; nite that, r the most oart, have non-roiorized designations
21 i Our next speaker will be Rosalind MaClellen. 21 [in the roadless parks portions ol tbem, an knowledyement of the
22 M3. ROSALINS McCLETLAN: My rame is Ros “McClellan. 22 | facc that those areas were, in fact, in the origiral inventory
23 |1 live at 483 Marine in Boulder. I've been involved in RIH 23 Jand, in my opinion, were dropped for somewhat subjective judg-
28 Ywilderness public commenting [or some time. I was part of the-- 2 ‘:u'.entul reasons having to do with whether they offered opportunity
25 |i worked with the Colorads Oper $pace Council and Sierra Club 25 Jtor solitude based en ameunt of Foliage or lack chereoi. So 1
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] .dpprnciaic the f[act that you've reco votential 1 loreferred alternative.
? lwilderress qualities and given them sovne [orms of protection, 2 Bang's and Rough Canyon are not srote rom oil
3 [falchough I don't chink eny adminisirative orotectjons arc as 3 d gas leasing, despite the other protections you've given them.
4 (| secure as wilderness recommendations. ’]B 4 | In the preterr alternative, T would like te sce you withdraw
5 Tt seems that the preierred alternat:ve also relies 5 ! them from oil and gas leesing as well, since we don'st agree,
6 [ o some exitent on recreation and wilderne designations Lo 6 ir the first place, with the fact that th are not. really in she
7 'E:roLe\.; resourc and not cust stipulatjons attached to leases, 7 tudy arcas.
8 |l whict consider a torn of protection. 8 I'm concerned that South Shale Ridge, which only a
9 ) to be a4 good cifort, perhaps more than 1've in some ol the 9 iyo.ur ago was opened up for a rencwed wilderness considaration,
10 ree managewent nle to Lry to acquire access to ']79 10 it seems as if you--as I think I read -have opaned up the
n ecial public lend-arcas, and 1 realize this is a very cuw 1 |lwkole arca for votes motorized recreation. [ owould like to
12 {| some nro s and approciate what I gather an att 12 || see that area recomnended Cor non-motorized recreation, closed
13 [ some special arcas available to reduce private land/public land 13 {to coal and des:ignated as aa ACLC.
i4 licts. it I also feel that the protection alternative in its
15 There also cm to be excellent soil and waler srotec- 15 [land disposal pro strikes & much berzer balance between
16 | tior measures in the prelerred allernative. However, in many 16 [ land acquisivion and Jand disposal, und has more acreage recom-
1/ |other cases T Leel that the preferred alternative doesn't ¢o as 17 [[mended for acquisition, less for disposal than zhe prelerred
18 Y far as the protection alternazive in providing for the long-term 18 Halternativ 1 =hink that it's imporiant ito use da ble BLM
19 i rotection of resources that are going to not be 247 19 |tands for tr to ¢cquire inholdings thir the public lands
20 [we give more secure protectron. For cxemple, in the chart [ir order to consolidate ard make them more manageabie, rather
21 |lon page 68, therc are a list of special managencrt areas than =0 sell Lkem lo contribute to the national Lreasury.
240 22 || recomma proteation alhernative . Parcels -- Lo the Tore: vice again should not be
23 land then in the prefaorred alicrnat u've dropped that type old, but, despite Lhe difficult 1€ there's some way ©o
24 | of protection. are also a greatr deal more lands recommenced 248 24 || retain thom in public access, that will maintain their overriding
25 | for mineral withdrawal in ¢ protection alternative in the 25 lpunlic values as natural arcas.
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C 10 | C 10

|

i

i 13 | 15
1 ‘ The thing T guess Lhal I rosl. disagree with in the 1 : Tn general, T feel that what you're doing in that
? Uoreferred alternaLive is the s ated as--or ? ﬁkxnd ol coel recoumerdatior is Loreclosing or foreclosing the
3 || recommended Lor coal i yau look 3 :surviviul of irreversible or irretrigevable resovrces like
4 I':nr. oreferred aluer ive all up above the ook Clit area & :Wildiili‘ and ile habitat in fa a hypothetical commo-
5 |i in Lhat . the entire arca is recomnrended Tor potenlial coal 5 whis point 0t materializing. Ar twenpy more
6 I!\);‘x:}\r:q, whureas in the nrotection slternacive there are a vunber [ rs, as I understand o, be revising this plan and
7 ||of very site- tions to prolect areas of threavered 7 ||wouid have a chance to adiusl to ch d ceononie conditions.
8 f rgoered game animals, wild horses, watershed 8 |1 guess 1'd atiribule this, my somewhat aberrant rec adation
9 |rmanagenernt, and forestry. I chink that xind of detailed--the 9 |which doesn't saen to fit in wilh the rest of thc_~ preferred

s recommendalaol to tha tact that Lhe Mineral

at. I'¢ like to say 1s 10 [altarnativ

10 | preterred altern: 114, or ! quess

enert Service has been nmerced witrn BLM ard 1 just worried

ive more accurately 1N || Mana

11 || that. I thirx that the prolection alierna

12 Y tkas rmaybe that's mesrnt for some changes in the rate of multipie

12 [reflacts the nceds of the land and

he specral

13 [ specific arcas, and that I would m 13 i manéate Lhat's being carried out.

14 ||mend proicclions lTike this and :hen wake 14 ! I'm also concerred that | delect an intention to

15 ] coal, individual coal leases, Lkan to help the usie be 15 |[marace very cleveriy conflicring uses side by side. T thirk the
16 |, coa’ and the other usc subordindte Lo that. 16 ‘|Glerwood Springs Lad some of the same terdencics, to say,

17 In genaral, ['® conceraed about the sweeping coal 17 |well, we can leaue for coal, and then we're also qoing ro protect

recomrmendations becausc of the very soft coal markel and the 18 Lthig threatened and endangerod species site right next door by

vlations, and that takes a lot of £

cy foctwork

fact thai the Regional €Coal! Team recenkly recomrended Lhat no 19 fjputking sei

cially with cut-

vonia 70 lland 1 quesiion the managemenl capability, es

region, the

20 | turther coal leasing be carried out v

2 in

andous decreasc in 21 [|backs in Lunding, to ke able to manuge conilicting resourc

21 [lcoal mire has Zusl closed.,  There s a Lre;

2? {sven o close

, &8 I understand it, is de proximity. at's again where 1'd prefer to sce

27 ||demand ard the coa! in this ared

23 {and hard =o mine. I'd like Lo peint out that the praferred 23 this kand of vanagement.
24 falternative kas, from what L could tell, about the same amount of 4 | S0 all is basically leadir o to saying that
25 | coal area recommended as the commodily alternative. 5 strongly Favor Lhe protection zlternative. 1 think it
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1 :,ac ledges averriding need to protect the very sensilive, 1 i dareas in the resource area were reant to be teken over for human
2 | easily damaged long-ierm values of the resource arca which will, 2 | use, process been going on for a leng time ané that
3 |in a serse, are irreversible il they are destroyed Lo start wich. 3 [might indicate the arcas that are still relalively pri -r.in-e,
4 '_r_ was very -- %o read in the RMP the amount of threatcred and & [ that there 16n't 2n overridirg human reed for them compared to
5 | endangered species, birds and olher types of ldlife, mammals 5 [ sheir natural resource values.

6 PR

SIDENG OFriCs) Excuse me.  You've exceoede

6 l:whose habitats exisl in this rasource aree. lt's a m

roule Zor wany threatened birds, and T also was struck by a study 7 | ton minutes. Weuld you like to fim up, or you can continue

8 [la

8 |1 rcad about recently which pointed out that

ay

9 }including threazened and erdangered, zre relying on increasingly 9 CLELLAN: Okay, maybe . couid--maybe if there
10 inking habitat. The habilat's turring into --, waich is 18 lis the end 1 could continue. Basically, T wanted
1 {scparated by targer ené larger arcas of human disturbance so 1t | to just say that T favor the protection alte If 1 had
12 [ that the survival of tn species is going Lo ecose increasingly 12 |a charce, I'd like to say somethirg about the wilderre

13 || jeopardized, and T think the Grand Jurclion Resource hrea he 13 | mencations.

TSTDING

14 4ir itself, large secrions of disturbed arca, vary limited 14 P @e'll cull on you again, then.

1t this time?

and Lhat the 15 Are Lhere any question

15 [sections of narturing wildlife sustaining ared

16 |proteciion alternative goes--does a nuch beiter ob of a 16 (o audi response. )

17 Yledgang that fact. 17 PRESTIITING QFTLC 1k you.

18 i It also sSays somewhere ir the KMP that nere of zhe 18 4 Our next spcaker will be Merry Havens.

19 |[alterratives, 1ncluding the protection alternative, s going 19 MR. GARY 3RF erry is not herc. She wanted no
20 §1o make any significant ecoromic immact on the lowal economy, 20 I'to present her stezenent.

21 hich to my mind inmplies that you could ¢o ahead with a full 21 PRESTDING OF-1CER: Okay. Would you state your own

22 liname ard addross

22 fscele of proteclions and sii mace the cconos

Okay. I'm also givin

23 [lyou might even enhance it over the run bucause you're 23 a presenta-

1 live et 1395 - 7th Street, in

© 24 Jprotecting recrealional arcas. 26 | tion.

ever 25

that whatover haman--

also like to sugqes
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cun Cli

1 | another agercy, Lhe

Lo have

2 | that cou

caring here in {olden con

w4 for bold

that I ax ccoipgice!l diversi

3 | the G

Resouree Ared

duneo:
ade ilsclf

{the 2al

accep: my

unable Lo atterd Lhis hearving, bur 1

regions ©o tho

< an your reccmmenda- 205 8 Yelevations) maie this diversit

138 as rt oI the records.

s | would like to o

9 | for irclus:on Iur wilderress,

9 ' tions reloased in the draft plan. 1 applaud your ciforts

a diverse nhabitai, and the inter

of the Citizeas' Aller

10 |lworking to include prov:

rote

on gain

i zaqui

ation

rog

rraative. I think

11 [ the pre
|

12 |Bluck Ri Carvons axeel lent the arca. I have vis 12 [ Perha you uld elimirate the areas thab are of manageme
s area soveral Tinme ting and hiking inte Rattlesnake 13 |[corcern (the firewood and CRY @reas) in ordéer wo serve Lhe

e ared [or pro

tion.

L canyons. 14 || rest of

I have vigized

unyon, an arches area,

from Graad Jenciion,

Demaree Canyon, just 25

15 { i am delighted that yoeu are rocom ding shese 3lack Ridce

lerness desicnation. It is

cion. culd also be reconsidered

's for wilderrcss

Y Lerraein of

5 and mentane

desert

D Meosa ree

leasc wilh the Sowoen.

17 1 am alse very

fabilar sear, deer, and

rrov

any drain

ent £O o nrali

18 |fdarion. niper forc

st wilderne:

19 |mountain lions. Your rec

isolat

d Tare ox

19 || forestla

L an gratoelul . 20 [nation ir iavor of oil and Gas

@ 21

igfeé con: ng Lhe wil

further 1i

w0 W

21 | Zor veur

22 | to see

27 diiticult to appraise Lha cconomic vaiue of our Jasl remsin:

ard the adjacert nacicral Jor

i Ller area.” 23 |wild lands, buc orl arnd nircral development is

A relatively snall and com; arca, the Demarce WSA

ing no Lhe facl Lhat there

naged by 25

25 [[area wdjacent to Sowemup Mesa whi is a=-il’s
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look

an 1 | wilce :t when rhe resource

rness

good on paper,

? |considered as a whole, it is not good o

ough.

2 Your recommerdation for Liltle Rookclil

revious recorvrendations lcave snly

3 [fwilderncss 1s also urforturate. renever my children and T 3 [farcas unde

4 | even cligible for wilderness dessanainion.  fou've r

the endvaring Rookelifs stand out

ch is 60% © hat iy currencly

tha

1y didentify. Grand Juncrion's 5 J10% of the arca for proc

more recomnnended, but less than

6 d provid a4 rare ot ity for wild horses o roa n we
7 as well as iiking and baskpacking opporlunitices’ irnte 7 lldesirable.
8 surrounded by o Lone canyons 8 Ta ¢losing, T'd like e size [ive

ideration

9 |critical comporents of t

in your final recomm:

of 10 fef the tizens' Alterpati trer preferred aluernative

wil:i erha the

2rry slem access roa

11 2. Closinry tka of

etior of semi-

tke areas. 3. ur iden

ot

veur recommendati

wilderaess on-notorizead

areas wl

pririlive arcas oul

r ihe Deminguez Canvon sheuld be roconsidered

13 |of 79,000 acr

14 |recreation will be emphasized is bencficial. 4. Your nroposal

lefu ouks % 'L uré

14 |to snclude the 29,092-plus

Ruby Lo Horsetzhicf Canyons corridor on the

15 o withdraw

177 1€ [[Cotozado R

and Escale

arison Ris

ow the delelic

along the

r from 0il and yas and m al development s

Hew doey

sing inte adjacant land

revent

Nat ared to other lease gonsider

17 || ress des:

SA also Gazeway oy also w:it winag it from mircral

18 |[desigaations? This, tho laraest Colerade 37

Ltae Tittle

Slease recovsider prg

19 idevelonme

characteris

19 [ sore exnronely unig

20 Grand Juactioa, :nclud e and diversoe ssecies Z3 [bookeli and Demar Caqyons from haine ificed exten-
21 Liles ard birds. z1 coal and and gas deveiovpent
22 r. for Lhe ¢ Juneiion Re Bree 7?2 sw much tine do I have

to the la 1l:on acres n

Four mir

ing 256,000 acres

hat's

for 150,0GC of thre
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i
1 |not a o1ng to 1 cost us o millioa doilars, ané we are going to open it on June
2 ! (Of £ the rocord o nge 2 || 1st. As soon as the »ublic learned that we pure it
3 MR, GARY NER:  T'm not as knowiedgeable as many 3 ! gan Lo ex tvy use. all Lhis penL up
4 doi the sbeakers on Lhis particular arca, buat I would like = & !Eor onen so for t1e bil of solitude, and this arca

5 lspuak on the general concept of wildernnss »rotection. 1 awm a Ui szaaking of is A vt area, basicelly. It's a very arid

normal alpire

o

It's not what vou weuld consider

£ || member of che Boulder Co

rks and Open

farea.

ila ironment.

rness-t

7 [[Committee, and we manay

» a budgoet ot abour o will dollars a

& tior in Boulder Cournty, and L can tell vou Now, the for oil, s and mircrals is
¥ '

2 | that in soulder County we've seen a4 tremendous ineroase in t aingG that ebbs ard flows, while the need for wilderness is

10 Y Lhe county. As s00n db wo desic ar ag continually. There has ot been a period in the layt

1 fares for our citizens' use, it's quickly discovered a ny vaars when the wilderness has decl:ped, $0 I think you
h mere :nLensely than we oltea imagine it would ha. 12 ;shuuld constder that. I hepe that you'll consider that. It's

T Lhink t me khing s goirg to L if you 13 || sbuwious [rom reading the draf: plan that it was prepared by

14 Le &ome Zreds A lderness.  You! discover that people 14 ||professionals, people who are in khus business Lor the long~

sle who uve serious and conscientious, and T know that

ery vary difficalt to a 15 I cerm, po

Iwill discovar rhe arcas, and it's v

Jou start to 16 |what you'll want to do is be the very best managers you €an be

16 lcipate what kind of damand you will have

17 |[designace these zreas. 17 |2nd you'l try ro do more than just meet rhe curreat ¢

to artifipace the future demand, and what that w

8 1 was enlichtered by the testimony @f Mr, 3ock and 18

for

srovidina some morn wilderness opworiuni

lamilton,

¥ou'1l recall Jim Bock said that he's driven past

reas to 0 o desert areas in Utah. . myself 20

Now, there are some areas Lhat I know a litele i

land Ms. Hawilion sald ihat areas in the weslern part of Boulder : 21

T've visited cthe Black

ited ti

22 || about because T have vi

s wilderness areas are catly overused.

22 |lcounty at indian Je,

the raft ncar

on area. L was on a raft trip and we docke;

1, I can secynd what she said. 23

, looked at some arches, ard

axa ayon, clinbed

rre ArC areas 1n the couniy park system that are 2e

:d back dot Sounds like a very ick thing. 1t took us

madiff Mountal

25 | ovarused.

we Jju purchased an area celles
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re nours to hike us ard
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ke back down and
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independent of the number of users that st

1 [it gets, and vr

2 | 1'11 probably rever torgat. I've also visiced t} 2 || receives. Ir other words, a user who comes in on a road se
3 and I've ofiler noted the Palisades ar and have 3 | Lo heve ainost inlinite noze impac than « usier who comes in

ren made a merntal noie than 1'n

Going

5 Now, I noliced in your vlan that you reco

o sLop the

e doy.

wWo haven't Been able to solwve

alking, and this 1% « my

wery.

it isn't thal the users who come in

xactly w Lhis is be

6 teclion of fhe Palisades area, ond Lhe fear scems to be shat & | on Lhe road arc mringing in, you xnow, tho: ds oi nounds of
3
7 _thure's a lot of ORV traffic and woodcuzi:ing in the lowlan 7 [gear or someihiry, buc they Sust seem Lo be--to have more inpact

8 {Now, if you just look at the itopo na

| remove ihe lowiands and just leave

1aL

| for

ixing, the higher lands in thea Pali

i1 Y barrier there that T doubl ORY's or wood

What I mean is that there is a c¢liff al:

13 || the valisades area, s0 why not designate

you can

is the most ideal

sades, you have a nals

the area

that I you

aroa

urtoers covld penetrate.

vy aronrd rost of

ral

8 |lon the iand, so if ycu have somelhing you want to prescr keep

our roads away. iZ you leave a road, if vou let a road get

area will apparently reccive a lot rore casual us

10 F agar .

M Lo Yot tess ressect{ul use, and a lot more destruction. So T

«1ly aliowing roads te remain where they

1Z [[eavticn yeu against cas

13 I,.re not absolutely necessary.

Ikl cl 52 You won'l have any problems with ORV 143 hank you.
15 |lget there, and T doul -1 doubt there are very 15 PRESIDING OFFIC Arc chere any dguestions Irom the
16 ave the tenacity and sLreagth to climb several! hundred foou 16 | pane

It seans 1

i order to yel wood.

1 thirk you'tl crd ap with 80

last ching, ©

21 |you ware Going rord, and 1'vae

hat. TOad 4. Lo speak in genera

?3 i closing rouds.

1ke there are o

% of the aves, by the

noticed in your pld

foraoiian oxac

1 to the acvant

ior

o audible responsc. )

5IDING OF hank

will be David Mastronarde; excuse

W6y our next

2 lhiee wizh your name.

2 MR. DAVID ‘1% 15 David Mastrovazde.

ROKARDE:

22 |1 1ive aL 2400 rorrest avenuc in Boulder. 'm the Chairrmar of

the Sicrra ¢lubk, which has zbout 1400

23 {the Ind Peaks Group of

2 ¢ have Lound in Gpan S in Boulder Courry, that Roulder Counuy.
" ]
25 i the farther away 8 arca is from a road, the less adverse impacts 25 ve heea LW o hearing such as
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1 experience has been in the foress and rountasn 1
? Less arcas that are in eastern Colerado, and L've found, 2 PRESIDING OFFICER: you.
3 v olhers | found and as has been mention here, thar 34 Our nexL speaker wiil be Nichalas irown.
4 {Lhesc arcas arc beco g nore and more c:o:dod, and it! 4 X MR, NICHOLAS EROW is Nicholas brown and T
5 :increa:inqu di to fird irue solitude and a true wilder~ ’ 3 [ireside at 1719 Marine Strect, and I'm bere representing the CU
6 | ness experience. 6 [[#ilderness Study Group.
7 '{ itve only bequn wo discover the svectiacular alitios 7 First, I would just like to express @y prociation
8 | of the caryorn country in Utah and southwestern Colorado; the 8 .for the opporiuni that we have to express our opinio here
9 [quier beauty and the great opportunitiecs r solitede that arc 9 litonight, and that we're generaily happy with the over
10 | found there. s clear to me that these areas are going Lo be 10 lquaiity of the Grand JunclLion cdra:t resource management plan.
n !uscd muck more for wilderne in future, s others raspo N e to be one of Lhe better RMP's that we've had an
12 [ Lo the overcrowiing in the traditiona! wilderness arcuas, and as 12
13 || they also discover the great beauties of these oiher arcas. 13 , I'd like to prort atl
14 1¢ best 1avestment, then, for Celorade's tuture is 14 lthe wsa's recommerded by the GLM for wilderness designation;
15 [to preserve as much of these readless areas as possible for 15 fiche Black Ridge Canyons, vspecially with Lhe road closure, the
16 Lwildorness areas, and this is an inves not only for thesc 16 ¢ Road clos , which we stroncly suppori; the
17 s come to this meeting, bul alse for tb 17 and Dom:nguez Cianyol With the excepiion of the
18 | the Graré Junction area, becaus@ the recreation there will be 18 [ 20,000 acres deleted along the Gunnison River and Iscalante
i9 ([stable and growing indu as osed Lo the minerals industry, 2 j(;orge in the Dominguaz Canyon WSA, Boundarics seem to be
20 [lwnich s fraught with boom and bust cycles. 20 [tairly good in these particular three arcas
21 So I cormend you [or the areas that you have recen- 3 I'éd like *o howover, that we arc onvosed to the
i wilderness, and T urge you to recol 1 all the 22 [lzarticular deletions nguez, especially in light of BIM
sludy arcas Lor wilderncss. Thank you. 203 23 | reasoning for those ¢ The re. o delete these
PRESIDING OFFICEK: Are theore any questions Zrom the 24 jareas is 10 pravent trespoassing onto ad praivate land. Tn
puncl? 25 four opinion, that's jusl not sound. Trespassing doesn't begin
FEDERAL REPORTING SERVICE INC. K FEDERAL REPOATING SERVICE iNC.
DENVER, COLORADO il DENVER. COLORADO
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£fs, these areas have yet to incur sigmificart development

b il Booke,

occurring simply because ar area is de

? [[There is still t r preservation here of these arces au

We arge the BLM to also reconsider decisions Lo
delete the Cunnison River an calante arcas. Anotiher concern 3 | islands in the sw ag pool of oil and cas leus
4 | we nave with the drafi RMP is that the no wilderness recommenda- 4 We'll zlways reed more oil and gas il we continue on
5 i this growth for the sake of gtowth linc thaz we're on, yee 1

tions for the Palisades, Lititle Bookcliffs, and Denmaree Caryon

1w wilderness to be of

aore importantly corns

r1lent 6 | think we mus

A, cthese are are ocalogically dive and of Fer ¢

7 hopportunities for solitude and unconfined recroation. ey 'd 7 || teyitinate public use, and remember the lact that cthese arcds

8 | be spactecuiar addéitions to the wilderrcss preservation system. 8 {can't be recrecated after they're squeczed d from their oil «nd
9 ne Palisade se ind of--virtually no conllicts, and it's oI 9 and coal reserves. Preserving these areas, Demaree Canyon,
10 [ axcreme geologia si1gni lattle Bookcliffs and 10 .Little Bookciiffs und Palisade, as well, despite the fact that
1 [ canyen are also a unique representastion of guologie [eatires in 11 || they have these oil and gas leases in them and surrounding Lh

12 | this particular arca o 12 1mportant. Perhd nGing existing leases for lea
13 these arcas, Demarec and Litile Bo
14 iffs in narcicular, which we wholehcarsedly Ort, $aeM L0 4 To sum up, we feel 159,000 acres out of 250,000 acres

@ arount, ospecially when one considers:

studies not. an exce

15 [ be areas with some conflict. The pra 2d gas leases 15

ation in

that areaas have already been dropued Irom conside

16 |wilhin their boundary scom Lo be 2 problem, but desnite these 16

colorade. ’ 214 |
; 13 )oil:side the WSA's might be a solution
\

as lunter/Garvey Canyons, Bang's and

i Lthe initiel inventory,

flicts, we lecl chese deserve a wilderness

17 Joil and gus co

ight add, we encourage the

18 | Rough Canyors, 10 name just two. i

18 |protection just as ruch as t other arca

Granite Creek, Northwest

e arcas as well

19 | watle acting the BLM's nced to sevk multiple uses 19 [|3L% o marage t

20 i creek, «s semi-primitive, non-motorized recreation arcas, which

20 |for public lands beinrg managed, I 1mk pracisely because

21 |1 guess is in your plan.

s ex1st 1a areas Lhal are full of uil and c¢us leas

areas, apd Little 3Book and Pulisede should e included 22 The €U ®Wiiderness Study Group suppor the protection
i i 1 1 i Colora a5 BAny resources within its borders, and
as wilderne s. With only Lwo wnlls having been drilled on 23 [alternetive. Colorado has many resources within its borders, and
rases in Lhe Damarcee Cenyon, and oniy five in Tittle 24 ortant o alize that one resource wo lave wild
25 | 25 i mountains 5, and we UrGe you to make these areus
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i so the Zollowing spcakers may have Lo soeaX a bil loud.

laL 865 == 1n

larea that you've recommended for wildernes

areas in Colorado are overused and will likely become more

G0

as

populations increase. We cncourage the desicnation of still

aore areds as wilderaess

we goi1ng =0 nced Lthen.

Once aguin, congratulations on a gunerally well

out RMP by the GJRA, and Lhan! “or having this in

derver, because it would have been hard Lo bieyela from here to

there.

PRESIJING from the

Are Lhere any juestions

[ panet?

(Ko audible resporse.)

PRESIDING OF1"

:  Okay. Thank you.

We are gelting increased competition {rom the band,

Okay, Kathy lands is our next speaker
MS, KATHY HANDS: My name is Rachy Hands, and T 1i

Boulder, arnd i -ust wanted Lo make a

fabout your proposal.

One of them concern the Black Ridee Wilderness Study

. Closing che rozd

berween the two wilderress study arcas is a really good idea.
An integrated wilderness, I =wcan combining the two areas, will

ldefinitely decrecase, you know, the nossibility of negative

A comrent thal was made carliay zbout

acts from overuse.

in was a good

aving more idpact than just people wa
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1 9 poine.
2 Also, T bel ¢ the BIM rceds to take a more balanced
3 || approack to Lhe Bookcliiis arca. instead of opeping the whole
4 Jarea to minoral cevelopmenl, the rozdless areas that are in the
5 )’ Bookcliffs—~ reforring to Demaree Canyen and the Litble
6 | Bookcliffs--~should be recommended for wilderness. Demaree 1s

i home o numerous wildlife, including rountain lions, bears,

v, and the Little pookcliffs itsell :s = of only three
9 i oFficial wild horse ranges, okay, and T think that should be
10=:protechd.
"

' 1 don't think thal ihe Palisade Wilderress Study area

i? [should be elipinateé fror wilderness consideration. According

13 1o BiM, ORV use for thatv naXe 1% unmarageable arcs.

18 [ this is true then maybe ORV use should be eliminated ogf curtailed

15 | because ccoiogical duversity ch as is tound in the Palisades
fl . :
16 |[&disappears cvery WL iy lefs of iz, [ Lkink, should be

roteoted.

T wanted to make a comment zbout the river manragenent

ortion of your prounsal. T support the romoval 0f the Colorado

cthink this

River corridor {rom mineral developaent, okay. 1

| ssme Lreatmen: should be efforded the Dojores River. It's a

gorgeous and quite rewote river. llve heen there scveral times.

really enjoy the arca. It deiinitely provides & chance for

litude. You hardly sce anybody when you're there and ic

erves to be left alone by mineral developers.

FEDERAL REPORTING SERVICE INC.
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[ that we

such.

eliminzted the GRV conflict

i go ahead! and recommend the arca “or wildernes

lroad vemicle
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Basically. to sum it up, T support vour protection

alternative, just beceusc I think the wilderness stady arcas

]

considercd for wilderncss rced to be designated as
Thank you.

PRzSIDING OFFICER: Are there any qu

stions--yas,
Jim?
if we

[hel that

Did you--did T hear you say

in the Palisade WSA, ithat we could

. HARDS:

Perhaps that should be congidered. |

mean, that's the only reason i could find that it was kind of

L eliminated, becausce it would be unmanageable because of the off-

use,

PRESINING OFFICLER: Th

nk you.
Our next speaker will be Jill smitn.

MS. Jifi. SMITE: My name is Jill Smith and I'm

represeinting the Southws Regional O:fice of the Sierra Club.

Firse of all, I'd like to say--oh, I'm from 2380 XNorth

and 1

95th, Boulder. :'morig:nally irom Oklahoma, 've iived in

Missourl, also, and ('d ju like to say that out there, there

aren’z wilderness arcas that are of a large cxpanse at all

and that out west, and especially in Coloredo, it's a really

rtunity that we have to prescrve Lhe

unigua O larye areas

zhal are just recal treasures for the state, and T think jt's

fjust--it's a really rare opportunity that we have becausc 1n--
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1 ||Llike that map shows, L belleve, the cntire western. 1 mean,

2 | castern and midwestern parls of the councry just have very

3 | limited oppurtunity for wilderness at all.

4 So anyway, [ share Ros's concern for the v habitat

ies in the area. It's prime hunting grourd

5 | for ondangered spec

6 [ for some endangered birds and £ish, and some of the crecks and

7 frivers and tribuzaric I'd also--1'd like to address some

8 i particular areas.

9| I have only visited Lhe Sewemup esa area out of the
10 jlones that were designated as WSA's, and I was particularly

W [l impressed. I had never been dgsert hiking before, or hiked in
12 [ithe mesa couniry, and looking down at a rock creek canyon was

13 EpthLy amazing. Lt was almost supernatural just the way the

14 chnyon is formed, ard if you learned dnthiné about the geoloai-
15 [leat hiscory of the area, it's pretty spectucular, and I was

16 | iwpressed.

171 1 also don't urderstand in the Little Doninauez aréq

cent to

20,000 ucres should be elimnated that is o

the

19 .iprjvur_e proseriy, because people who are Going Lo Cut aCros

20 Iprogerty are goirg to do it whether :t's wildernass ar not, ar
21 E=1 don't think~-1 dor't see any good reason to eliminate those

22 ‘IZU,OU(} ac from vhe wilderness.

&.t T Lele Bookelif€s also is an important wild horse
24 Yhabizat, which meuans a lot to me bocau of my parcticular

25 hlnLcreHL ir wildlife and animais in general, and being & unizue

r
l FEDERAL REPORTING SERVICE INC.
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Junique geological

C couniry, of wild horse

ore

cruciai that that :s along wit

[ wastern Colorado conlains several

assets to the

Limber

Lreasures

state, just as other slates zve r:

or oil or nerals, and thac Co

that

arc

msartant

€5

“he Palisa 1w imzrennad wi in Be L gives the state its character,
of its variation, as p3 5 [ people into va we would really be
goos f‘rom deserl Lo aspen forest =o pine, all ir one cort & |lgiv nert ol th
orLion of tha area, one small region, wkich 4 urigque ece- 7 funisue and spectacuiar areas up to the nini inLeresty oy
tem that is rot found everywhere. It's Drecty rarc to & Idevclcpmcl:l. r &0y X ol non-prinmitive recreat’ Toune, and
9 |Lthat in all, oae all together iike that, su I thi g IJ. urge you to ponder and o ackaowle the imporiant wilder
10 | prime wilderness area end I Lhinx fhat should really be xirg your final proposzl
1 fconsiderad. n
12 ] I aiso support the, or I would reces che 12 I prevection rotects all s
13 iDolores River 2o also pres as wild and wcenic, being the 13 [wilderr udy areas in the Grand netion source Ared.
177:7 i4 [ remoteness of it and the primstiveness of Lhe arca, 14 4 k you
i
15 |[beanty ©f the river. |1 ihink it would really add to the--or it 13 ] 51DING OFPIC e any queslions?
16 .alrr?a(i',' exists as part of the ol the western sarn of 16 {No audible response.)
17 [#ke state, or, you know, unicue little nlaces like the Boloras. 17 DING QFFIC ‘rhank you very :
18 ! I alsa sort andé commenrd the BLM on the cles:ing of 18 Our next speaker will be Christa Colemen.
19 | the road in the Black Ridge Canyorn aro that the 1 COTRM My name is Christa (oleman, and
20 |general ninera! coilecting that may be going on there s, | don't 20 I live at 238% North 95th Streel in Boulder, and L my [1irst
21 { thirk i unicue to at darca, chat those Lhings can be colleo- 27 lizime at a hearing and 1'w sust a kid, but neveriheiess, I would
22 | ted in owher places and that ase arches there arc too gile 22 |'1:ka Lo express Ty opin:en 2nd L'm very grateful for you giving
23 [to Jeave them open or ledve them suscentible to any ?3 [ we the opporrunity to do so.
24 |lmay occur, intentisnally eor unintertional 24 T would like to cr d the BLM for the proteclive
25 And jusk to close, T want o say in go 25 [lmeasures that they've tuken on preservirg some of the scefie
FEDERAL REPORTING SERVICE INC. 4 FEDERAL REPORTING SEAVICE INC.
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1 || resources and srimitive rocreation areas and reserach arcas which) i i it torn up. There is such a difference in dri
2 i ware promoled in the citixzerns alternative, and T would like to 2 irens, which border Bouolder, and going cut to
3 | supporc the protection alternative. 3 Ja shudy arca bocau in places like the Fles
4 I praise the BL¥ for recommending Black Ridge and 4 dtrere's so much 0f humankind around--not that ave any
5 | Nominguez Ca and Sewemup Mesa, DUl 1 dor't think thal S .uqainsL humans, being of the same but just heing in a
6 [ 150,000 ous of 250,006 acres sd enough.  The Pulisade is, 6 fuwsa s a different world, and thara just canyons ané valloys
7 [ as has been menlioned, one ol the mosl diverse arcas ccolo 7 fang mountain irons and bobeets «nd coyoles and deer und it's
8 ;in Colorado. il g¢oes froem black brush desert Lo aspen 8 ch o peaceiul existerce and it's really invigorati and it's
9 [ard to cver ruce groves by the water. Palisade hus the second El I ug
1
10 [ deepest canyon in Colorado, aad T think this would provide really 10 || speak for th
11 exciting recreation vossibilil with a gorgcous view. n T'd like to mention that only one uercent, from wnat
12 T'm origin from the east. "y permanenl res 17 11 understarnd, of the BIM land n Colorado is rnroposed wildernass.
13 [[is Florida, and i've gone to school in Illhinais, and T'm wor, 13 [Gne percent. That ves 99 Lor other purposcs, and 1 zhirk,
14 lwith the Wildern Croup at €U, and the re n I ea for heaven's sake, we shou'd keep shat much. [U's really nuch
15 [ here was really to sece wildarae o T haven's scen too H .too precious to lose. [ think thai we should think of
16 Jmuch of iL :ir nmy lifetime. 3 coup 1 weni out =0 16 [[Zands sort of as a bank for resourc and that in a national
17 | sewemup a and ['ve rever in my life scen anylhing that nils 17 | emergency we could always o back. an act of Conygress could
18 [icompares Lo it atT all. 1 think it's really just amazing land- ignation, und wa could tap thesc rosour . but
19 || scape, and to @ such sights really ingpized pe s0 wu to 19 |1 think wa shocld just at give one of us a cha , and the
20 ([Live life and to eppreciate and love the beaut ound me, but 20 :(uninrnlljgiblel wants to kaop Black Ridge split with a road,
21t really appreciate it if it's not there, and I leel 21 i!)u: this club could get thelr ainerals 1n any of zhe arcas 1a
22 at we can always 5o back o mining interests ?2? fthe remaining 99% of BLM land.
23 can't always go back to w ?BI has beer mentioned before, the rerals are by
24 really what keeps ne out here, and I 24 {np means ucique Lo that area, and 1 don'l think we shouid let
Jnited States, and T'd 25 ovargower our scnsibilities. Wilderness brings to me, and
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I wanted o just sort of parertheticaliy remark on a
fourd in Lac RYP. It's a ttle hit out of cont and
coesn't ly reclate Lo o sidelines vou were nrying

i5 [ito [ollow (u telligible) but T did notice thal it s on page
16 1128 that ol hzbitat :s contributien to

17 entif1c krowloc and he 1 enjoyment, ard there is enother
18 || zhilosopny occasiorally volced is that the enviroament's
15 re purpose isn'l orlv Lo scrve human end nd thal therc is
20 |lar intrinsic value an preservirg pature. It has righcs to

1 it, bur 1 kaow that's not o

iag irn any of Lhe fede ncies yol.

d ilike to int out regarding wilderress,

2 (o audibie resp: your wilderness recommendations that, alchough you have
25 PRESIDING OFFICER: S$eeing rone, Roselind, you recommendeé o whopping 3/5 percent of yeur wilderness study
FEDERAL REPOATING SERVICE INC, FEDERAL REPORTING SERVICE INC.
DENVER. COLORADO DENVER. COLORADO
!
C10 C10
70 i 71
1 ] 29e hich Tar oxcoe ny other resource ¢rca to date, in 1| Palisade is an arcua thal has tremendousiy strong
2 ;dnﬁthﬁr it's nore like, 1T «a s, two-thirds of 508, or ? | wilderress values. I'm wondering whether, you could charge
3 | whatever the original acreage was in the original :nventory, 3 ] the poundaries so to exclude the lower noriiong whe thare
£ we would like to Z | is a confiict h fuelwood galhering SRV use, even though
5 I'd 11ke to strongly comm saend i ng ;2(:)55 5 | iu would make for a very ofé-looking boumiary on the map, as I
6 | 3lack Ridge and ngr which are what | coasider your [ .undersLand --I haver't been there. ['ve seen it, but nct be:
7 || flagship wilderness study areas in Lhe state. I also stroagly 7 | inside the WSS topoGraphy itsel? would make boundaries
8 i 51 ort your road closure for the road that divides the Lwo 8 .-.ni_ch would be rana because of Lhe siromn below ard
9 |halves of Black Ridge. I think it wil! irake Zor a more ink 9 || avove.
10 I crazed wilderness arca and increasze its mareagement, and also 10 Yery quickly, wanted Lo just read a description of
1 | improve ortunities for solitude or 1 from a paper that Dick O'Dennell (phenctic) wrote, and
12 1 also agpreciaze your closir (uninteliivizlel in Lhe hearinyg record already, T'd like to ke sure
13 ¢z Canyon, whichk adain oftentires agercics don's have lic says that because of {unintelligible) is
14 e of Lheir coavictions Lo A0 that. 1'm concerned Ln g highor on the scutbwest side, whore is
15 | you've blocked off 20,000 acres off Domingunsz and 15 nent faulllire, porlLion Unaveoep
16 [[whether it's because oi & concern Land 16 (| Canyor Tics near tts souoth is arca, p.
17 Jor because you're sc and 17 | tia! Iy included within the wilderness study arca, the canyon
22():3 18§ the posstbility of a Suture de in, 1 would r end more 18 | azpronches 4,900 vertical walls of ha
19 s, ard acain, the wildern moundaries could be change 19 shic rock This areal reliel s
20 {aL & a £ you do have orobloms. 25 | 0Z the rOGtE ding feature (unintellig
21 as L ounderstand it, on centrol- 21 iThe cievation rises [rom 4500 teet to more than 9400. Rai
22 inguez and channeling visitors rhrough 22 i:a yos from rueh thar 10 :nches to mere than 30 inct
23 |arcas, cthe problem of crossit ivate land could be dimin : 23 !ychr. plant and 1:te also vari 16 eccordance with
2¢ {maybe that would e a way to avoid having to diminish so : 28 |Givarsiny. Tew, any parts of Lhe States can of
25 cut off so nuch acreace. oh a wide range of ralural chaeracteristi
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irretricevable values Zor hyrothelical fuiure possible commodily

! Jarea.
2| 1 would urge you to reconsider your 2 'I needs.
3 I, non-wilderness 1dation Sor Palisade and consider whellher 3 | 50 ! quess Lhat concludes iy vomments—-ok, and I did
v
4 I'a redrawing of the boundarics would make 1t warageable. 4 fwant to say thal visiting Sowemcp Me; recently, I thoughl you
5 I tittle Booke? + and Demarce are the only wilderness b [[might want to apply a rew sigration 1o ik, that you might want
6 || arcas remairing in che Bookcli hey have a tremendous 6 Il to desigaate it a BYM arca, blow vour mind area, ané you also
7 || importance for wildlife. fTherce arc a lot of prairie falcons, 7 jmight want to install some drirking fountains ané some henches.
8 | other wildlife. I'm concerned that you ade the as prion 8 [ “hank you very much for the opportunity to cos .
9 i that the leases, the pre- MA leases will, ir face, be developed 9 SLDING OFFICIR: Are thare ary questions from the
10 ! cven though, for example, in Little Lookcliffs, there are some 10 || pancl?
212 F abandoned walls in the southeast poriicn which ipdicate a low n (No audible responsc.)
12 Yoil and gas potential, and also, many of the pre-FLPHA Leases, 12 PRESIDING OFFICER: Thank you, #s. McClelian.
13 ;L:s I undergtand ic, are due to expire in verber. Whether the 13 Arc there any others who would like to speak at this
14 :lcasc holders will have the funds to maintain due diligence and 14 | t1me?
15 | keeping -- leases froum expiring in this time of a very soft 15 {Jo audible response.)
16 [[:narket on--and very little dewmand for oil and gas, I think 1s PRESIGING OFFICER: Sceing none, [ want to vemnd you
17 Ydefiritely open to question. And again, 1 think that you could that the record will be open for written comment until July 3rd,
18 | tentatively recommend ]-t for wilderness, and then with the idea 18 ||1985. We have the address: 764 Horizon Drive, Srand Junction.
19 |l that there'd be some kind of provision to see what, in fact, 19 |[If you w to obtain a copy of this Lranscripi, please speak
20 [[rappens with the market. Jto che recorder afier Lhe meeting is ¢l and make arrangements
21 1g those are ay main comments. I'm very lwith him for a copy of the lranscript.
22 Jcorcarned that if, in fact, Demarec and Little Bookcli{fs do 22 This concludes this hearing at this time.
23 [have to be recommended for non-wilderress, that you have, never- 23 | - {Whereupon, the public hearing was concluded.)
24 [[ther , opencd them up for coal, and my forward comments would 24
25 pertain. 1 think that it's unfortunace to foreclosc 25
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4 T mmr oo e mememco—esmm—oo o SEsmTTTTTT TS Tes oo e T 4 I, Julie A, Ward, Registered Prote icnal '
5 5 Reporter, and Notary Public, State of Colorado, do
6 : 6 hereby certify the facts as stated by me in the
7 GRAND JUNCTICE RLSOURCL MAMAGEKLKT PLAK 7 caption hercto arc true; that the foregoing
(PUBL1C HMEETING NCUMBER 3)
8 i bay 15, 19285 8 testinony, was nade before me oy the speakers
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DERARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE ’ .
AIR FORCE REGIONAL €IVIL ENGINEE i CENTRAL RIGION
CE STRICT

6391 V. Printer Udell
Tucson, AZ 85719

S 75242

33,0728 P1idD

April 24, 1985

18 April 1985 S5
i)
~>
. Forest Littrell
Mr, Forest Littrell bl f_"r@:“ of Land -‘tm_ageme.nl\
Bureau of Land Managerent 7';','";1 Junetion Regource Area
Grand Junction Resource Area 164 Borizon Drive L
764 Horizon Drive Grand Junction, CO 81506
Grand Junciion, Colorade 81506 Hesource Management Plan
March 1985
Dear Mr. Littrel? ZATER 7R —
Near Mr. Littrelt:
Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review the Draft Re-
source Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the Upon first reading, this report to be thorvugh, but an analysis leads
Grand Junction Resource Area, Colorado/Utah, me to ask several questions about the troatment of locateble minerals in the
areas to be recommended for wilderness designation. Thi rst, with others
We continue to express our support of the BLM in developing func- clarifying it, has to do with the evidence for declaring a given area to
tional management plans for lands under its control, The Air have low mineral poteatisl. The second has to do with the necessity for
Force concern for these management issues contains the need to re- wilderness designation for any area.
tain use of existing and the establishment of future military flight
training areas and routes which may traverse these arecas. Why were the four areas recommended for wilderness designation rated as
. having low nineral porentfal? Did the USGS or the Buresu of Mines study the
Currently no Air Force air operations traverse any portion of the areas? T thought Congress had mandated such a study. Was your rating based
study area. Although flight training areas, routes, and airspace upon the fact of few unpatented claims? You should note that metal and
requirements of the military are subject to change and do change 2’]5 nineral prices have been depressed for several vears, and the WSA designa-
frequently, it is not anticipated that new routes will be established tions strongly discourage wineral exploration. The fact of few cluims
in the immediate future, should welgh lightly as evidence of !ow mineral potential. A large numbur
of areas disnissed in the past as non-mineral have been mined with success
We are hopeful this information is useéful in your planning, If addi- in subsequent years. The copper porpnyrles of southern Arizoma aad the gold
tional information is needed, our staff point of contact is Mr. mines of northeastern Nevada arc stellar examples of such areas.

Raymond Brumtmyer, (214) 767-2527, or FTS 729-2527,
why do you need wilderness designaticns? Your Chapter 5 certalnly shows
Sincerely vour powers under FLPMA to contrel an area completely, You are able to
21 intain the values of solitude that are cherished, but, at the same time,
/ 6
X~

/' . ! intain the flexibility to change to multlple use if dice scare ol some
W £e BRADIORS,

natursl resource were to arise, Congressional authority to withdraw wilder-
Sirector, Environren

. usAR Cy to: HO USAF/LEEY ness designation might be too slow--BLM couid change its rules very quickly.
Pla,nni.ng Niv

at

Thank you for the opportunity te comment upon your Resource Management Plan.

Althcugh extremaly repetitfcus, it is informative. ,

.

stacgrely)

il e

7 "_:"./r

3 May 6, 1985

THIS LETTER HAS BEEN REPRODUCED 4

4-30-85 Dear Mr. Littrell,

Frosty Littrell
BLM After a recent visit to Sewemup Mesa, I have found that particular WSA
764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction, Co 81504 to be a truly spectacular and fragile area. Because [ walked several miles over

the diverse, semi-desert terrain, I can attest that the envircnment's sand-
Dear Mr, Littrell,

stone and pine forest offerings provide an excellent oppartunity for solitude
1 would Yike o voice my support For your W3A boundaries for the Black Ridge
Canyons area. 1 wholeheartedly support the closure of the roads in that and a primitive form of recreation.

1 believe that wilderness designation for
area,

that area is a oractical necessity for several reasons.
I am, however, disappointed by tne fact that not all of the Dominguez Canyons

WSA was recommended. Please reconsider the areas along the Gunnison River and First of all, the wealth of wildlife that inhabits the arpa is a real
203 Escalante Creek, Why stop short of a complete recommendation of this
remarkable area? treasure. While hiking through Garvey Gulch, we identified fresh rountain Tion
17 I 1 support your recomendation for the Sewemup Mesa area, but wish the Dolores tracks and deer, coyote, and bobcat tracks as well. The rocky terrain, exten-
7 River itself was protected under the Wild & Scenic status.

sive cover, climate, and food supply 411 donate to the fact that these species
1 am very disappointed that the Paisade, Little Bookcliffs and Demaree fanyon

areas were not recommended. How could this be? These unique areas should not are surviving undisturbed and interacting naturally with one another. This is
be Yost to undridled off road venicle use and oil/gas leasing. You have

217 recommended that the FNTIRE Bookcliffs region be available for mineral encouraging in view of the sad state that our wildlife is in. Also, the endan-
leasing, Of those 350,000 acres surely a more balanced approach would be to
recomrend the relatively small 80,000 acres of The Palisade Demaree Canyon and gered but recovering Peregrine Falcon maintains a roost within the Sewemup

Little Bookcliffs as roadless wilderness.

Mesa boundary and it is apparently prime habhitat for this raptor. Following
As a long time resident of the Grand Junction area ['ve often enjoyed visiting

all of these areas. Yes, I do own a 4WD, but 1 have found that tnere is through with oil and gas develooment or mining would seriously impair the
already an excessive amount of 4WD roads/areas. I would rather drive to the .

edge of these places and walk in and enjoy these places as they should be Peregrine's habitat and hunting arca which the canyons provide.

enjoyed - on foot. NWe have so little time left to protect what small areas

sti11 exist for our cnildren. Please reconsider some of your suggestions. Next, because no road exists in the area, Sewemusp is a heautiful exam-
Remember these wilderness decisions are forever. 1 am deeply thankful that

others who came before use had the foresight to protect the places tnat we now ple of wild Tand. The contraversial "road" that leads up to a plateav is
enjoy.

an excellent hiking trail but is unsuitable for any motor vehicle because of the
Thank you for your time and consideration of my opinion.
extreme roughness of the route. It is actually impassabls in several areas, ex-
Sincerely,
cept for foot traffic. Also, Roc Creek Canyon is absolutely unmatched. The
/s/ Bob Ratcliffe Bob Ratcliffe

1222 White Ave splendor of ‘he canyon one senses while Tooking down at the stream is almost

Grand Junction, Co 81501
=etaphysical. The entire canyon environment is a pristine example of a beau-
cc: Rep. Strang, Sen. Hart, Sen. Armstrong
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tiful relalionshin between the trees, cliffs, river, and wildiife--a real wild-
erness setting. Mainterance of that relatiowship is iwncrtant to these who
view the area from some clifftop.

The gealogy of tac wesas is ¢lso fragile and worthy of prolection.
The diverse sandstone tayers, acolian end aaudtic deposits laid down over
eors, provide a real geolegic education and chronicle the history of the area.
The beautiful colors of the sandstone stratas are the backbone of the arca and
arg irreplaceadle.

A1l this considered, I beliove it is imperative to oreserve the Sewamup

Mesa as BLM wilderness. The rich resource it provides for the state has been

established for millions of years. IL is now up to the BLM to see that it re-

mains pristine for just as much longer.

Sincerely,

A”

Mpy:7y goes

Wwright Sheldon

Bureau ot t and Management, Distrret Office
764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction, CO 81506

Mesa County

vl
l.

ks
634 Main Street, Suite 73
Grand Junction, Golorado
81501-2708

Dear Mr. Shelaon:

| have just reviewed the g[gnc Junction Resource Arca
RMP/EIS, with regarc to the rmpacts ui

bon the recréational,
wilaerness and visual resources within Mesa County. The
PMP is very well researched and documented, almost to a
fault, but none-the-less necessary.

(303) 244-1710

It makes the fact clear that the Pre-FLPMA OQil an¢ Gas
leases oreclude any q decisions ing the
above mentioned resources. This is most unfortunate for
the general public.

With this 1n minc, the Preferred Alternative is fust that.
Thark you for this apportunity.

Yy -

,
( S e
[

Director

Since,

REM/sej

Ken Glover
Bennett Boeschenstein

cc:
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THIS LETYER HAS BEEN REPRODUCED

3590 Berkley Ave,
Boulder, CO 80303
May 12, 1985

Frosty Littrell

Bureay of Land Management
764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction 81506

Please include this letter in the public hearing record for the BLM draft
Grand Junction Resource Management Plan. The six wilderness study areas
covered in this plan all have excellent wilderness characteristics and shouid
211 be designated Wilderness Areas. The deletion of Little Bookcliffs
Wildhorse area and Demaree Canyon in BLM's Preferred Alternative plan is
unfortunate. The value of 01 and gas leasing in these areas does not, in my
opinion, outway the value of habitat preservation for such animals as bear and
mountain 1ions. These last two remaining roadless areas fn the Bookcliffs
should be protected, even if the remainder of this vast regfon is exploited
for minerals. Wilderness designation for The Palisade WSA, which 1s an area
of incomperable beauty as well as remarkable ccological diversity, is even
more crucfal. Though off-road vehicles threaten the area, The Palisade
certainly merits all efforts to keep these vehicles out. There are plenty of
other areas nearby for use by off-road venicles, In addition to the above
'177 lcoments, 1 must also urge the BLM to protect the Dolores River from mineral
development, as it has been recommended for Wild and Scenic status.

Sincerely,

75/ Andrew McConkey
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MUSSER RANCHES

701 650 Eacalante
Delta. Colorado 81416

Telephone {303) 8747372

May 11, 1985

Mr, Forest Littrell, Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management

Grand Junction Resource Area

764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction, Colo. 81506

Dear Mr. Littrell:

After studying the Grand Junction Resource Area Management
Plan Draft of March, 1985, we would like to make the following
comments,

We feel you have been quite thorough in your study on the
impact of plants, animals, fish, vegetation, etc. However,
there is nothing in your plan that addresses the impact on
our business, property, and personnel, especially in the
proposed Dominguez Wilderness Area,

We are sure you are aware of the fact that the Musser ranch
is one of the largest in Western Colorado and owns 90% of the
private land for approximately 35 miles adjacent to the pro—
posed wilderness on the eastern and southern boundaries. The
problems we have now and in the past have increased steadily
over the recent years with the influx of more recreationists,
We feel that a nationally advertised wilderness area would
make these situations even more critical., There are no pro-
posed trails on these boundaries that do not cross Musser
land for access 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 opportunity to point out some of the problems
we as businessmen and residents face due to public impact.
These problems are present throughout our ranch operation,

and are critical in areas such as the main ranch, Escalante
Forks, and the Bridgeport Ranch. There are numerous other
problems we are not addressing at this time due to the length
of this letter.

Mr, Forest Littrell
May 11, 1985
Page 2

Trash

The B.L.M. provides no facilities for public trash. We are
constantly picking up bottles, cans, boards with nails, etc.
This is not only an eye sore, but proposes dangerous hazards
to our livestock. I am sure if we were to throw trash all
over someones yard in the city, we would end up in jail,
Try to look at our property as a big yard that we are very
proud of.

Gates

On numerous occasions, the gates are left open by hikers and
campers. Not only on our drift fences in the permit areas,
but also on our private lands. This allows our cattle and
horses to go into areas where they are not supposed to be and
takes tremendous amounts of our time to recover our livestock
once it is loose in rough terrain. It also necessitates

them being corralled and divided into the proper herds,.

Some means omst be implemented to solve this problem.

Fences

Qur fences are constantly being torn down and cut by public
Tecreationists to gain access across areas controlled by
fences, mostly by four wheel drive owners who are too lazy
to walk to where they want to be, or to take a short cut.
In many areas, we use brush fences. These are frequently
set on fire and several miles of fence destroyed. This is
very time consuming and expensive to replace,

Vandalism

Most all our properties are vandalised by recreationists.

In many instances, our personnel are required to move 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 our vehicles, buildings, and equipment
are vandalised and destroyed, The Musser ranch consists of
thirteen seperate housing units strung out over approximately
47 miles. Six of these are left unguarded at timrs. We have
had houses burned, corrals and gates and bridges used for
firewood. Just last weekend, the house at Escalante Forks
was broken into and completely ransacked. We are still
trying to assess what was stolen and the amount of damages.

Mr. Forest Littrell
May 11, 1985
Page 3

Theft

One of the largest problems is theft. We have had complete
housing units totally emptied of furniture, stoves, tools,
etc. In some cases, thieves have even used our own tractors
and wagons to haul our equipment off., Many items were family
heirlooms and antiques that can never be replaced.

Irripgation Ditches

We are constantly having problems in the summer 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 out our roads. They dump trash

and bottles and cans in our ditches, In many areas, these

g:tches are our domestic water supply. This poses a health
zard.

Roads

Most of the roads are unimproved dirt B.L.M. and County roads,
which are not maintained 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 at times, is
impassable due to heavy traffic by hikers and recreationist
vehicles after a heavy rain. Of course, when they get stuck,
we are the ones they come to for help and to get pulled out

or taken to town. Remember, there are no phones or electricity
at many of our locations.

Public Aid Stations

Contrary to many people's beliefs, we are not a public aid

or 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 stuck, break
legs and arms, want to use the phone, are out of gas, have a
leaky raft or boat, have a broken down vehicle, are lost, etc.
In most cases, after they are assisted, they don't even thank
us for helping them, let alone reimburse us for the gas or
wear and tear on equipment or time lost, which is money to us,

Bridgeport Ranch

One of the areas most affected by the public and the proposed
wilderness area is the Bridgeport Ranch. It has been the
source of theft, vandalism, murders, reckless gunfire, burnt
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Mr, Forest Littrell
May 11, 1985
Page L

Bridgeport Ranch (cont.)

houses, fences, corrals, harrasment and many more problems.
Due to it's remote location close to Grand Junction, it is
necessary to have security personnel living there to protect
it and the bridge from the public.

This is the area you are planning to use for the main and only
year round access into the proposed Dominguez Wilderness. We
do not understand how 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 been settled and the bridge is maintained totally
by Musser ranches and private parties who use it for access
to their homes and grazing permit areas, We do not understand
how you can expect us to provide a bridge crossing to the
public for a nationally advertised wilderness area. Tha
bridge was condemned for public use by the State in 1935,

In 1974, the B.L.M., thinking the bridge was public property,
decided the bridge was unsafe and should be torn down to
protect the public from possible injury. Only after a legal
battle, with Musser ranches proving the bridge was their
private property, was it left intact and the B,L.M. washed
it's hands of any responsibility. The bridge is in a very
unsafe condition with many rotten understructure planks,

The side rajls are in very poor condition and if someone

were injured or killed on the bridge, we would surely be

sued for damages.

In 1983, the problem again arose after much serious vandalism.
At that time, we realized the law enforcement situation was
totally inadequate to handle any problems. The local
authorities do not even know where Bridgeport or the Escalante
Forks ranches are. At this time, we requested permission
from the County to close the road .7 mile before the bridge

to protect it. This request was granted. However, after a
break-in by a B.L.M. official (on a personal outting), it

came to light the road was controlled by the B,L.M. and

after much negotiation, we agreed to allow local foot traffic
to ¢ross the bridge in exchange for the road closure to
protect our private property, Now the B.L.M, is proposing

to use this private bridge, which it has tried several times
to dispose of as a public hazard, as the main trailhead and
only year round access into the proposed Dominguez Wilderness.
This makes no sense to us. Is it legal for the government to
direct the public on a trailhead across a private, condemned
bridge and not accept the liability for accidents to the public?



Mr, Forest Littrell

May 11, 198
Page 5
Bridgeport Ranch (cont,

We 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 lncreased risk. We cannct

put ourselves in the position of being liable for the public
in any way, If this is the plan you are proposing to use for
the next 20 years, it is doubtful the bridge will last that
long, especially with increased public pressure. The question
of liability must be solved for the present conditions,
regardless of future plans.

Enforcement

To our knowledge, you do not have any provisions to patrol

or enforce the regulations of a wilderness in this area. Our
propertiag cover three counties and we are not equipped or
authorized to enforce any violations that occur. In other
words, if someone breaks the law, we are defenseless and are
the ones who pay for the losses. We believe, and it has been
documented, that we and other ranchers lose numerous animals
to rustlers and poachers who kill and butcher our livestock
while they are grazing on public and private lands. Very

few are ever caught, due to the lack of law enforcement on
public lands and in wilderness areas.

Criminal Aspect

Remote areas, such as wilderness areas, draw fugitives and
people hiding from the law. Just 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,

Preserving A Wilderness

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

Our feeling is that this semi-arrid area cannot withstand
the human impact of being a nationally advertised wilderness
area, inviting in many irresponsible people. If you want to
protect a wilderness, don't advertise that it is there.

Mre, Forest Littrell
May 11, 1985
Page 6

Trespass

People fraely 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,
Most all of our buildings and signs are scarred with bullet
holes. 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 considera~
tion, we have to say we feel the proposed Dominguez Wilderness
is totally unsatisfactory, unless these problems can be dealt

with in an effective manner.

We have been in businegs and lived here for over 100 years
and have cooperated with the B,L.M, for as many years as it
has existed. We have tried to absorb the numerous and
constantly changing rules, regulations and hardships imposed
on us by public agencies. However, we feel if we are to
survive, we must protest this current plan. We can absorb
no more public impacta

We sincerely appreciate this opportunity to voice our concerns
and will look forward to your response to solving these
problems we have brought to your attention.

Sincerely,

The Musser Ranch

7 Jack Musser

i

“John Musser

cc: DBob Moore .
Cecil Roberts
Eric Finstick
Larry Porter
Dick Freel
Barry Cushing
Wade Johnson
Rich Arcand
Carlos Sauvage

Tom H.u sser
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THIS LETTER HAS BEEN REPRODUCED

May 17, 1985

Dear Mr. Littrell:

Thank you for adopting many of the points that conservationists everywhere
suggested in your “Protection Alternative" RMP.

It s heartening to have these important protections for wilderness and wildlife
put into the Resource Plan.

I would hope that more of the Dominguez Canyons could be included for protection,
as there {s so much archeological heritage in those areas along the Gunanisen and
Escalante Creek.

But I know more about the Palisdae acreage. It is terrific widderness--one of
the best 1n the state, I understand--and so very beautiful. Hopefully, it could
be managed as wilderness and the present vehicle use kept to a minimum.

Also, Little Bookcliffs has been studied by a mumber of Boulder wilderness
enthusiasts and [ intend to make a trip there this spring. Please recommend
wilderness for this marvelous place.

I realize that you must keep many interest "happy” and {t is not an easy job, but
I sincerely feel that Colorado has more at stake for the state's future in
uilder?ess than in 211 the depletable oil and gas reserves we could possibly
nuster) .

Thanks again for all the hard work on the part of you and your staff
Sincerely,

/s/ Nina Johnson, 747 12th, Boulder, CO 80302

27 |
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THIS LETTER HAS BEEN REPRODUCED

Haverhiil, Mass,
May 18, 1985
Area Manager,
764,Harizon Drive,
Grand Junction, Colorade 81506
Dear Area Manager:

In reference to a 20-year draft resource management plan for Garfield, Mesa
and Delta Counties I hereby recommend:

(1)
2. Reduction of satinity from Grand Valley

Four new wilderness areas,

3. 1 oppose development of 350, acres of the Little Bookcliffs for coal mining

Sincerely

/s/ John M. Chaptick
Activist Sierra Club
John M. Chaplick

180 Wate St., Apt. 702
Haverniil, MA 01830

10
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5-21-1985 .
Clifton CO ' R ;
Forest Littrell
BLM - »
N ’ 1 =
Dear Sir 4
1 am writing concerning possible closing of desert recreation area for off road , , I."
vehicles. ' ) '
1 have been using this area for about twenty years for off road riding.
1 have children age 17 and twins 5 years old who are also riding, )
']92 1 believe 2 smaller area would lead to acidents because of a more crowed area and i s,
also more damge to the land. X - F
i v - -
Sincerely H ! \,
| - : -
Age 38 /s/ Marvin Brown | . .
3268 "E" Road #80 [N
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@ Shell Minerals Corporation

E O Bux 2906
smousion, X 21252

Jack L Mahaltey
Presicent

wune 1C, 1985

r. Forest Littrell

Area Manager

Grand Junction Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management

764 Horizon Drive

Grana Juncticn, Coloraco 8150%

Dear Mr. Litirell:
SUBJECT: COMMFNTS ON DRAFT RMP/EIS FOR GRAND JUNCTION RESOURCE ARZA

Shell Minerals Carporation supports the qeneral thrust af the Preferced
Alternative that is described in the Draft RMP/EIS for the Grend Junctior
Resource Area. However, we have some suggestions for enhancing the
effectiveness of tl n particuiar, those portions of the
Draft RMP/E:S that deal with the disposal of isolatea tracts of federal
land. Our suggestions are presented below.

* Need for clarification in the Preferred Alternative tha
will be Used as the primary mechanism for disposing of
cts of federal land.

The NDraft RMP/EIS's summarization of the Preferred Alternative states

very clearly that the BLM will attempt to use land excharges as the
249 primary mechanism for disposing of isolated tracts of federal land in the
Grand Junction Rescurce Area (see page 8 of Draft RMP/LIS). We strengly
suppcrt the BLM's proposed emphasis of lard exchanges. Hawever, in the
interest of clarity, we suggest that BiM reiterate its intent to emphasize
exchanges by including language to that effect in the Draft RMP/EIS's
detailed discussion of land disposals under the Preferred Alternative,
specificelly pages 105 and 105.

The language found in the third paragraph of page 8 of the Draft RMP/EIS
could bhe used as the model for the language that we are preposirg for
inclusion on pages 105 and/or 106.

- Heed for discussicn of Shell Mirerals’ preliminary land exchange
proposal.

We suggest that a brief description cf Shell Minerals' preliminary land
250 exchange propusal be placed on page 137 of the Draft RMP/EIS. We realize
.that our exchange proposal has not yet heen formalized pursuant to the
requirerents of 43CFR 2201.2. However, we have every intention of
subritting such a formal exchange propcsal once our "offered" lands
package can be solidified. Shell Minerals' preliminary land exchange
proposal was described in a letter to you dated May 9, 1964.

KS6514101
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Mr. Forest Littreil 2

* Need to classify isolated split e
estate that are overlain hy_yrl'va
in the Preferred Al ve.

parcels of federal mineral
face as "disposal tracts

We strongly support BLM's proposal in the Preferred Aiternative to
dispose of isolated parcels ot federal land. However, the PFreferred
Alternative should be amended to irclude as "disposal tracts" those
isolated split estate parcels that have a federal mineral estate overlain
25’] by a private surface estate. .

An example of an isolated split estate parcel, as referred to above,
oxists adjacent to Disposal Tract No. 150 as depicted on Map 5 of the
Craft BMP/ETS. Specifically, Shell Minerals owns 280 acres of surface
ard 211 minerals, except the o0il shale and o0il/gas estetes which are
owned by the BLM, on a parcel of iand adjacent to BLM's proposed Disposal
Tract No. 150, Shell Mirerals' 280-acre parcel is located contiguous to
the norihern boundary of Disposal’Tract Ho. 150 in the NFi, FihWi, and
NWiNW3 of Section 14 of T75, R97W, We strongly recomaend that Disposal
Tract No. 15C be expande¢ to include the federal mineral (oil shale anc
0il/ges) estate beneath Sheli Minerals' zbove-described 280-acre parcel.

As a related item, BLM's proposed Disposal Tract No. 150 should probably
be expanded to include a parcel containing about 28 acres of federai land
in the NWi of Section 23, T7S, R97W. Our records indicate that the
subject 28-acre federal parcel is contiguous to the southern boundary of
Disposal Tract Mo, 150, and therefore we believe inclusion of the 28-acre
parcel within Disposai Tract No. 150 would be in the public interest.

252

* Need to describe in a
i to determine 1

eneral manner the procedures that ihe 8LM
2 Tand exchange proposal s in the pubTic

We specificaily suggest that BLM use the Craft RMP/EIS as a forum for
outlining the procedures it will use lo eveluate exchange propusals
involving the "selection® of isolated tracts ot federal oil shale land on
253 the soutkern rim of the Piceance Basin.

The Draft RMP/CIS should clearly recognize that oil shale exists on at
least 7 of the 155 tracts that are identified as "disposal tracts" in the
preferred Alternative. Because 011 shale exists cr some of the "disposal
tracts", language should be placed ir the Draft RMP/EIS to emphasize that
the evaluation techniques described in 43CTR 2201.3(c) may have to be
used on certain occasions instead of the standard appraisal techniques
cescribed ir 43CFR 2201.3(b).

Also, we sugges: that the Draft RMP/LIS be amended to irclude larguage
that recognizes the lTikelihood of tracts of private eil shale land
located within the boundaries of the BLM's White River Resource Area of
the Craig District being offered in exchange for oil shale-bearing
"disposal tracts" located within the boundaries of the 8LM's Grand
Juncticn Resource Area.

254
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Mr. Forest Littrell 3

In conclusion, we commend you and the rest of your staff on the prepara-
tion of a well-balanced eand workable plan for managing the rultitude of
natural resources in the Grand Junction Resource Area. However, we hope
the BLM wiil use the sugcestions presented in this letiter io increase the
workability of the RMP. As a final metter of interest, we believe the
readability ana clarity of the Draft RMP/EIS was enhanced sigrificantly
by the use of a land ownership map as the "base" map for depiciing the
various resource management alternatives.

Please feel free to call Kenny Schmidt (713-870-2840) if you or your
staff wish to discuss in more detail our suggestions for improving the
Draft RMP/LLS,

Sincerely,

Q/M/ﬁﬁé//-

KJs:CC Jack L. Mahattey

HS8514101
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THIS LETTER HAS BEEN REPRODUCED THIS LETTER HAS BEEN REPRODUCED
. James Messano
June 18, 1985 Deita Cola
816
6-15-85

Dear Sir.
Dear Mr, Littrel,
1 seldom write a letter of protest but in this case 1 believe I am right in

1'm writing regarding the Wilderness Study Areas of Black Ridge, Black Ridge doing so, 1 hear rumors that you people want the public to cross the swinging
West, Dominguez Canyons, Sewemup Mesa, the Palisade, Little Bookcliffs and 220 bridge and Bridgeport and I want to protest for serval reasons one {s that we
Demaree Canyon. been prospecting in Domingues Canyon for apout. 30 years and we have had to get
a key and be responible for any damage we dnne and we are part of the public,

The 250,000 acres which include the above areas, must be desfgnated as we staked our claim and pd taxes on them, We have to keep close watch on

wilderness. i tools and Danyimite as it is because nf nikers and to have the puinic turned
tagse there will be more vandalisom and damage and no responsitely from the

These virtually pristine semi-primitive lands are home to bear, mountain lion, public, you have restricted us to limited mining sn that nothing would be

deer and wild horses, and are some of the most ecologically diverse areas in destroyed such as animals Indian writing bridge plank railing. I do not feel

the state. that I should have to maintain bridges and roads for public use and I wil) not
be responable for the public and restricted bv them this maybe just a rumor

I personally enjoy the areas, as a place I can go to quietly observe sandstone because 1 have never been informed offially by any one,

cliffs and canyons, the streams and creeks, and wildi{fe, without f{stening to . .

the roar of traffic, machines or other disturbing noises {which would be 1f this s true T want on record as a taxpaying protester (we will want the

prevalent if industry was allowed into the area.) public to not interfear with our mining fn any way and we will not be 'Ilabu’1e

for the public.
Please consider the full 250,000 acres for wilderness designation,

217

specifically The Palisade, Little Bookcliffs and Demaree Canyon. This bridge was never made for the public it was made for the rancher's
stockment, and mining, the railroad was the only heavy transportation as there
Sincerely, were no road's to the bridge.
/s/ M. S. Caton Thank you
Denver, CO
Rs Ever

/s/ Jdames Messann
634 6. 25 Lane

/s/ Albert Messano
614 G 25 Lane
Delta, Co,
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THIS LETTER HAS BEEN REPRODUCED

Frosty Littrell, Arca Manager
Bureau of Land Management
764 Horizon Drive

81506

Grand Junction, Co. 17 June 1985

Dear Mr. Littrell,

This letter {s written in regard to the BLM draft Grand Junction Resource
Management Plan containing certain wilderness recommendations. Unfortunately
I have not read the RMP, and would be pleased if you could send me a copy.
But from what I have heard it seems many aspects of the RMP are very
commendable.

To begin with, I want to say I support the Protection Alternative in the RMP
The recommended boundaries for Black Ridge Canyons are quite good, as is the
recommendation for Dominguez Canyons, yet I must strongly oppose the 20,000
acre deletion to try to prevent trespassing. As we know, those who trespass
will do so no matter what, so please reconsider tnis deletion.

1 also wish to support the recommendation for wilderness of all 18,000 acres
of Sewemup Mesa. And I wish to encourage you to manage the 26,000 acre The
Palisade for wilderness. 1 oppose your not recommending wilderness in favor
of 0i1, gas and coal leasing in the Little Bookcliffs Wild Horse Area. And
also I stress my opposition to your lack of wilderness recommendation in the
25,000 acre Demaree Canyon. Please reconsider your support of oil and gas
leasing, at the expense of wilderness.

A few more items to mention include the Northeast Creek in Unaweep Canyon, 1
encourage you to manage this as other semiprivate non-motorized recreation
areas. And T urge you to fully protect the Dolores by withdrawing it from
mineral development, as was done with Ruby and Horsethief Canyons west of
Grand Junction, You also have my support in proposing to designate six
Research Natural Areas.

One last thing, please take a balanced approach with management concerning The
Bookcliffs. Consider protecting a small bit of the area by designating
Demaree Canyon and Little Bookc1iffs roadless areas as wilderness.
Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

/s/ Penny Hoge

My address is:

2300 Iris Ave.

Boulder, Co. 80302
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Richard T. Hughes
S1a'f Arayst
Leyisiative and Feulary Aftars
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The Nature Conservancy

June 2%, 1985

Mr. Forest Littrell

Bureau of Land Management
Grand Junction Resource Area
763 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction, CO 81506

Dear Mr. Littrell,

Thank you for providing us with a copy of the Draft Reaource Management
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. We are pleased to have
the opportunity to comment on the Draft Plan. The Nature Conservanay
is a non-profit, national membership organization dedicated to the
preservation of bioclogical natural diversity. First priority s
glven to preserving those areas that safeguard rare or endangered
species and critical ecosystems, whather they are on private or
public lands,

The Colorado HNatural Heritage
with The Nature Conservancy, has been working
years on collection of data on the status and
®elenents™ of Colorado's biologiecal natural diversity rare plant
and animal specles, plant communities, and aquatic systems. Data
have been conpiled from a broad range of sources (herbarium records,
publications, field work, and biologiats) on these elements. This
information provides an objeotive basis for deternining the rarity
and status of species within the state, The Inventory is now incor-
porated into the Colorado Natural Areas Program.

Inventory, working in conjunotion
for the past four

distribution of the

The Colorado Natural
Programs initiated

pmethods to process
All Heritage programs
information systenm

Heritage Inventory, like
by The Nature Conservancy, employs standardized
information about a state's natural elements.

are connected through a larger, nation-wide
that provides a global perspective to the concept
of rarity. Ranks are asasigned based on both global and state impor-
tance. An  explanation of The Nature Comservancy's system for ranking
species aocording to their overall rarity can be found 1ir -Appendix
A Additional information on state Natural Heritage Programs is

in Appendix B.

42 state Herlitage

240)
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base contains significant occurrences

Colorade's natural diversity within
the Grand Junction Resource Area. Our comments on the Draft RMP/EILS
are chiefly directed towards the recognition and protection of the
elements and sitos where they accur.

The Heritage Inventory data

of a number of the elements of

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS

Aroa
of

(SMA, which includes
Critical Environmental

We strongly Management
Researoh Natural
Concern, ACECs)
Wash, Rough Canyon
sensitive, threatened

vegetation.

support Special
Arecas, RNAs and Areas
designation for GUnawecep Seep, Pyramid Rock, Badger
and Skipper's Island to insure protection of
and/or ondangered species, and important remnant

We are concerned that there are no proposed ACEC's in the Preferred
Alternative, and urge you to reconsider designation of the proposed
Badger Wash ACEC, Designation would provide protection and managenent
of unique biclogical elements.

Badgor Waah,
we recommend

plans
and our

Unaweep Seep, Pyramid Rock,
Island. Upon designation,
with strong protective management
sunmary of the proposed areas

The proposed arcas include
Rough Canyon, and Skipper's
that you follow through
for these areas. A brief
comnents follow,

habitat for the rare Great Basin Silver-
omis), kncwn from only three
Federal Register, December

1.
spot
locations in
28, 1983).

Unaweep Seep RNA provides
Butterfly (Speverla nokomls nok
Colorado (GUS1 and Category 1,

Unawcep Seep 1s actually already a designated RNA and designated
Natural Area with the Colorado Natural Areas Program. We strongly
support full protection of this site to inaure the long-tern viability
of this unique butterfly. We recommend that you allecate funds
for monitoring and research on this butterfly by professional entomol~
oglats,

a registered Natural Area with the
Pyramid Rock provides habitat for
Concern, the Uinta Basin hookless
federally listed threatened
submutica, G282), which
2, Federal Register,

2. Pyramid Rock proposed RHNA
Colorado Natural Arcas Program,
two Colorado Species of Special
cactus (Sclerocagtus &laucua, G353), a
species, and the DeBeque FPhacelia (
1s a candlidate species for listing
Decenber 28, 1983).

is

(category

Wo strongly support RNA designation for Pyranid Rock to provide
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thae best protection for those endemic plant species. the Appendix outlining the significance, description, location,
We are pleased that you have included this site for RNA status in 22441 and specific mnanagement requirements for the proposed sites in the
the Preferred Alternative, Preferred Altornatives,

3. Badger Wash harbors two Colorado Species of Special Concern and
a plant assoclation of Critical National Concern. The asite contains
one of two good condition examples currently Xnown for the Tall
cryptanthe (Cryotantha clata, G352), a candidate for listing
111 (Category 2, Federal Ragister, Docember 28, 1983), and a large popu- THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES
lation of the Grand Valley buckwheat (EriQgonuR coptortum, G3S3).
This site also contains the best condition site for the Critical Records from the C(olorado Natural Heritage Inventory indicate that
National Concern Plant Association, Gardner's saltbush/Salina wildrye there are several Species of Special Concern for Colorado which
(Atriplex gardneri/Elvmus aalipa, G252) ecurrently known 1in the Mancos oceur in the Grand Junction Resource Area but are not included in
shale region. Table 3-9, Comparison of T/E and Selected Sensitive Species in the
Grand Junction BLM Resocurce Area (p., 129). Location data on these
The protection of the site "from surface disturbing activitiesn® taxa are available through the Colorade Natural Areas Prograa.
needs clarification and is not adequate for full protection (p. 55). These taxa are:
Although proposed for ACEC designation, Badger Wash was not included
in any of the alternatives except the Protection Alternative, BLM Seientific name Common name Rank Status
shouid review 1its decision not to 1include Badger Wash as an ACEC Astragalus naturitensis Skiff milkvetch @382 3¢
in the Preferred Alternative. We strongly asupport ACEC designation Astragalus musipensis Ferron milkvetch G3s1
for Badger Wash, and hope that you will include 1t as such in the Astragalus wotheriliy Wetherill's G351 3c
final RMP. milkveteh
11:3 Cryptantha osterhoutij Osterhout's 6381
4. Rough Canyon proposed RNA harbors populations of both the Spineless eryptantha
hedgehog cactus, a foderally listed Endangered species (Echinocerus Eriogonunm contortum Grand Valley G3S3
triglochidiatus var. inermig, G352) and the Grand Junction Milkvetch buckwheat
(Astragalug linifollus, G281), a candidate species for listing (Cate- Gilla stepothyrsa Narrow spike gilia G3S
gory 2, Federal Register, December 28, 1983). Lomatiugm latileobum Wide-leaf lomatium G181 2
Rough Canyon 1is proposed for RNA designation in the Preferred Alterna- There is potential habitat within the Resource Area for the following
tive, but was not outlined on the Proferred Alternative Map. We apecies on oil shale lands (not included in the draft RMP):
]122 strongly support RNA designation for this site. Why is it not included
in the Habitat Management Schedule for the Preferred Alternative Astragalus debeguaeus DeBeque milkvetch G181
(Appendix F, Table P-4, p. 282)2 Lesguerella gopgesta Bladderpod G181 2
Lesguerella parviflera Bladderpod o151 2
5. Skipper's Island proposed ACEC is mentioned 4in the draft RMP Mentzelia argillosa Clay mentzelia G281 3c
(p. 128) as being "widely recognized for unique value to sensitive, Physarla obcordata Double bladderpod 6181 2
threatened and endangered species,” but is not included as an ACEC
in the Preferred Alternative (p. 67). Yet in Chapter 4, Environpental The two federally 1listed specles, Sclerpcactus glaucus (Threatened)
Consequences, under Impacts from Land Tenure Adjustment, you say and Echlnogcereus triglochidiatua var. iperpis (Endangered) have
;255(5 that "Disposing of Skipper’'s Island would potentially reduce eritical draft Recovery Plans which should have been addressed and reviewed
riparian habitat and resting areas for bald eagles and other semsitive in all alternatives of the draft RMP (briefly discussed on p. 43)
species.™ If bald eagles (Endangered species) are utilizing the We recommend further {nventory on these and other sensitive taxa
area, certainly Skipper's Island can't fit the criteria set up for (mentioned on p. 129: jatragalus linifeolius, 4stragalus lutosua,
disposal. We rocommend this area for Special Management Area (ACEC Cryptaptha elata, Festyca dasyelada, Lyzodespis deloresepsis, Phacella
or RNA) designation to provide full protection for this riparian submutied, Ibalictrum heliophilum), to determine the total distri-
habitat. bution and the habitat requirements of these specles, so that this
information may be incorporated 4into planning of all projeets within
22411 'The Draft RMP 1is lacking in a Special Management Area section in the resource area, Amsopnia Jonesii, presently on the State List
3 y
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of Species of Specilal Concern, is reported to grow in Rabbit Valley The Nature Conservancy belleves that protection of these remnant
(Dr. William A. Weber, pers. communication) and should be monitored. plant associations through designation of Speclal Management Areas
would enable these areas to be uaed as roference areas for baseline
1144 data colloclion which would assist land nanagers in making long-tern
range decislons. We urge formal designation for the best condition
sites and developnent of appropriate management plans for occurrences
Of renmnant vegetation, as this is the best way to assure long-term

PLART ASSOCIATIONS preservation of these valuable vegetation remants.

Good condition sites fFor efight Plant Associations of Critical National

and State Concern, as identified by the Colorado Natural Heritage ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

Inventory, occur within the Grand Junction Resource Area. These

include: The following comments address specific sections and corrections

needed 1n the draft RMP/EIS.

"Applying stipulations (No Surface Occupaney, No Surface Disturbance)
PLANT ASSOCIATION RANK to all known locations and sites with high potential for existance

of threatened and endangered species would guard against adverse

1., Columbine/Eastwoods monkeyflower G482 impacts to threatened and endangered species, their habitat...*

hanging garden {p. 209) is commendable, but does not provide adequate protection
(Aguilegia micrantha/Mimulus eastwoodiae) for these species. Stipulations cannot be used to restrict existing
grazing, timber or fire sales, right-of-way permits, or oil shale

2. Mat saltbush shale barren G3s2 leases. Was an in-depth survey conducted to determine all the poten-
(Atriplex corrugata) ]1555 tial locations of these species? Additionally, this does not provide

far sensitive plant species. Please define No Surface Disturbance,

3. Shadscale saltbush/Salina wildrye G352 as this is not in the glossary

11‘f1 (Atriplex copfertifolia/Elymus salina " Habitat Management Plans will be prepared to protect both listed
and sensitive species as key management species {p. %3)." But on

4. Gardner saltbush/Galleta grass G2s1 pP. 209, it says that there will only be two HMPs prepared that choose
{Atriplex gardperi/Hjlaria Jamesil) 1?65 T/E specles as key managenment species. How will this be inplemented?

Will you really only be preparing HMPs for only two sites to protect

5. Utah juniper/Salina wildrye G353 rare specles? Do you have sufficlent documentation of all occurrences
(Juniperus osteosperma/Elvpus salina) of these specles to prepare other HMPs, This is eonfusing.

6. Utah Jjuniper-Colorado pinyon pine/ G252 If, as mentioned in Chapter U4, Preferred Alternative Impacts, under
Utah servicoberry-Mountain mahogany Impacts froem Locatable Minerals, Mineral Materials, Coal and 01l
(Juniperys ggsteosperpa-Pigus sdulls/ and Gas Management (on p, 210), coal unsuitability criteria would
Amglanghier utahensis-Cercocarpos 11:3 not protect sensitive plant specles, in particular the Musinea milk-
ledifolius) veteh (Astragalus pusinlepsis), why not try to protect this species

in some other way? This species was not listed in Table 3-9 (p.129)

7. Utah juniper-Colorado pinyon pine/Galleta G3s2 as being a sensitive species
grass-Indian ricegrass-Needle and thread
(Juniperus osteosperpa-Pipus edulis/ Peregrine falcons and sensitive plant specles should have acreage

Jamesii-Oryzopsis hymenodidea- set aside (Table 2-23, p. 66, Summary comparison of Management Actions
Stipa gomata) Recommended for Threatened and Endangered Species Managenment) for
11 77 Protection Fabitat Management as recommended under the Protection
8. Black greasewocod/Torry ssepweed G3sv Alternative for the preferred Alternative.
(Sarcobatus verpiculata/Sueda torreyana

In Table 2-20 (p. 61), Public Utility Restriction Rocommendations,
only Pyramid Rock and Unaweep Seep areas are considered unsuitable
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for

Public utilities because they contain resource concerns that
could not be adequately mitigated. Sensitive plant species, the
Cryptaptha elata site, Badger Wash Uplands have no unsuitable acreage

under the Preferred Alternative,
as suitable for public utilities.

therefore these areas would qualify

Finally, it bhas been frustrating not to
preparation of comments on the Draft RMP.

have an index to wuse in

FUTURE WORK ON SMA'S AND SENSITIVE SPECIES
The Colorado Natural Heritage Inventory, under the Colorado HKatural
Areas Prograwm, and other sclentists are eontinually discovering
and verifying occurrences Of rare species and exemplary plant associa=
tions, and incorporating this new information into the data base.
The Grand Junction Resource Area should recognize this in its planning
and management process and make allowances for incorporating new
infornation into thosae processes.

BLM may want to consider undergoing Cooperative Management Agreements
with The Nature Conservancy for sharing the wmanagement of Special
Management Areas and other good condition sites harboring sensitive

species and remnant vegetation. This will

areas are conserved in the future.

help to 1insure that these

We appreclate having the opportunity to comment on the draft RMP/EIS
for the Grand Junctlon Resource Area, and request that our comments
be addressed and included in the Final RMP. We look forward to
working with you in the future towards the conservation of elements

of bilological natural diversity.

Sincerely,

P
4 7

A

Betsy E.Lﬂhely

ce: XKannon Richards
Dave Kuntz

Rick Athearn
Sydney Macy
Dave Mladenoff
Carole Conbs
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United States Department of the Interior

RUREAT OF RLOCLAYVTION
UPPER COIGRADO REGIGNAL GEIICE
P BOY [l
SALDAKE CHY. Cnar seied

JUN2E 185

ue-151

120.1

Vemo randun

: Araa Manager, Bureau of Land Managereat, Grand Junction Pesource Area,
764 Korizon Drive, Grand Juncticn, Celerado 81506

“rom; t&\\\‘ﬁny_ih:ml Mirector
¥ Bureau of Recianation

Subject: Review of

Regource

Drafi
Arca

Zavironme:

2l Impact Statement on the Grand Junction

We llave reviewed the subject document and have the (oilowing comments:

ager

gement:  Table 1-1, Land Ownership in the Grané Juactior Planning
A s reference any lands in Federal ownership that alnisterad by
Reclamation. Reclamal administers withdrawn, fee title, and easemeat lands

i lta, Cacfiald, Mesa, and Moncrose Counti These are used for the Grand
Colorado River Sterage Projects (Aspinali
nds on the Grand Valley and

: purposes.

valley, Silt, Collbran, Uncomps
Storage Uait). [Ihe BLM also ad
Dominguez Projccts taat are withdra

Sevaral oi the WS
Reela:
opient should tiese W3As bacone desipnated as wilcerns
B¢ a full aralysis ol thase impacts In the FES. Al
on salinity control efforls ia the Coiorade River B

atlon withdrawa lands.
ve on water resource devel-
ss arcas. Therc shonld
what would be the
n ol these desige

tnder the P
wish to have cthe followlng stateren

ing Criteria for Tand lenure Adjustaments (Pages 19 and 20), we
tered undexr Category Ll, Disposal racts:

Certain iends, proposed jor disposal, are withdrawn or hiave other
restrictions. These restrictions will peed to de 1i tie ioldirg
ertity prior to initiatlon of the disposal process, speciflically, lands
Ldrawn for Reclamation purpuses.

Tav withdrawal review process may include proposals to lifl the willdrawals
on anyilands excess to twelamation needs.
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Three of (he allernatives identify tracts of land for dlsposal by nges or
sales. Seven oi the tracts are Jocuted along the Colorado River downstream Erom
Fruita, Colorado. G these seven, six (414, 415, 416, 431, 432,
{loodpla eas and valuable riparian habitat. Therefore, they should not be

Zered for sale under BIM's criteria (Category 1 Retention Arcas, Page 16).
ese Tands would ba ject to exchange proposzls, boundary acjustments, and
ccreation and public purpose anplications.

T

Reclamation is Incerested in these seven in cennection with the Grand
y nity Contvol Project. Figh and
in coope ion wlth the Colorado Livision of Wildlife, has
ard Wildlife Coordivatlion Act report oa the unie. This reper
recormends that X mation purchase or acquire and devejop
r flocéplain (o ofiset wildlile kaditat lesses [ron the c. These seven
cts, in combination with adjaceat parcels of private lands, are very impor—
tant for the successiul lulfillaert ol this recommendation. Reclamatlon there-
Fore re tnat these lands be retained in public owmershin for this purpese.
IL is hoped thai the total wildlife area would eveniually be manaped by the
Colorado Divisicn of Wildlife.

Wildlife Service
propared a

cc: Repfoaal Environmental OEficer, Office of the Secretary, ESR Center

und 433) include

lands In the Colorado

A
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10951 Fairfax Court
Thornton, CO 80233
dune 22, 1985

Forest Littrell, Area Manager
Burequ of Land Managewsent
764 Horizon Drive

Grend Junction, CO 81506

Dear Mr, Littrell:
1 would like to comment on the wilderness recommendations in the draft
Resource Management Plan for the Grand Junction area. Overall, I am pleased by
the BLM proposals, but I am distressed by the omission of two outstanding
areas, the Little Bookcliffs Wildnorse Area, and the Palisade. Both of these
areas are eminently deserving of wilderness designation. The Little Bookcliffs
area is, as you know, gne of the few remaining roadless areas in the
204 Booxcliffs, and offers ane of the last opporiunities we will ever have to
preserve, relatively untrammelled, the unique canyon ecosystems of the
Bookcl1i€fs. Incidentally, Demaree Canyon also would be a good wilderness
222 addition in the Bookcliffs area. The Palisade is remarkable for its diversity
of geologic and biologic resources, all packed into a small area. This region
is both a scenic and a potential educational resource which can best he
205 preserved as wilderness, Please reconsider your omission of these areas, and
recommend them for wilderness designation.

S\ncnre’y,

il

Gerald Audesirk

Cknlid

160 |
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June 27, 1985
Mr, rorest Litterel

Bureat of Land Management

764 Horizon Dirive
irand <nnction, Co.

815CA

co ) Area
et Statement

Hel:

irract is

e virowmental

resouree mAML area

Littl
GhS acres.

2,380

o ook €1 i€ Wild Horge
why?

exapand the anie hy

! mxisting 27,

"i#1d Horse :tai
hey are feral an
feral horses as wild and deserv

Lhe

z]

i vo1 do vour research to

> a range?

find fror a
at

80501 you will

If you wil! contact Mr. (;r.'m Corn, Lons
1 1940, ile states b

per2on who lived on the land/now ranre f

there were no wild horsrs thhre -rior Lo Pr\d of World war I when a rancher
who ‘oushi the ranch rade no attemrt to round un “orses from the rancher who
died.

vers rather than
ent individ
one agen

1 susnect BLM

Lets save the

of the animls.

show some Tespansibility here.

Please Faderal lovernment,
monwy it coswa tu ranace Lthis reame and et =

Ses also, instery Horseman, July 1964, P. 43 for additional datn.
Sincerely,

A

Jt.se

392 39 Road
firand Juaction, Co. 8150k

(A commarison:  Suppose M County turns it's 2,000 cats anJ dogs
rirked up each vear and ‘mut death, we ,L-nﬂﬁ)louse in the Book €1iffs.
Then BLM couid estatlish a Wild Cat and or v_-r.?.) No humor intended)
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well Road
"‘nr, Solorado 80134
. June 26, 1985

Fores 5t thtrell

2 v
Grand Junction, Colorado 51508
Dear Littrell:
T am writ ource lanagement Plan for the
drand Junctiorn ve reviewed the Flan carcfully.
T support the Protection Altermative for the m ericrnt of
ldern Study Fr@us. 1 agroe with the recommaond for
wilderne ] 149,500 poert the areas
thal are in the Freferred T would like
;2(:)41 to sec the RU she lLittle fookcliffs ' srea for
wilderness protectlcn. re areg grob1c >
oil and mas could be rked th +o protect
the wi lderre"c chnrﬂc, r stics of an Another arca that deserves
205 ilderness proie t. ion is the ralisade Tt is one of the nost
¢ last Demaree Canyon which

ountain tion.

for recormending non-i

Gr :\n1 e f‘r( rvey Canyons and o
+ter‘“or. 0 riuﬂri1n zones during i
vities and managenent of tn louer uoln River through Ruby

Horsethief G valu ich resulzed in the
river oe1ny rnco scenlc desigration.
isagres Lo he lew

ﬂalars
"umra

177

bou
beca

¢
u‘u reduce the
onlo privat

Zanyon

Ta hard work that woent inio the

“1~r ﬁ ad’ o.ded for these
imiticant lands ses I about
11 exten? Lo 1r;1 not already recomrended.

fhank you.
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Grand Junction Resource Area

Dear Sir:

1771

8larra Club

12623 -- 10th Ave. N.E.
Seattle, WA 98125
(206) 362-5269

June 25, 1985

Frosty Littrell, Area Manager

Bireau of Land Management
764 Horizon Drive
Grand Junctiom, CO 81506

Thia letter is written in order to comment on the draft Resource Managenent
Plan (RMP) for the Grand Junction Resource Area. In genersl, your planning
staff should be commended for its homest, hard work in grappling with the
issues in your Resource Area. The draft document reflects far more care
than I have seen in other RMPs released by the BLM.

I want to direct most of my comments to the wilderness reconmendatione in
the draft plan. But before doing 8o, I must mention-several other iasues.
First of all, having rafted through Ruby and Horsethief Canyons, I must
strongly endorse the BLM's proposal to withdraw those portions of the
Colorado River corridor from mineral development. This is sonething that
should have been done a long time ago. I just wish that the draft BMP
proposed a similar withdrawal of the Dolores River downstream from Catewvay.

Next, the draft RMP is also on the right track in proposing various semi-
primitive, non-motorized areas as well as six Resesarch Natural Areas. The
draft document gives ample rationales for doing #o, and the decision ought
to stand in the final RMP.

Turning to the wilderness recommendations, I find the draft RMP to be
weakeat in ite plans for the Bookcliffs. Bamically the BLM intends to
abandon the region to hydrocarbon lessing and development. That decision
2lone 15 juat plain wrong, but it becomes unconsciopable when the BLM
recommends against wilderneas designation for the lone two Wilderness Study
Areas (WSAs) in the Bookcliffs. The preferred alternative is supposed to be
4 moderate course between the Protection and the Production alternatives,
but theae recommendations againat the Little Bookcliffa and Demaree Canyon
WSAs tilt management of the region completely away from any kind of balanced
approach. Given the small acreages of the two WSAs, Wilderness designation
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page 2

seems a small price to pay to prescrve some witdlife habitat in the
Bookcliffs. This is especially important in the case of the Little
Bookelilis WSA wich its wildhorse herd.

t the opposite pole, the wilderness recommendations for Black Ridge, Black
Ridge West, and Sevenmup Mesa WSAs are correct and excellent. [ have hiked
up into Rattlesnake and Mee Canyons, and cau testify to the national
gignificance of the wilderoess values there. The BLK has taken the right
step in proposing to close the "road" which separates the two WSAs on Black
Ridge as well as other vehicle paths In the area

1 wish that the BLM had applied the game reasoning to The Pallsade WSA, The
BLM belittles itsclf and {ts authority in claiming that the agency car not
stop of f-road vehicle (ORV) intrusions into the WSA. The BLM can, and
should stop URVs from destroying this unit's diverse beauty.

Finally, 1 oppose the deletions in the Dominguez Canyons WSA, and urge you
to recommend the entire unit for wilderness designation. The question of
trespass onto private land is strictly Irrelevant. Tn the first place, the
BLM is required under federal law to manage public lands in the public's
best interest -- not in the interest of nearby landowners. Moreover
wilderness designation will not aflect trespass, or the lack thercof, in aay
way. The Dominguez Canyons contain numerous wildlife specics, Importan
archeological sites, and magnificent scenery, The WSA should be protected
n its entirety.

Thank vou for this opportunity to comment on the draft Grand Junction
Rescurce Management Plan. Please inform me of your final decisions by
seuding me a copy of the final RMP.

Sincerely,

James M. Baker
National BLM Wilderness Chair
rra Club

28

MVesa County
Planning

559 White Ave. Rm. 60
Grand Junction, Colorado

81501-2643

(303) 244-1828
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Jdune 4, L9Hb

Mr. Forest Littrell

Bureau of Land Management
Grand Juncrion Resource Arew
764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction, CO 81503

ments on Draft Enviroamental Tmpact
Statements on the Grand Junction Resource
Management Plan

Dear Mr. Litt:zell:
The Mesa County Commissioners, Planning Commission
and staff have reviewed the Draft Resource

Manggement Plan for the Grand Junction Area of the
B.L.M.

The document is, on the whole, a complete and well
rescarched tool for managing resources under the
B.L.M.'s jurlsdiction.

We hove enjoyed a cooperative working relationship
with the B.L.M. and County Planning and hope to
continue this relationship in the future.

We have jointly participated in the permitting of

on line, the Colorado Ute 340 kv
transmission line, the Chevron Clear Creek
Fnvironmental Impact Statement, the Gary-Getty
Pipeiine Environmental Assessment and numerous other

Many of the comments we raised during the scoping
reetings seem to be addressed in the Preferred
Alternative, which we generally favor.

1n particular., we were glad Lo notice that the
B.L.M. lands adjacent to Walker Field have not been
targeted for disposal. This will heip protect the
airport from unwise development adjacent to its
runwdys and wil! help fulfill Mesa County Land Use
and Development Policy #23 Walker Field Airport
Policy.

188
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Letter to Mr. Forest Littrell
June 4, 1985

Page 2

The following specific comments apply to the preferred alternative
and are offered as proposed amendments to it:

1. Designation of Unaweep and the Dolores River Canyons as a
speclal study area for joint B.L.M., Forest Service, and Mesa
County study and development of specific policles and
guidelines for the management of these unique resources.
Unaweep Canyon, in particuler, represents a major visual,
recreational, and environmental asset to Mesa County, but
specific interagency guidelines need to be developed for its
use and protection. (See Mesa County Land Use and Development
Policy #19.)

2, Spectal treatment o rcels slated for disposal in the
floodplains. Parcels GD 414 and Gd 416 are in the vicinity of
the Loma boat launch and should not be disposed of if they
will constrict or inhibit the use of this facility. (See Mesa
County Land Use and Development Policy #27, page 2.)

All parcels which are slated for disposal in the floodplain
should be offered first to public or private non-profit
agencles whose goal 1s retention of these lands as permanent
open space. They should be clearly designated as parcels
within the 100 year storm and not necessarily to be considered
building lots under HMesa County zoning.

From our observation, these parcels are as follows:

Colorado River

Gd 414, Gd 416, Gd 415, Gd 431, Gd 432,
Gd 418, Gd 161, Gd 160, GA 158

Gd 433, Ga 417,

Plateau Creek

Gd 45, Gd 44, Gd 43, Gd 37
Coon Creek

Gd 41

Agencies which might be likely repositories for such lands

include the Colorado Divislon of Wildlife, the Mesa County
Audubon Soclety or the Mesa County Land Trust.

Retention of parcel Gd_13 adjacent to Vega Reservoir or
transfer to the State Recreation Area. Sale of this property
to a private developer could cause problems in obtaining

261
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Letter to Forest Littrell

June 4,

1985

Page 3

building permits, since this area has experienced mud slides
and property losses in the past. Dense development above the
reservolr with septic systems could also cause long term
problems with water quality. There is presently no sewer
service in the Vega area. There are many larger parcels which
are currently vacant and available for development in the
area.

Retention of Parcel Gd 5_for porotection from flash flooding
in Monument Canyon_Wash. The alternative would be to dispose
of this parcel to a public or private non-profit agency which
will hold the lands as permanent open space and as a trail
head for Monument Canyon Trail in the Colorade National
Monument. (Mesa County Land Use and Development Policy #27.)

entjon of Parcel Gd 304 for incorporation into the Colorado
onal_Mgnument as a trail head or disposal to a public or
private non-profit agency which will hold the lands as
permanent open space. (See Mesa County Master Plan of Parks.)

Disposal Parcel Gd 301 in the Redlands is within the 201
Persigo Sewer Study area and is zoned R2 (1/4 acre lots -
residential) and R2A (2 acre lots - residential). This area
has severe development restraints, however. There are no
sewer lines existing or contemplated, no water lines, limited
road system (Little Park Road and Honument Canyon Road), no
irrigation, no fire flow, severe topographic and geological
constraints, and flash flood potential. Under these
circumstances, we would recommend that this parcel not be
released or, if released, be sold to developers with the

understanding of the severe limitations to this site. ({(See
Mesa County Land Use and Development Policies #2, #3, #4, né
and #19.)

Dispossl Parcel Gd 201 in Orchard Mesa has many of the same

constraints as parcel Gd 30l above: lack of sewer, water,
fire flow, irrigation, topographic and geological constraints,
flash flood potential, lack of roads, etc. These dryland
hills are subject to erosion, and shrink-swell soils
predominate. We recommend that this parcel be retained or,
sold, be sublect to the limitatlions mentioned above.

if

Wilderness Study Areas
The Wilderness Study Areas proposed in the Preferred
Alternative seem reasonable and consistent with Mesa County's
Land Use and Development Policies. They are:
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Letter to Forest Littrell

June 4, 1985
Page 4
A. Sevemup Mess WSA

c.

Encouraqe proper grazing on_dryland

{on the border between Mesa and Montrose Counties on the
bDolores River)

Dominguez Canyon WSA
Black Ridge WSA

Potential conflicts between off road vehicles and grezing
land.
grazed for many years.
vehicles could set up conflicts with gattle grazing.
the need to have such designated areas is understood,
should be in areas that are clearly outside the grazing areas.
We would suggest s smaller designated area and suggest a
permitting or license procedure for all off-road vehicles on
B.L.M. land.

The area north of I-70 and east of the airport has been
Designating this area for off-road
While
they

ignation of the Dominguez Wilderness Study Area_should not

-Qreclude construction of the Dominguez Dam project of the

au_of_ Reclamation. While the W.S.A. appears to avoid the

Gunnison River bank, it might be used as an argument against
the Dominguez Dam.
in no way precludes the construction of this project.

We would recommend that this designation

re no other uses
tall

s vl
Grazing will prevent, to some extent,

re contemplated.

grasses and possible wildfire danger.

We look forwsard to continuing the cooperation between Mesa County
and the B.L.M.

Sincerely,

{/LL\_‘J L//\’-b-/(\~

Richard C. Pond
Chalrman
Mesa County Commissioners

mm
xc:

TRt Mc@mw

Paul Nelson
Chairman
Mesa County Planning Commission

Gordon Tiffany, Mesa County Administrator
Bennett Boeschenstein, Mesa County Planning
Bob Myers, Mesa County Parks

Denny Huffman, Colorado National Monument
Helen Traylor, Audubon Society

Lisa Evans, Colorado Dept. of Wildlife
Harry Talbott, Mesa County Land Conservancy
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United States Depariment of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGIONAL OFFICE
655 Parrer Sireet
PO o 2528
Denser, Colorado #0225

L7619 (RMR-PC)

JUN 2¢ 1385

Menorandun

d Junction Resource Aree, Bareau of Land
mad Juoeeion, Gelorado

To: Area Manager, G
Managemenl, G

From: Assoclale Regional Director, Planning and Resource Preservatiom,
Rocky Mountain Kegion

Draft R
(275}, ¢

ource Management Plan and Lnvironmental lmpact Statement
and Junction Resource Area, Colorade (DES $3/11)

subject:

ue have received the subject draft resource munagement plan and LS and [ fnd
that it provides ior proper comservation of Nationwide Rivers inventory and

National Wild aud Scenic Kivers System scream values and will cause no

advurse effect on lands or programs administered by the Natiomil Park
Service.
s/
Dl 77~
< -
4 G/

f
Richard A. Strait
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THIS LETTER HAS BEEN REPROCUCED

July 1, 1985

Forest Littrell

Bureau of Land Management
764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction, Celorado

Dear Mr, Littrell,

1 am writing to express my support for tne Protection Alternative in tne
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for the Grand
Junction Resource Area.

T think the seven wilderness study areas should be recommended for wilderness
designation. Because of the need for this type of arid platear and canyon
country to be part of the wilderness system in Colorado.

I have had the pleasure of backpacking in Dominguez Canyon, and going on day
nikes in several of the otner wilderness study areas, I found these places
beautiful and unique.

Last, and I feel most important is the need to save a wilderness legacy to tne
future generations.

Sincerely,

/s/ Randall Shepard
Road 1975 #829
Austin, Colorado

81410
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THIS LETTER HAS BEEN REPRODUCED

JOHN R. SWANSON
P.0. Box 922
Berkeley, CA 94701

June 24, 1985

Bureau of Land Management

764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction, Colorado 81506

Dear Sirs:

Please accept my comments, as follows, concerning Draft Environmental Impact
Statement - Resource Management Plan - Grand Junction Resource Area.

1 nave heen acquainted with this portion of Colorado for many decades; and continue
of the firm opinion that this Grand Junction Resource Area contains outstanding
wilderness, scenic, wildlife-fish, botanic and cultural resources of certain
national importance.

An area that provides a vital and, as all Americans hope, a lasting refuge for man
and for all 1ife on this endangered planet. An area, then, that fully benefits
Man, and fully benefits a1l 1ife, on this damaged Earth.

I wish to advise that I oppose the Preferred Alternative - Plan as such will
decimate surface and sub-surface resources and, thus, wil) destroy tnis Grand
dJunction Resource Area.

1, then, fully recommend that as concerned citizens we save this Grand Junction
Resource Area by establishing such area as a permanent dedicated pre

With all such units of the Bureau of Land Management established as permanent
dedicated Preserves.

As the purpose of the Bureau of Land Management is to preserve all of the
Wilderness, Wildlife, Fish, Botanic - all Biological Resources - Scenic and
Cultural Resources located on the areas managed by this Bureau of Land Management.
With each such Preserve to protect watersneds, preserve ecosystems, save and
enhance all wildlife, fisn, and hotanic hahitats areas, protect and promote all
Biological Resources and their diversity, preserve rivers and streams-creeks,
restore-recover all used-damaged areas to tneir natural environmental condition,
and to preserve, protect, strengthen, and expand wilderness.

65
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I, then, fully urge that the following areas and acres located on this Grand Junction
Resource Area - Bureau of Land Management - only - be fully classified and
permanently protected as Wilder: as each such unit features superb wilderness
attributes, and to be incl ded 1n our National Nildgy;nsc_s‘s_‘?rp_s_ervaﬂon System - at
this time -: 0 -

Sewemup Mesa 24,691
Demaree Canyon 27,853
Little Bookcliff Wildnorse Area 33,218
Black Ridge Canyans 22,647
Black Ridge Canyons West 59,013
The Palisade 28,275
Pominguez Canyon 109,968
South Shale Ridge 41,319
Nortn East Creek 31,274

Plus, and additional 369,000 acres.

To secure a tota) of some 748,000 scres of Wilderness to be located on tnis Grand
Junction Resource Area - only - and Bureay of Land Management. areas - nnly - and to
be included in our National Wilderness Pres tion System - at this time -.

To include rivers and streams-creeks in our National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

Ta include this area as a Natfomal Critical Mabitat area; to save all live including
Peregrine Falcons, Bald Eanltes, Black-footed Ferrets, Mountain Lions, Spineless
Hedgehogs and WYinta Basin Hookless Cactuses, as examples, only.

To establisnh, then, this Grand Junctinn Resource Area - Bureau of Land Management as
a permanent dedicated Nationa) Wilderness Wildlife Biological Preserve,

With the selected planning and management alternative concerning this area, as
follaws:

Alternative Preservation Wilderness Wildlife Biolngical Scenic Resources

To eliminate roads so as to return this area to a necessary natural environment with
no hydro activities as tney destroy water resources. To and minerals, coal and .
0il/gas activities; as such activities destroy land, water, and air resources. With
a pan on off-road venicles so as to restore area to a natural environment.

To permanently ban all forms of surface and sub-surface development on all current,
proposed and potential wilderness, including Wilderness Study Areas, with no release
of Roadless Areas.

To acquire all inholdings on all Puntic Lands, with no disposal of any Public Lands.
For wnen we save our Natural Lands and Waters; we Save the World:

Sincerely,

/s/ d. R. Swanson
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GARFIELD COUNTY

Board of County Commissioners

FLAVEN CERISE COUNTY COURTHOUSE
Cartonda ¢ 81623 109 81h § Sule 200
ROBERT J RICHARDSON Grenwood Spnngs C 01 3303
Telephone 59158

Rilte 31653
LARRY R SCHMUESER
Genwoou Springs 81601
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THIS LETTER HAS BEEN REPRODUCED

24 Jure, 1985

Frosty Littrell, Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management

764 Horizon Drive
Grand Junction, CO. 81506
Dear Mr. Littrel}

I am writing to give my comments on Grand Junction Resourse Management Plan.
1 generally support the Protection Alternative and have the following comments.

It think it is a good idea to withdraw the Colorado River corridor in Ruby and
Horsethief Canyons from minineral development. This helps protect this
recommended Wild and Scenic River. I would also like to see the BLM do the
sama with the proposed Wild and Scenic area of the Dotoras for the same reason.

T support the BLM's recommendation of designating six Research Natura) Arcas
to preserve their scientific value.

semiprimitive, non-motorized recreation area as was proposed for Grarite

‘]m \I would 1ike to see Morthwest Creek in lnaweep Canyon managed as a

203

Creck, Hunter/Garvey Canyons and Bangs/Rough Canyons.

Sewemup Mesa and the Black Ridge Canyons deserve your wilderness
recommendation. T would 1ike to see all of Domingue Canyon designated as
wilderness. Its heing wilderness will not cause more trespassing onto private

205 land. I nelieve Palisade's wilderness value and ecological diversity outweigh
the off-road vehicle management difficulties. I believe Demaree Canyon and

204

Little BookcTiffs should the designated as wilderness fn order to protect at
teast a small portion of the Bookcliffs,

Thank you for this opportunity to express my views.
Sincerely,
/s/ Carolyn Beezley

301 29th St.
Boulder, CO 80303
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Helping develop earth 5 resaurces to meet the world s ceeds

Western Division

818 Taughenbaugh Boulevard
fifle, Colorado 81650-2730
Phone 303-625-2445

July 1, 1985

Mr, Forrest Litirell

BUREAU OF LANG MANAGEMENT

Grand durction Resource Area
704 Herizon Urive

Grand Junction, Colorado §1506
RE: DRAFT GRAND JUNCTION RESOURCE ARFA RESOURCE MANAGEMEKT
PLAX ANG ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Cear Fr, Littrell:

The purpese of this letter is to submit comrents on the ahove referenced
draft resocurce management plan and environmental impact statement (Draft
RMP-E1S).

As stated, the Draft RMP-EIS”....identifies public Tland that would be
available for potential sale or exchange to consolidate ownership for improved
managerent...." {page 11, Draft RMP-E1S). The Grand Junction Resource Area
contains numerous small isclated tracts (parcels) of public lsnd which have
been recommendea for dispnsal as summarized in Table 7-18 and shown on Maps 3,
4 and 5 of the Draft RMP-EIS. It is agreed that, "Many of these isolated
disposal tracts cannot be used by the germeral public because there is no legal
access. Administrative etficiency would be improved by disposal of these
isolated tracts which are uneconomic to marage" (page 57, Draft RMP-EIS}.

The RMP-EIS should 21so indicate that disposal of these isolated tracts
will not only benef1t the management efficiency and economics of the Bureau of
tand Management (BLM}, but will also benefit the management efficiercy and
ecoromics of the private landowner(s) by allowing consolidation of the isolated
public lard parcels with the adjacent privete land. Also, dispesal of these
isolated parcels in areas proposed for industrial development will 21low for
optiral use of the land as cutlined in the planning criteria for lend tenure
adjustments. {Refer to page 20, Draft RMP-EIS.)

Numerous small isolated tracts of public land are locvated in the northeast
perticn of the resource area where several shale oil projects are proposed to
be developed. (Refer to Final Mobil-Pacific 0il Shale Environmental Impact
Statement, Final Enyironmental lmpact Staterent Clear Creek Shale 011 Project,

37
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Mr. Forrest Littrell
July 1, 1985
Page ?

and Final Environwental Impact Statement Getty and Cities Service Shale 0i1
?rojects.' These shale o0il projects “Rave indicated the nced to purchase,
exchange, lease and/or to obtain rights-of-way across the public land parcels.
£xcept for Chapter 3 (Aifected Environment, page 119), the Draft RMP-EIS does
not acknowledge the requested public land actions.

The Draft KMP-E[S identifies locatable minerals, mineral raterials, ccal,
011 and gas, etc., as issues and management concerns to be analyzed. The Draft
RMP-EIS does not identify oil shale as an issue or a mamagement concern,
Therefore, oil shale resource arnd develepment is noi adequately corsidered in
the evaluation of the alternatives. The oil shale industry in the Grand
dunction Resource Ares would be impacted if adequate rights-of-ways across
public tands, teases of public lands, and/or land tenure adjustrents could not
be obtained.

The Draft RMP-LIS does not adequately explain how the alternatives were
developed and how the erphasis areas for each alternative were determined. Why
are there nc emphasis areas for oil shale development? (Refer to pages 25, 68
and Appendix A, Draft RMP-EIS.}

What criteria were used (area, resources, location, etc.) to identify and
segregate the small isolated tracts of public land for disposal or retention
for each alternative? [t does not appear that obiective rethods were used to
identify the disposal tracts for each alternative. Please explain the criteria
and procedyres used. (Refer to page 55, Maps 3, 4 and 5, Draft RMP-E1S.)

The phrase, "AT1 public lands for disposal would be in the best interest
of the public, (paragraph 5, page 55, Draft RMP-EIS) is poorly written.
Does this mean that.disposal of public lands identified would be in the best

interest of the public?

1t is assumed that “Public land identified for retention...." (first
complete paragraph, page 56, Draft RMP-EIS) reans the public land rot
identified as disposal tracts on Maps 3, & and 5. It is also assumed that this
sentence mears that the BLM could exchange public land not identified for
disposal in crder {o improve managevent efficiency or to meet the needs under
the Recreation anc Public Purposes Act. Are these correct assumpticns?

How were the area and the nuwber of disposal tracts for each alternative
selected and determined? Will the “Lard Terure Adjus t Recomrendations”
becoms decisions in the Recurd of Decision on the RMP-LIS, or will the
recosmerdations remain as recommendations? Please define. (Refer to Table
2-18, page 56, Draft RMP-ETS.)

In Tables A=1 and A-2 (Appendix A, Draft RMP-CIS) land tenure shouid also
include acquisition tracts that could be exchanged for the disposa: tracts.

The Glossary should define the foilowinc terms: oil shale withdrawal, land
tenyre, octivity nlan for land tenure adjustrent, locateble minerals, and
mincral materials.
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Mr. Forrest Littrell
July 1, 1985

Page 3
In a letter to the District Manager, Grand Junction District, BLM, dated
March 11, 1985, Pacific {Sohic Shale 0il Company, Cliffs 031 Shale Corp. and
the Superior 0il Company) applied for the purchase of the tollowing five
parcels of public land for use by the Pacific Shale Project as analyzed in the
Finai Mobil-Pacific 0i1 Shale EIS:
Parcel & Acres
ownship 6 South, Range 98 West, Sixth P.M, B
Section 11: tot 1 £0.00
Parcel B
Township 6 South, Range 9§ West, Sixth P.M.
Section 23: SWiSWiSEiNWi 2.50
WININELSWI 10.00
WINWISES Sk 5.00
KW SW3SWiSW; 2.50
NEISEISWiSW: 2.50
ship 6 South, Range 98 West, Sixth P.M,
Section 15: Lot 7, Part of Tract 95 10.04
Parcel b
ownship 6 South, Rance 98 West, Sixth P.M.
Sections 27 and 34: Tract 117D 60.00
Parcel H
ownship 7 South, Range 98 West, Sixth P.M.
Section 2: Lot 4 20.28
SUiKRW] 490.00
SWi 16C.00
SWiSE} 40.00
Section 3: Lot 1 40.22
Lot 2 £0.15
Lot 3 40.07
SINEL 80.00
SE4NW; 40,00
N3SFL 80.00
SE4SER 40.00
Section 10: NiMEiNE} 20.00
SE4NLINE; 10.00
Sectior il: NLINE; 40.00
WiIkES 80.00
NW4 160.00
NE3 SWi 40.00
EjhsiiSw} 20.00
SE§SWY 40.G0
WiSE} £0.00
NFN 20.060

37
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Mr, Forrest tittrell
vuly 1, 1985
Fage 4

Pdrewis A oand B oare enlireiy Surrounded by property ocwned by Pacitic.
Parcels C and [ ere surrnundea by Facific property on three sides and by other
private property on the fourth side. Parcel H is bordered by Pacific property
on the nortn and east sides. Access ard utility corridors for several shale
0il projects are proposed to be iocated acjacent o tne svoinern ard western
borders of Parcel K.

Ril five of the public lend parcels are shewn on Mgps 1 through 5 in the
Drafi RMP-EiS, On Map 3 (Commodity Alterrative), a’i five percels
identified as "Emphasis Gd-Disposal tracts". On  Map
Alternative}, all parcels except Parcel H are identified for disposal. On Map
5 {Preferred Altcrrative) parcels A and B only are identified for disposal
The Preferred Alternative in the RMP-EIS should identiy not orly parcels A and
B but also parcels C, F and ® for disposal. The Preferred Alternative does not
appear 0 be based or the ervironrental analysis developed for the Commedity
Alterngtive and the Protection Alternative as stated on page 236 of the Drafi
RMP-F15.

The disposticn of these five public land parcels would be ir compliance
with BLM statutory and regulatory responsibilities to manage tke public lang
rescurces. The parcels are smail and isolated which precludes efficient and
economic land management. Tour of the five isolated parcels canrol be usea by
lne gereral public because there is no Jegal access. These isolated public
land parcels could be exchanged for private lard that lies within or adjacent
to large blocks of public land or could be exchanged for private land that has
special resource values reeded by the BLM to improve resource manegement. Or,
these public land parcels could be sold, and with the monies from the sale, the
BiM could purchase private lana thdt has bheen identified for acquisition.

Pacific appreciates the opportunity to commert on the Draft ®MP-EIS ard
appreciates your corsideration of the comments in preparing a Final RMP-EIS.
If you should have any questicns in regard to this letter, please contact me
persenally at your earliest convenience,

Sircerely,

Dsnamé Soucdunbarh,

Truman E. Louderback
Project Engincer, Cavironmental
On behalf of Pacafic

TEL: Ie

Dear

June 30, 1985

Frosty Littrell, Arca Manager
Lurecau of lanacenent

264 rorizoa Orive

Grand Junction, CO 81506

Draft Grand Junction Resource Managerent Plan--

pratection Alternative

R

please include these comrents in the hearing record,

i'r. Littrell:

The Protection Alternative of the Resource Management Plan is essentially
ound, BLY should be congratulated on the production of a Resource
nagenant Plan which is far better attyned to wilderness protection

and the safequarding of various scientific, archacological, recreational,
and other interests. It is much improved over such rccent efforts as

the ZSan Juan/San Miguel Resource Managecment Plan and the Glenwood SprinGs
and ¥hite River BIM wilderness recorrendations. TYhe corments below
reflect support for the Protection Alternative of the Resource Managerent
Plan.

T have no arnument with the following recormendations: the wilderness
designations ard boundaries for Black Ridge Canyons and Sewerup Mesa;
the six Research datural Areas; the identificatior of seniprimitive,
non-motorized recreation in the Granite Creck, llunter/Garvey Canyons,
Banos/Rough Canyons; and the withdrawal from mineral development of

and
the Colorado River corr r in Ruby and :lorsethief Canyons.

I rust, however, urae BLM toward the protection as wilderness of The
Palisade. These canyon-typc ccosystems are inadequately represented in
the national wilderness system and the allegedly unmanaacable ¢ff-road
vehicle usec in this area should not dissvade BIM im its protection of
“he Palisade,

1 also oppose the deletion of roughly 20,900 acres fram the Dowingucz
Canyons area wilderness recomrendation for the prevention of trespass onto
adjacent private land, RL¥ is charged hy the federal government with the
protection of public, not private, iand; it is unjustifiable to withdraw
these acres, The owner(s) of these private lands are themselves primarily
responsible for their protection.

e Derarce Canyon and iittle Dookcliffs Wildhorsc Areas must also be
given wilderness protection, not only to prescrve their wildlife, but to
previde wilderncss opportunities for the citizens of nearby Grand Junction.
¢ existing wilderness areas of this state, as shown by the recent study
of cconomist Richard ¥ will cease 1o accommodate recreational
cressures in roughly 25 years, especially near Colorado’s more.populous
cities. Thesc two roadless areas in the larger Bookcliffs region should be

204)
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aiven wilderness protection to attempt some kind of balance between
wilderress and the 350,000 acres to be subjected to oil and gas leasing
in the 3LM proposed plan,

My own intercsts in this are essentially altruistic. I do not want to
"lock up” these lards for ry own pursuits, It is only the exploitative
alternatives for these lands which lock them up, usurpiny the options
of future generations. A now-or-never greed cccupies the land and
excludes everything elsc, The reason we still have as many options as
we have or Loth public and non-public lands is that no onc before us
sguanderad all of naturc's legacy. TPien you leave the wild lands as
you inherited them, you leave all the options for those who follow.

The enenies of wilderness find it incredible that anyone would see value
in something that does not irmmediately crcate wealth or confer power.
That is one of the tracedies of our age. T, and most of the people I
know, in various walks of life, feel a strong rced to know that there

are places that are still free, arc still right. w¥hy should someone in
the castern part Colorado care for lands in the western part? Because
there are people in board rooms far removed from this state altogether
who view these lands and sce only profit-and-loss statements. Wilderness
belongs to us all--and to the future.

Pobert L. Schrciner, Jr.
1440 £, Quincy Ave,
Englewood, Colorado

8C110
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William Jeffrios Groas
13635 Bullosfly Fane

Howuslom, Texas 77079
723/461°5034

¥r. Frosty Littrell, Area Manager June 26, 1985
Bureau of Lard Management

764 liorizon prive

Grand Junction, Coloradc 81506
Dear Sir:

Despite the fact that I do not presently live in Colorado,
I keep up with matters concerring both conservation ard
developnent of wilderness resources in Colorado especially, and
all western states and the ration generally. 1 am a long time
rember of the Colerade Mountain <(lub, an 4avid wilderness
camper/hiker/cl :r and have lived much of my life in Colorado
- Grand Junctjor, Denver, Glenwecod Springs and Estes Park, T am
60. T am a petroieum geologist. The purposc oI this Jetter is
to offer some comments on The Grand Junction Resource
Management Plan.

I fully appreciate the reed for Dot protection  and
productior - protcection of our scenic, recrea nal and, if ycu
will, spiritual resources while at the same e providing for

development and production of resources to supply the needs of
people fuels, metals, onstructior materi enploynent.,
food, c¢lothing, ote. Proteciion and production are for tha most
part mutually exclusive in any given area and your unenviable

job is to select ané administer the arcas so desiqnated.
Forturately, our vast natural commodity resourcés can supply
our neceds from & rela »ly minor part of our even rorec vast

wilderness rosources. Thus, you have the opportunity to protect
virtually all of the good and best wilderness arcas for us now
and for all future generatijons. Tt is to be hoped that we can
pass on 70 those future dwellers sn our much bl d land not
only the legscy of the protccted arcas themseives, but the
understanding and will to prescrve such areus forever.

I am familiar with cach ol the arcas concerned in the Grand
Junction Resource nagement.  Plan, having hiked camped,
explored, hnunted, fished, photographed and otherwisce enjoyed
all of them. Based on :nformation nrow available to me. I would
like o cornment as follows:

Black Ridge Canyors - I am pleased to learn that your
recommended plan will protect this area.
The Palisade - This is an outstanding scenic area which

is highiy desireable to protect from desecrat:on
access or development of any kind, and left alone
from such damages 2s have already orcurred.

by vehicle
to recover




to Littrell

ge 2
June 26, 198%

Sewemup
to the Palis

- in mary ways similar ard of cqual value
T understand that your recommendatijor is to

protect this area as wilderness, which I pport.
Dominguez Canyons - a fine arca to  include as
2}:):3 wilderness. My information is that you would not include some

20,000 acres along the Gunnison and I weuld respectfully oppose
such deletion.

Bock Clitls arcas - so close 1o town, so wild, beautiful
and unique. It would be a pity to permit any commercial
22(:>51 axploitatior of the few small remaining natural areas which are

now under consideration for wilderress designation. I strongly
oppose anything but wilderness for the Little Bock Clifis -
wildhcrse - Demares Canyon areas.

The fantastic Dolores River helow Gateway culd  be

protected irom mincral development. Such proteciior would seem

177 to be 1n line w other riverway protection already proposed
by BLM.

Finally, | commend you or your generally balanced approach
o tand management, especially your understanding of the real
for wilderncss ion as well as for wvario
al-interest arca luck  in  your  Thearirgs and
deliberations.

Yours very truly,

/.

LA A s
(ol

WIG/pav
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Amm-o Production Company

July 1, 1985

itirell

n Rosource Arca Maneger
Managerent

prive

n, CO 81506

/f4 Heorizo
Grand turc

Dear FrosLy:

producticn Compary is a subsidiary of Amoco Cc:;ora;iwn
Stancard Co., (Indiana). Amoco's Denver Region
personnc} are respoasible for exploring for and producing oii and
resources in the westerrn United States. Of prime importarce
the Lederal mineral at in e western stales; hence our
1nteres in  federal land u i oreciate  the
opporLunity Lo ment.  cn the the Grand
Junct:ion Resource Arca.

Amoco
torrerly

for

oxcr‘prnmally
that it is

your staff on
You hLave shown
both surface and subsurface
nece of subsurface hydrocarbon
laud your decision Lo vonsider
»/EIS, and approciate that
atrempls to resolve poten-

want to congratulale you and

rouqh, well-written document.
passible and logical Lo plan
resources, oeven theugh exist
resources 18 Jarq ly unkown. We ap:
¢ sLs Lhroughour the R
dPC]FiOﬁS show legatimate
flic

the Lo'rnodn:y Alternative under which

with a
: Amoco hLas
ragources in all
and reclamation. We believe we
surfacce disturbance in
sot forth in Appendix
nave stated, that it is
developme case-by-case
sary ra i

with NSO stipula
on of surface

m imum number of acres lcase
long had a <o tmeat fo prote
phases of cxp.oration, producnion,
¢an operate with minimal and
accordance with standard x
C. In J\l' regard, we believe, as
apprepriale to consid all
instead of blanketing all
tions.

you
croposed
proposals w.

will zake the
N medsures arc
permitting pro-—

read this document
1 protect
ng and

that those who
1d how many envi
into public lar

s our hope
c Lo 'mdr-r(--
routinely buill

Mr, Foresi Litirel! -z- July L, 1983

cesses. Too olten 1. seems memnbers of various publl scc an ol

ard gas lea as a "licens destroy." We that the

incorporated in t document will do much ta alleviate

1fied fears if read wil1l take the wime to read the oil
secrions.

This resource area has a  ve ty resource mix,

including knowr resources. Manage-

ment. of all
algernative

ixng recreatien, un
sropriate production

er commodity
in harmony with

insure  aj

appropriate prolecition, options open for managerent
oriunity 1s pecially  important  an the Grand Junction
agource Arca.

Thank you again for the opportumiziy Lo commont.

Sincerely,

Andersen

PA:sd
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BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
DELTA COUNTY, COLORADO
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1 Rogor b4, Blouck

1 July 1985

Forrest Littrel]

Bureau of Land Management
Grand Jurnction Resource Area
764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction, €O 81506

Dear Mr. Littrell:

The helta CounLy Board of Commissioners has rcviewed the Draft
1 ' ------+ on the Grand Junction Resource
! ‘ . the opportunity to offer our

* he Bureau of Land Management's
Preferred Alternative, for recommendation of the Dominquez
Canyon WSA to Congress for d-riqﬂation as wilderness. We concur
that ovarall this area exhibits unique characteristics which
should be preserved as best poessible in their natural state.
It is our undersgtanding that this wilderness designation will
not in anyway affect the future planning or development of the
proposed Dominquez Reservoir Project.

The Commissioners ask your consideration of De}:a County's
support to this alternative in preparing the final Resource

Management Plan.
Qﬁ PIvES

{
Roget’'M.

8louch
Chairman .

RMB:ak

FiF™4 AND PAIMLR DFL1A COLORADOBIS16 P-iONF {3
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July 2, 1985

Frosty Littrell, Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management

764 Forizon Drive

Srand Junction, CO 81506
Dear Mr. littrell:

This Tetter concerns BLM's Resource Management Plan for the Grand Junction
Resource Area.

1 am very pleased with the recommendations for wilderness of the Black
Ridge, Sewemup and Dominguez Canyon WSA's. However, the deletion of the
Demaree Canyon and Little Bookeliff areas disturb me. With continued

0il and gas exploration in the Bookcliffs in the area north of Grand
Junction, the remaining wildlife is going to be placed under increasingly
heavy pressure. Exploration roads open the areas to increased recreational
use and many animals will be forced to leave their home range. With the
entire Bookcliff area open to drilling, there is no nlace left for the
wildlife to flee. 1 urge you to reconsider your preferred alternative and
set aside Demaree Canyon and the Little Bookcliff arcas from further
driliing exploitation. Existing leases could be purchased by BLM to

stop planned development. .

The management of Puby Canyon as Wild and Scenic and the removal of the
Canyon from surface site drilling is conmendable.

In the RMP, riparian areas are identified as being in short supply yet
the preferred alternative makes no provisions to protect the riparian
areas of Skipner's Island. The possibility of changing the status of
Skipper's Istand to include protection of the arcs deserves careful con-
sideration and review.

The sections concerning wild)ife lack specific plans for dealing with
wildlife. Are these plans to be doveloped at a fyture date? Detailed
plans should be presented in the PMP to enable public input. Otherwise
many long range plans for wildlife may be imnlemented without public
knowledge. Please clarify BLM's plan for wildlife. The protection
alternative urges wildlife management with an erphasis on non-game species
as well as "more econonically attractive species The preferred alter-
native emphasizes game species only. Overwhelming emphasis is piaced on
the game animals by governmental agencies, while public support for
non-gane species is ev1denced by the tremendous success of Colorado's
state tax check off program. Please consider non-game specics in your
planning. Ecosystems do not consist solely of deer and elk herds.

The plans for land disposal are also very vague. Please clarify the
rmeans of identifying land for disposal, how land will be disposed of,
and criteria for selecting land desirable for acquisition.
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Mr, Frosty Littrel 44 4 5

July 2, 1985 Ty 2, M5
Page Two
In closing, 1 would like to commend you on the RMP. BLM seems to have TARL Lo, Wolhdms
done their howework. With the few exceptions noted ebove the plan seems Ve, Bor >34

to be fairly well balanced between development and conservation. Although, Pabis o s
sacrificing the entire Bookcliffs to oil and gas would be very detrimental. al.ceety Celo Mo
Thank you for your time.

R
Respectfully, \ - Bunziu of Lawb (auacsinied”
- — A . -
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Mr. Farest (Frosty) Littrell ear r, Litteall:
Area Manager, Grand Junction RA
Bureay of Land Management

764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction, CO 81506

ft'n- to you concerninn your draft nn the Srand Junction "Ssource “aticamtnt
ta ich cont $s raconrondations “ar nvar 250,900 acrea of
viidernoss. -

A$ 2 “requasnt visitor t torado ror Qreton 1 sama these areas
aguasnt or to Zcioradn ‘rom 0 s of
2700, se area
are sn bdeaut

P I cannat telizve your Resitation at i-m presarvin~

Dear Mr. Littrell:

i e iatel
You are to be commended fer your commitment to excellence them. ! antron3ly in favor of t4s Pratecting ~liervati fat wau .
in researching and writing the Grand Junction Northwest and anl 3aeciatly in the follprinn aress. lervative that yau kave sumqeste?,
Southwest Quadrant "Draft Resource Managoment Plan and Environ-

While there are many special management Flease 5iva Sewe~un “esa wilderaess status as it is one o the %

mental Impact Statewent”.

considerations, it is clear that subsurface rescurces have been Unqgrazed masa's 1oft in e “es
thoroughly considered. It appears energy interes{:s_havehbecnb
taken into account throughout the RMP/LIS and decisions have been Tmase Fatn qrestoe afforts to manane tha nalisades .
made based on legitimate attempts to resolve management conflicts. . it is anm oF the ~osk acolonically ¢ivarse in Talorace 2.:::: ?f,d wilderaess as
1t appears to me the Grand Junction RA has set ¢ standard which "Mease 4o not Ahiwk af Yeasing the LEEIa Raskel < are o .
we hope will be copied throughout the BLM in its planning process. 204 t? 2f] and ces companies.  The -roxieity o tews ""]7.‘.":'1:"-.‘“3’::2‘].2 ‘_.;a;.;p,,::::;m
ahead wher paosle rish ¢n exasriance solitivds in a Tnge am e years
Sincerely, ance solituude in a roacdlass area.
. T anrn your assesseent of cavhinia~ Rlack 7% o
tagt i in Straliiy wuinian Black 72 an! 3lack
/,"/// ‘ast by eliminatian the road hatween thes, Amld‘ Far vou ilac
L LT T you,
Rapert 0 Byran .. The Zominquaz canvans should dnclude all of the 78,35 atres uithout deletions
203 ;2"1?06:“1” thv_“larﬂi\sﬂ in the state and Ya . an abundance of archaalaaisal ’
2calonical, and caunal diversity "t can naye
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Connelly Exploration Inc.
A0 Mealand Savings Build ng
Nerver, Coloriilo 80202
Thomas H Conrelly. Presiisnt Telepnane 203 82% 5688

guly 2, 1685

Kxr, Wright Sheldon, Districs Maneger
Mr. Forcst Littrell, Sescurces Area
Fureau of Tend Management

76l Horizon Drive
Grand Junciion, Colorado 81908

angamens Tlan acd
F.mn romuental Tapact Staiement

Gentlemen:

ou for your cormilment

sel a slandard wl we hope will be
cayu of lend Management in ils planning

ro
cnulated t!u-cmghm.t the )1..1

process,
Yours very truly,
encouTigly
A
g\ I ¢
THC bk h o .,onnel]’,y,

51 51
United States Department of the Interior

FI5H AND WILDLIFE SERVICT
COLORADO FILLD OFFICE

".\ﬂﬁ'lMMSﬁTRI.U with the Bureau of Reclamation’s Grand Vallevy Unit of the Colorado River

YOM 292 Basin Salinity Control Project. This repori recommends that the Bureau

GOLDIN, "U‘OR‘D“ fos01 of Reclamation purchase or acquire and develoo lands along the Colarado

IN AEFLY REFER TO: 242 River 1in the Fruita to Loma area to mitigate wildlife habitat Josses
associated with this proiect. These seven parcels. alona with

additional private Jands. are an intearal) part of this mitigation
package. In addition to disposal of these lands. we have serious
concerns about the validitv of trving to dispose of the followina lands
in relation to Category 1 classification:

Julv 3. 1985

A1) of the following are from Map 5. Preferred Alternati

areas aopears inconsistent with Criterion 12 and 15 because thev are

MEMURATD B4 269 GD 24. 31. 18, 17, 420. 421. 422. 423. 424, 427. 429. Disposal of these
adjacent to Forest Service lands.

10: District Manager. Bureau of Land Manacernat

Grand Junction. GD 416. 414, 415, 431, 432, 433, 418, 161, 160. 150, 201. 209. 216 .217.

FROM: Assistant F1eld Supervisor. Fcoloaical Services 270 430. Disposal of these areas appears inconsistent with Criterion 10,
Lakewood Subotfice. Golden. CO 11. 12, 13 and 14.
SUBJECT: Review of Draft Grand Juncticn Renource Area In addition. many of the other areas provide critical bia aame winter

Resource Maragerant Plar ane Environmertal range (Criterion 16} and should not be considered for disvosal.

T at
Imzact Statement We note on Page 128. Table 3-8. that the Jerry Creek Reservoirs are

listed as sport fisheries mater in the Grand Junction Resource Area.

We have reviewsd the March, 1855 dratt Resource Manaqement Flan (RMP) This  designation ‘: 5‘"""151:‘_’ ;\:‘ V1:" ofbthe ’HCt_"ha; e”:”'s to “;B
and Environmental Impact Staterent (EIS) for the Grand Junction Resource this area opened for sport fishing have been ongoing for the past
vears. We believe vou should clarify this point and expand on what vou

area. Prior to receivt of this document. the FWS prov

retating to the RMP at an Aoril 1B. 1934 intoraaencv meot and

written ccmments dateg Mav 20. 1984, Februarv 4, J%Bb and February

1985. Tt apoeare. that many of cur earlier commenis have rot
Hox

propose will happen to the Jerrv Creek Reservoirs in the future. As vou
']82 know. we have continuallv asked that vou uphold the decision made bv the
Interior Board of Land Agpeals on Aoril 21. 1980. and provide the puplic
incorosrased in the draft RMP er. because of our concern for the the riaht to access this area for fisnina. e are concerned that this
tish and wildlife resources the Grana Junction Rescurce area. we issue was not discussed in the RMP. especiallv since it comes up <or
reviewed tne RAMP auite extensivelv ana once waain otfer for five-vear yeview next vear. We still believe that tnere are no
vour consideration. m@any of Lhem a reiteralion of 1:05e Dreviol corpelling reasons why these two reservoirs built on public lands are
We believe the final RMP should 1ncorporate thece comments. or Srovide not opened for public fishina.
sufiicient explanation for their omission. 5 memorandum  also
includes commznts from our bnsamarred Species C‘hcc in Grand

We noted that there is considerable discussion about management of
riparian areas throughout the document. However. proposed wmanadement
indicates that “Woodv riparian habitat would be maintaineo to favor the
tallest native plant species.” We auestioned this management philosophv

Goneral Comments

A maior concern ot this ment are the lands to be disposed of in our earlier letter and still question why the management of
land tenure Manv of the lands orobosed for disncsal would fall 87 vegetative understory of riparian areas (essential to riparian habitat
BLM’'5 designation of “{ateaorv 1. Retertion Areas." Cf / value) 1is not considered as a maior management acal, Pronosed

management quidance could be satisfied by a cottonwood forest suffering
242 Colorado River downstream from Fruita. Coloraco. Of tne seven from overarazing. We believe the manacement quidance for riparian
Lnem 1414, 415, 416. . 432, and 433} dincluae flood p habitats and wetlands in the preferred alternative should ensure the
valusble riparian nahitat and. therefore. snculd not e considered for maintenance or enhancement of the vegetative and faunal diversity that
disposal under Criterion 11. C(atecaory 2 19, A5 vou Jre anare. we would occur in the absence of man‘s activitv.
have precered a Fish and kildlife {cardination Act Report in  connection

interest to us are the seven parcels procosed for disvosal

We  found verv little narrative related to access accuisition prooosals
290 from the Preferred Alternative Map 5. ke believe access to cresentlv

unavailable BLM lands should be a top prioritv within this manaaement
plan. We roted that several of the sreas that are proposed for access
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acauisition are alreadv open to the public. We trust that vou intend to
prioritize vour acquisition based uocn current access conditions.
the road from the Fruita

Access Acquisition Proposal 35. Reserve to

Snvder Flats mav need some coordination with the Forest Service. An
291 access road to Snvder Flats is definitelv needed: however. the Forest
Service 1s proposing to close the road within the forest boundary which

currentlv provides access to the road vou propose to acouire.

Section 7 of the Endanaered Species Act (ESA) describes the interagency
cooperation that must occur to easure that anv action authorized.
funded. or carried out bv a Federal agency is not likelv to jeopardize
the continued existence of any federallv prooosed or listed. thnreatened
or endangered species. However. we have found no lanauage describing
this process. hhile most of the emphasis areas include threatened and
endangered species as a management criteria. the consideration i4s
usually a time of vear restriction or buffer zone. active manacement
commitment. or admission of a need for stipulations. None of the
comments recognize the need for BLM to make a no affect/mav affect
judament for each of the individual Tlisted species that mav be
associated with each action. We believe the RMP should provide more
detail relating to BLM’'s obligations pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA.
Comoletion of the RMP/EIS does not obviate BLM's Section 7
responsibilities. Section 7 therefore must be satisfied for each action
authorized by the RMP/EIS.

119

The threatened and ed species criteria included in
the emphasis areas incoroorate time of vear restrictions and buffer
zones to minimize potential disturbance to qolden eagles. perearine
falcons. prairie falcons and other wildlife. Our Mav 22. 1984 comments
'}20 asked that until site specific buffer zones can be established in
coordination with the FWS. buffer zones for all rabtor nests should be

However. the buffer zone in the draft
We again reauest that this be increasea
quidance can be develobed in

172 mile rather than 1/4 mile.
RMP continues to be 1/4 mile.
to 1/2 mile wuntil more specific
coordination with the FWS.

draft RMP includes coal as a manaaement criterfa for the emohasis
FWS orovided comments relating to the Coal Unsuitabilitv
on February 4. 1985 and Februarv 22. 1985 (copies attached).
Generallv FWS disagreed with BLM’s application of the unsuitabilitv
criteria according to the RMP., BLM's proposed management of the coal
resource in the Grand Junction Resource Area has not chanaed as a result
of FWS’'s comments, We adain ask. therefore. that BLM modifv its
application of the (oal uUnsuitability Criteria to incorporate our
previous comments.

The
areas.
Criterfa

28
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$pecific Comments
Page 17. Wildlife Management. 3. This section should stipulate that
consultation with the FWS will occur for each individual actien that BLM
determines 'mav affect’ a federally listed threatened or endanaered
species.

There 1s no explanation in
ficures were auantified (see

Page 34. _ Threatened and Endangered_Species:

M9 ’
121 | S
122 (%

123

Manacement

__Threatened and _Endangered_ Species |
what are summering bald eaqles?

Proposed

entire section imolies that BLM will allow
species to decline. Redardless -of which
threatened and endanagred species in the RMP
We
wWiltl

Page  43.
threatened
alternative
area receive protection throuah the Section 7 consultation process.

Effects: This
and endangered
is selected,

do not helieve it is appropriate to state that one alternative
provide less protection to endangered species than another.

Hon were acres quantified?

124 |

Page_44. Taple 2-10.

€ffects, Column 1, Paragraph 1 last sentence." Dispcsal of

Island apcears to be fnconsistent with Criteria Numbers 11.

56 13. and 14 under retention areas Cateqorv 1. Page 19. We recommend
Skipper’s Island be proposed for ACEC desianation (Table 2-17).

Page 56._ Implementation. Column 2. P As stated earlier. the

Bureau of Reclamation (BR) is planning to acauire lands alona the

271 Colorado River as mitigation for the Grand Vallev Salinity Project.
Therefore. BR should be included within this paragraph.

300|Pa_ﬂe_§_l.__Tap1e_ -20,_Threatened and Endanaered Species.
nunbers guantified? Are these acres?
|Paqe 66.__Table 2-23. Ihre

125 were these acres guantified?
Page_70._ Threatened and Endanaered Species.
not a federally listed soecies. Throughout the document there are manv
references to species as threatened and endangered whicth are not (e.q.
golden eaqle, prairie falcon, agreat blue heron). To avoid repetition we
will not make this comment again., but ask BLIM to make aporooriate
corrections wherever such errors occur. Without krowing what specific
activity is aoing to occur. we do not believe a buffer zone of 1/4 mile
is adeouate to orotect peregrine falcons. Please see our General
Corments relating to buffer zones. To avoid repetition, we ask BLM to

chance all buffer zones for raotors to 1/2 mile wherever 1/4 mile is
ntianed fn the documents.

How were these

How

ned_and_Endanqered_ Species Management.

The Dolores skeletorweed is

126

120
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Page 70, 011 and_Gas. The need for stipulations implies that impacts
’]2"' may Occur to threatened and endancered species. If so. Section 7
consultation with the FWS would be recuired. To avoid repetition. we

have not made this comment in numerous other areas where it applies.
This corment implies that
If so. Section 7 consultation

age_77, _ Threatened and Endangered Species.

mpacts mav occur to endangered species.
would be necessarv.

121 i

Page_78.  _Threatened and Endangered Species, Column 1. February 13 to

']27 July 1 is not consistent with other areas within the document or BLM's
Unsuitability Criteria Appendix D Criterion 13. We ask that the dates
be consistent wherever they occur. and that windows be at Tleast as

restrictive as recommended by FWS in previous comments.

__Column 2. there are the
“ihat criteria were used to determfine this number? We
believe any occcupied orafrie doa burrows should be considered Dotenha'l

black-footed ferret range.

128 l

300
129

Page__78. Public Utilities, The source of the 14,778 acres

figure should be indicated.

Column_2.

How does the BIM
restocking

Threatened and Endanaered Species, Column 2.

Page 80, _
intend to provide suitable habitat in the Colorado River for

of endemic fish?

You state "Woody riparian habjtat
species.”  HoW
and as we
sinale

Page 83, Wildlife. Columns 1 and 2.
would be maintained to favor the tallest native plant
would this be accomplished. by overarazina? Here again.
stated under the general comments., we believe management for a
species is unacceptable from a wildlife management perspective.

|
30|
272|
131 |

I Page 91, Wildlife, Columns 1 and 2.

ed Species. How does the BLM intend to

these endangered species?

reatened_and_Endanc
f

suitable habitat

Page 84
provide

d. These emphasis areas lack a threatened and endanaered
ment criteria. How will threatened and endangered soecies
issues be resolved for these areas?

Page 89, __Threatened _and Endangered Species,  Column 2. No mention was
made in this section of the Colorado souamfish. The criteria far black-

footed ferret habitat is occupied prairie dog purrows.

We commend vour proposal to protect
However., why
seral state?

and improve approximately 3.000 acres of rinarian habitat.
{ i5 the goal to manage this habitat for at least an uovper
[He believe all stages of riparian habitat are important.

51
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Making the statement that “no new

would be permitted in riparian oreas.. is aquite
interesting. The methods proposed to carry out this management
objective should be described. As we have stated before, the best thing
that could happen to the 3.000 acres of riparian habitat from a wildlife
standooint would be to remove man’s influence (which includes livestock
grazing) from these areas completely.

Page 81, Livestock Grazina. Coltumn 2.
Tivestock  trails

Page 92, Wildlife. Column 1. Your statement that "A lgcation would be
identified for a 30 to 60-acre reservoir and marsh to provide habitat
for resident and migrant wildlife" is excellent. MWe beljeve that the BR
may be able to construct just such a reservoir as mitigation for the
Grand Vallev Salinitv Proiect. We suagest that a meeting with the
appropriate officials from vour staff. BR. Colorado Division of Wildlife

and mv staff to discuss this issue would be worthwhile.

i_Species. ‘Active management’ that

D reatened and endancered species would
require Section 7 consultation with the FWS. To avoig repetition. we
have not made this comment the minimum of seven other times it would be
appropriate. How will the BLM provide this suitable habitat?

132

Page 97, Coal, Column 2, _Paraaraph 2. As we stated previouslv. we

89 believe the 162.660 acres identified as “"sensitive” to coal. develcoment
should be correctly identified as unsuitable with exceptions.

Page 100, _Threatened and fndangered Species. The federallv listeq
species mentioned here receive protection from the ESA. The other

133 ‘special protective desianation’ that BLM can provide should be
indicated.

Paqe _102, The method of providing
130 suitable habitat for uereanne fa1con ‘should be described.

183

Page 105, Recreati _.Column 1. The Mesa County Sheriff's Department
has a'lreacy defined arcas closed to shootina. If vou have not already
done so. vou should coordinate the no shooting zones proposed in the RMP
with the Mesa County Sheriff’s Department.

Page _ 105, Transportation. _Column 2. The reason you plan to acauire
access to areas which are already open {i.e. north end of 29 & 33 Roads
and Mitchell Road) is not clear. It would seem a simnle easement would
be better. We also believe priority should be placed on acouiring
access to areas that are presently blocked to public access (i.e. 9. 24,
25, 26. 29. 30. 31. 34, 35, etc.) from Map 5 atcess acauisition

proposals.

292

Page 105-106.__Land Disposal. We sugaest that "manaqcrent of wildlife®

be included in this section unless it is intended to discourage wildlife

’]34 use on these areas. This indeed mav be the case since it is indicated
that all these areas wmould be opened to off-road vehicles (ORV's).
There are also threatened and endanaered species issues that must be

resolved for these areas.
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Paae 127, Column 2, Parparaph 2. On Paage 91 it is indicatad that there
are 3.000 acres of riparian habitat. Honever., on Page 127 it states

there are 2.500 acres. This should be rectified.

Page 127, Column 2. Paraaraoh 3. The meanina of the statement -
although arazing 1s havina a diminishina effect and potentially can have
a peqligible impact" is not clear (emphasis added).

our General Comments

Endangered_ 1es. See

Paqe 128, T 3-B.  We question whv the Jerry Creek Reservoirs were
included as rt Fisheries Water” in the Grand Junction Resource Area
and Cabin Reservoir was not included.

Page__123. We do not believe it is aporopriate for BLM to rank the
endangerment of the federally listed or candidate species. In Column 2
of this table. what do L. M and H stand for and what criteria were

utilized to assign these letters? For Section 7 purposes. the whooping
crane flock in the resource area is not experimental. We call attention
to the fact that there is evidence of razorback Sucker reporoduction.
How can fish habitat be orivate or acvernment property? Very little of
the resource area has been surveved for ferruainous hamks. Henever. ne
are certain there is more than one nesting pair,

Page 130,
collecto
neqative
nondescript appearance.

Table 3-9. The remarks about Phacelia_submutica. "but not a
s prize species." are inappropriate and seem to indicate a
bias toward this taxon because of 1its small size and
The value of this sensitive species lies in its
uniqueness and the diversitv it provides to the ecosvstem. not whether
it is estheticallv pleasina based on relative human values. It is part
of a unique ecosvstem occurring on the Wasatch formation around DeBeaue.

The Dolores skeletonmeed or rushpink occurs on the Cutler formation
around Gatewav. It appears to be impacted by arazing. Manv plants have
been arazed down to ground level and most mature plants with flowers and
seeds are restricted to patches of orickly pear cactus {Opuntia

| polyacanthal.

137 |
138 |

o2

The Harrington beard tongue does not occur in the Grand Junction

Resource Area.

raqalus has recentlv been described from
it will be added to the USFWS candidate plant list in
It should be added to Table 3-9.

A new species,
the DeBeque area:
the next update.

Astragalus debeguaeus.

Page_ 153, _ Impacts_from Wildlife_ ish_Habitat Managemesat. Column 2.
Paragraph_2. We are not aware of a population of sharp-tailed or saqe
grouse on Glade Park and cuestion whether habitat improvement for these

species would have much value. However. we believe establishing a
viable population of snharp-tail and sage arouse on Glade Park would be
desirable and reauest that vou coordinate anv orooosed efforts with the
CDOW.

)

139

141
140

93
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273 I Page 209._ Impacts from Land Tenure Adjustment, _Column 1.

We know of no bioloaical justiffcation to maintain
black-footed
black-footed

Page 154, Cofumn 1.
onlv the Jlarger prairie doa towns for the benefit of the
ferret. Any occupied oprairie dog burrow 1is potential
ferret habitat.

’]40 bage 156, Cumulative Tmoacts on Threatened and Endangered Species. This
|Darauranh contradicts Page 43. Columnn 2. Effects.
Page 173, Imoacts__from_Land Tenure Adjustments. _Column 1. We are
definitelv opposed to anything which would reduce wildlife habitat and
opportunities for public use.
Page 174, _Impacts from ife Management. The determination that

increasing the carrion wiil increase the number of bald eagles bv 10 is
highly speculative and should be substantiated.

Page 175, Cumulative Impacts on Threatened and Endancered Species. This
Iparaqraph contradicts Page 43, Column 2. Effects.
Page 195. Impacts from_ Transportation Management, Column 1. We stronaly

support public access to those blocks of public land which are currently
inaccessible.

Page_208. Column 1. Paragraph 2. We commend vour proposal to improve

the fisheries alona 71 miles of streams.

Page 208, Column 2, Paragraph 2. The last word in this paragraph should
be changed from "games" to "goals."

Page 208, _Impacts from Wild Horse Management. Column_2. The statement
is made that "Limiting herd size to a maximum of 120 horses would allow
almost 10% of the critica) deer winter rande in tne resource area to
improve as wildlife habitat." Does this mean 90% will not be improved?
We would rather see 100% of the wildlife habitat improved.

Disposal of
lands with critical winter range for deer or elk would be contradictorv
to Criteria 17 under Retention Areas on Page 20.

_Cumulative Irpacts on Wild1ife Resources The
salinity control projects we're familiar with aenerallv tend to reduce
waterfonw] resting areas by reducing wetland and riparian habitat. For
federally sponsored salinity control projects we have reauested

mitigation to offset the project losses to wildlife.

Column 2,

Page 209,

We believe one of the most detrimental impacts to rioarian stands is
grazing. If grazina were eliminated from riparian areas. habitat would
be areatly improved. For this reason we continue to guestion whv BLM
intends to manage for the tallest species In riparian areas. Manaaina
for the tallest species would be best accompiished bv overgrazina., which
areatly reduces the value of riparian habitat.

51

274

142

143
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Page 218,  Impacts from Land Tenure Adiustments, Column 1. You indicate
that the 27,956 acres proposed for disposal would be acquired bv private
individuals. However., many of the tracts proposed for disposal fal
under the various criteria described under Cateqory 1 (retention areas).
Pages 19-20. Most of these cancerns have been exoressed before but
these areas include riparian habitat. flood plain. blocks adiacent to
Forest Service lands. critical deer and elk winter range. and endangered
species habitat and therefore should not be disposed of to the private
individuals. In addition. the CDOW or other State. Federal or loca
government aqencies should be aiven First opportunity to ataguire these
vroperties. Therefore. we hope that disposition of these acres would
not resuit in private ownership,

Page 219, _Table _4-5. The method used to determine that endanaered
species will benefit more by imolementation of the preferred alternative
than with the other alternatives is not explained. This table also
contradicts Page 43, Column 2, Effects.

Page_ 220, _Wildlife Although it may correct the statement
that native wildlife habitat would decrease in area and aquality under
all alternatives 15 not a aood prediction. We believe that reclamation
and mitiqation associated with project development could offset these
losses. In addition. me believe BLM could take the dinitiative to
monitor grazing activities. establish new habitat manipulation proarams
and protect riparian areas. Habitat qualitv could be improved in the
long-term. However. it appears that from your prediction that BLM
directives are to let wildlife suffer at the expense of develobment and
poor management. If this is true. we believe some changes in policv are
sorely needed.

Column_2.

that
the

Page . 222, Threatened _ The implication
threatened and endangered species habitat will be lost contradicts

projection shown in Table 4-5.

and Endangered Species.

~_Appendix D. In our May 22. 1984 letter we dedicated two pages
nts to Unsuitability Criterion. Aaain. on Februarv 4. 1985 we
provided two pages of additional comments on Unsultabilitv. To our
knonledge neither of these letters were used in the development of
Appendix D of the RMP. Instead of reiterating the same ccmments on
Unsuitability Criterion 9-14 in this Jetter. we reauest that vou review
the tWo letters we have provided. From these twe earlier letters our
major concerns are briefly:

1. That we guestion vour statement which indicate no areas within

the Grand Junction areas are unsuitable for minina under Criterion 10-
14,

2 That the unsuitability criteria has no basis for usina the
term “sensitive." We believe the areas are either “suitable.”

“unsuitable” or "suftable with exceptions" for leasina.
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3. That raptor surveys need to be perfarmed on 2l areas which

have potential for leasina. Without these survevs the database for
applving Criterion 9. 10. 11. 13 and 14 is highlv suspect and the
unsuitability application cursorv at best for these criteria.

4. That the buffer zone should be 1/2 mile and nat 1/4 mile.

5. That the timing for orotection of raptor nests should be
consistent. ke recommend Februarv 15 to July 1 for qolden eaales. and
March 15 to July 1 for falcons. The RMP reccmmends so many different

dates it is difficult to applv. For example. under Criterion 11, golden
eagle nest. Page 258-255. vou recommend December 15 thru July 15 and
throuchout the narrative vou recommend January 15 thru July 15. In one
case on Page 78 vou recommend February 13 thru July 1 for perearines:
while under Criterion 13, Page 255 vou recommend February 15 thru Juiy
15.

Many additional corments could be wade on unsuitabilitv,
that vou refer to our Mav 22. 1984 and Februarv 4. 1985
respond to them as our official comments under this section.

but we reauest
letters and

Page 266. _Section 2. 011 and Gas Lease Stipulations. There is no
mention under this section of seasonal stipulations in relation to
raptor nestina. As we have stated under the Coal Unsuitability. there
should be no surface disturbances at anv time and no surface cccupancy
within 1/2 mile of golden eaale nests from februarv 15 to Julv 15 and
falcons from March 15 to July 1. Other raptors should also be provideg
1/2 mile protection. such as accipiters (goshawk and Cooper’s hawk) and
ferruginous hawks. We recommend protection dates for these soecies from

March 1 to Julv 15.

Page_282,
riparian areas as

Table_F-4. Colorado River should include endemic fishes and
Kev Species Emphasis.”

~
Page 317._ Threatened and _Endancered Species. We do not believe it is
appropriate to rank the endanaerment of federally listed species. The
razorback sucker is not listed as threatened or endangered. The
razorback chub is not a recoanized species.

Overall we felt that this RMP/EIS was verv difficult to review. We were

very disapointed that none of our earlier comments were included in its
development, Because of the wav it was written. 1. e.. each section
similar to the cne before. there were a tremendous number of errors: for
example. prairie falcons and aolden eaqles being 1isted under threatened
and endanaered species cateaorv.

1he "Preferred Alternative" acpears to be the least damaaina. however.
some of our suacested chanqes are made before it s
We were dissopointed that there was ro auidance in  the
plan relatina to conflict resolution between manaaement of various
resources. Some areds are manaced for off-road vehicles ard others are
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managed for wild horses. but no areas were strictlv managed for
wildlife. This aives justificatton to statements on paaes 43 and 220
that wildlife habitat within the resource area will decrease in area and
qualitv over time. This is primarily because within this resource area

wildlife appears to take a back seat to development. This does not
necessarily have to happen: in fact. wildlife habitat qualitv could be
increasing with a Timited amount of effort.

We hope that these comments will assist vou in the identification of
areas where wWildlife corcerns conflict with the alternatives as
described. If wWe can be of assistance in ¢larifving cur comments or
resolvina anv of these conflicts. we would be anxious to do so.

(;@»n&%f\Kg,K Lzzﬂi4
)
Attachments Ny

cc:  CDOW, Denver
FWS/HR. Denver: Salt Lake Citv: Grand Junction
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WEXPRO COMPANY

79 SCUTH SIATE SIREET . P O. BOX 11076 - SALT LAKE CITY, UTAN 4147 . 60T 310 2048

HULANG 4. GILL Jn
WANAGING ATTCRAEY

July 10, 1985

ht. Sheldon
Manager

Lard Management
764 Forizon Drive

Grand Junction, CO 281506

Dear Mr. Sheldon:

On behalf of Wexpro Ccrpany and Celsius Fnergy
Company, we wish to express our appreciation to you and
Frosty Littrell, as Area Manager, for the excellent job
done in preparing the Drafi Resource Management Pian and
£nvironmental Impact Statement for the Granc Junction
District. There were apparent problems and conflicts
which required the cooperation of many people to resolve
and your obvious teamwork resulted in a well written

paper. We hope others in the BLM will follow your
example.
Very truly yours,
//// 7 <.
fiidlen L7 it .
r
ckb -

cc: torest Littrell

RECEIVED
i 3 11995
GRAND JRRETIGN RESBURCE ABEA

GRAND JUNCTION, SO i#ADO

American Wilderness Alliance

7600 East Arapahoe RoadSulte 114/ Englewood, CO 80112/(303) 771-0380

July 3, 1985

Mr. Forest Littrell, Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management

764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction, CO 81506

I Benord Shanms
Dear Mr. Littrell:
KMMGORY COUNC
This is to comment on the Resource Management Plan and
draft EIS for the Grand Junction Resource Area. Please
include these comments in the official record on this
subject.

Higro

The American Wilderness Alliance is a Western-based
national non-profit organization whose members are
working to conserve the nation's decreasing publicly
owned wildlands, wildlife habitat and free-flowing
rivers.

We are especially interested in the land-use allocation
plans for the wilderness study areas, rivers and special
management areas, as well as their associated wildlife,
in the Grand Junction Resource Area. Many of our
Colorado members, as well as some members outside the
state, have used and enjoyed these WSAs, other special
management areas and the Colorado and Dolores rivers for
wilderness and other non-motorized recreational purposes.
They and members of our staff have a good knowledge of
the areas and their resources.

% waraco Stegner
Amir

1600 Tadl A7a58%08 Noad!$.uie 114
Erglewoe (O W2 We strongly support thc Bureau of Land Management
recommendation to designate Black Ridge Canyons and Black
Ridge Canyons West as wilderness. We respectfully urge
that the Black Ridge access road betwecn these two areas
and a few other unimproved ways which enter the areas be
closed, and that some 74,000 acres he proposed by the BLM
as a unified Black Ridge Canyons Wilderness.

We note that because of location and snow or rain and
soil conditions, the Black Ridge access road is often
impassable and consequently does not fully serve its
purpose. It certainly does not justify the considerable
maintenance required to keep it open even part of the
time and should be closed. Hunters will adeguately
harvest the annual increment of mule deer in this area
without a road and enjoy a high quality wilderness
experience in the process. As hunters become aware of
the quality hunt this area provides, they will enter the
area on foot, horschack and by boat from the Colorado
River and take their game out by the same methods.

225

working Together "o
Conserve WIIO Americe

76
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Mr. Forest Littrell, July 3, 1985, Page 2

This cutstanding area, with its numerous canyons,
including Rattlesnake Canyon and the many magnificen%
arches, is home to bighorn sheep, mountain lions, :.d
bald and golden eagles, as well as mule deer. °* . these
species except the mule deer are especially sen_itive
animals requiring the remoteness from man and his works
that wilderness affords. All would benefit from a
wilderness classification of both areas. Tn addition,
the bald eagle is nationally endangered and deserves all
possible protection of its habitat,

Both units are wild, scenic and possess outstanding
oppertunities for solitude and a quality wilderness
experience.

Moreover, Black Ridge Canyons and Black Ridge Canyons
West are next to Colorado National Monument along a wild
reach of the Colorado River, and wilderness designation
for the two areas would complement and enhance the
wilderness, wildlife and other natural values of both
wild tracts, as well as those of the monument and the
river. The reach of the Colorado River included in the
BLM wilderness proposal is also recommended for
designation as a National Wild and Scenic River.
Wilderness status for this stretch of river would further
strengthen protection of the river area. The river
serves as important float access and unusual approach to
the proposed wilderness.

The Black Ridge Canyons have often been mentioned as a
possible enlargement of Colorado National Monument. But,
if properly bounded and established as wildernesg, the
American Wilderness Alliance favors retention of the
greater undeveloped area by the BLM.

We believe your Dominguez Canyon Wilderness proposal
should include about 20,000 more undeveloped acres along
the Gunnison River and Escalante Creek, for a total of
approximately 76,000 acres. BLM's primary mission is to
protect and manage BLM lands and not give major attention
to whether trespass occurs on adjoining private lands.
Some public trespass occurs now and can be expected to
continue in the future, regardless of whether these
additional 20,000 acres are designated as wilderness.
Public education, access easements and posting of private
lands should be used to reduce trespass. In any event,
the problem of trespass should not be allowed to exclude
and expose to development substantial outstanding public
wildlands which would make a more complete natural
ccosystem and viable wilderness.
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Mr. Forest Littrell, July 3, 1985, Page 3

The greater area is important habitat, as the BLM has
observed, for elk, bighorn sheep, mountain lion, black
bear, deer and wild turkey. All but the deer are
wilderness-dependent species which would benefit from a
wilderness classification. Also wilderness designation
would enhance quality hunting of these species in season.

Dominguez Canyon is highly scenic, affords exceptional
opportunity for solitude and receives substantial
wilderness recreational use. The area is of exceptional
geological and archeological significance. Over 600
million years of geological history are exposed in the
sedimentary and precambrian rock formations. Rich in
fossilized bones of the Jurassic Period, the area has
produced parts of the largest dinosaur ever found
(ultrasaurus). All of these attributes add significantly
to the value of Dominguez Canyon for wilderness purposes.

The BLM should revise its wilderness recommendation to
include the entire undeveloped area of about 76,000
acres.

We support entirely the BLM's wilderness recommendation
for the 18,000 acre Sewemup Mesa area. Here is a rare
opportunity for the BLM to propose as wilderness an
undeveloped mesa in the Southwest that is totally
ungrazed by domestic livestock. Opportunities for
solitude and unconfined recreation, including rock
climbing, are superb. Mineral potential is low.

The American Wilderness Alliance respectfully requests
that the BLM revise its recommendation to include the
other three WSAs in the Grand Junction Resource Area for
wilderness designation, as follows: The Palisade, 26,000
acres; Little Book Cliffs, 29,000 acres, and Demaree
Canyon, 25,000 acres.

We feel that, in the long-run, wilderness and other
natural values of The Palisade WSA are more important to
the citizens of Colorado and the nation than off-road
vehicle use, pinyon-juniper harvest and speculative oil
and gas activities. Shape, steep slopes and potential
trespass problems should not be used, as in the Preferred
Alternative, to rule out a wilderness recommendation for
this unusual wild area with its major opportunities for
solitude and unconfined recreation. Potential for
locatable minerals, oil and gas is low. Existing oil and
gas leases in the area should be allowed to expire and
not be renewed.
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Mr. Forest Littrell, July 3, 1985, Page 4

Little Book Cliffs WSA is close to Grand Junction and
provides Grand Junction citizens with one of its few
opportunities to enjoy wilderness nearby: It is oqu one
of two possibilities left to designate wxldernesslxn the
entire Little Book Cliffs country. The WSA contains one
of only three officially designated wild horse ranges in
the United States, which can best be managed in an
undeveloped condition for the well-being of the wild
horses. The area has a very high degree of naturalness,
is highly scenic and warrants wilderness designation.
Coal, while apparently available in the area, can be
found in much larger quantities elsewhere in Colorado,
Gtah and Wyoming.

Demaree Canyon is affected largely by the forces of
nature, has outstanding opportunities for solitude and
wilderness recreation, including hunting, and represents
the only other remaining roadless area in the Book Cliffs
vicinity that can be considered for wilderness. Demaree
is home to the black bear, mountain lion and wintering
mule deer, all of which would benefit from a wilderness
classification.

The American Wilderness Alliance enthusiastically
supports the BLM Preferred Alternative zecommendatéon to
manage the following for semi-primitive, non-motorized
recreation: Granite Creek, Hunter-Garvey Canyons an@
Bangs—-Rough Canyons. The wildlife of these un%ts will
benefit from these special management designations, as
will quality non-motorized recreation. The BLM ghoul@
also include Unaweep Canyon and Northwest Creek in this
same type of administrative designation.

We strongly support the BLM's plan to withdraw the
Colorado River corridor in Ruby and Horsethief Canyons
from all mineral development, in order to protect this
famous floatwater stretch for wild and scenic river
status. We ask that the BLM extend the same plan to thg
Dolores, which has also been recommended for inclusion in
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

We likewise endorse the BLM proposal to establish the six
Research Natural Areas.
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In other respects, the American Wilderness Alliance
supports the Protection Alternative, which gives the most
protection to the superb natural values and wildlife
habitat of the resource area.

Thank you for the opportunity to present these comments.

Cliftén R. Merritt N
Executive Director

Sipcerely,

CRM:dbh
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THIS LETTER HAS BEEN REPRODUCED

Box 66
Da Beque, Colo.
July 10, 1985

Forest Littrell

B

Grand Jct. Resource Area
764 Horizon Drive

Grand Jct., Colo.

To whom it may

concern:

In regards to comments on the Resource Management Plan and Environmenta
Tmpact Statement I would like to express mine as follows:

Being 2 livestock permittee 1n the North Dry Fork and Cow Mountain area, my
comments pretain to the opening of a public access across private oroperty to

adjoining B.L.M.
(approx. 7 mi on N, Dry Fork & mmerous acres on Cow Mtn.), I am definitely

protesting any
B.L.M

livestock and 1

Along with the party that owns 2 large partion of ti

such actfon. Public access would disturb the performance of

the livestock extremely on the private sector of this area as well as the
Yandatism in the area would increase drastically along with the
rustling of livestock and the poaching of wildlifa.

Speaking from the
and tenant view points as well as being a tax payer, I feel it

would be highly infeasible to purchase a right-a-wav thru this area far public
access due to the amount of private property and oil shale claims in the

proposed route.

Yours truly

/s/ Tom Latham



July 9. 1983

Frusty Littrell, aArea Manager
Bureau of Land Management
764 Horizon Draive

Grand Junctiun, Colorado 81506

Dear Mr. Littrell:

ine follow:ng comments on the Grand Junction Resource Aread
Drat+t Resour:e Management flan/Environmental Impact Stetement

(RMF/E[5) are sulimilted on behalf ot the Uncompahgre Group nf the
Sierra Club. The Uncompahgre Group has currently over 100 members
in Mesa, Delta, and Muntrose counties. Several of its members

participated in the formation of the Mitizen’s Alternative which 1e

mentioned 1n the RMP/EIS on page 199.

We found the document to be well written and the maps were
excellent. Overall, I think you will find mur comments to be
suppor tive of your effortw in this planning document. We were
pleased tn see Lhat although the Citicen’s Alternative was not
formally adopted as une of the alternatives, 1t was given
consideration and many of the jdeas contained in the Citizen's
Alternative were adopted in the RMP/EIS.

The Uncompahgre Group of the Sierra Club (UGSC) would like to
propose revisiuns to your Preferred Alternative (PA). We trust that
you will consider these suggested revisions as you prepare the Final
KMP/EIS and during subsuquent reviews thereafter. Thank you for
this opportunily to participate in the planning process for the
Grand Junction Resource Area.

Sincerely,

Sharyl Kinnear, Vice Chair
Uncompahgr e Group of the Sierra Club
F.0. Box 1543

Grand Junction, Colorado B15@2
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Comments on the Grand Junction RMP/EIS
Submi:tted by the Uncompahgre Group of the Sierra Club
July @, 1985

Overall,
rour eation 1a the Brand Junction Resource Area.
concerns are as follows:

the PA 1llustrates guod management ideas for
A fow of our

% UGSC likes the 1o0ea that Ruby Canyon has been withdrawn from
mineral entry in the PA and will be managed under the scenic river
curdelines. We would also like to see such a management
orescriptron for the Dolores River below L3iteoway. As the BLM is
aware, this section of the Deleres has also been recommended for
Wild and Scenic River status. We would encourage a provision in the
RMP/EIS that supports the notion of all identaified wild and scenic

/ |river corridors being withdrawn from mineral entry.
1.7777 ® UGSC supports the management proscriptien 1n the FA to close
Mt. Garfield to DRV use. The arepa outlined for continued DRV usc
appoars io be ample. Mi. Barfieid 15 an areas dessrving of
protection, especially since it 1s the first area visitors are met
with when they approach Grand Junction frum the east.

% UGSC supports the Protection Alternative (Frod) for Granite
Cruek since it prescribes a management pilan of sem—primitive, non—
motorized recreation. The excoption to the FroA would he the
directional and 1nterpretive signing which would be provided. We
are not clear as to the intent of the signing and therefore, cannot
suppart such a measure. We do not support the PA since we imitially
propased that Granite Creek be recommended as wilderness. The Fraf
hest protects the area and 1ts wild values.

* Again, UBSL must cuntur with the ProA for the management
proscription of South Shale Ridgo as an Area of Critical
Environmental Concurn (ADERY.  South 's a unique area
and every effort should be taken to nratert its scenic and unique
geological values.

* UGSC supports the FA management for the Gunmison River
Canyon. We support the no surface occupancy stipulation and the VRM
I1 classification for the area.

# UGSC supports the PA for Hunter/Barvey Canyons. We are
pleased with the non-moteorised recreation stipulations for the
tanyons and the VRM Class 11 objectives for the canyons.
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,/lmat:h that uf the Protection Alternative.
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Uncompahgre Graup of the Sierra Club
Grang Junction RMP commonts
Page two

* UGSC also concurs with the PA for the Sewemup Mesa area and
the Dang's Canyon/Northoast Ureek area. We support the VRM Class I
vesignat:ons for the clif+s in Sinbad Valley and the scenic cliffs
and canyens of the Bang’'s Canyon/ MNortheast Croek area.

# UGSC supports the PA for the Bateway area with the exception
of the Falisade area. We support the ProA for The Palisade area
since the ProA recommends that The falisade be designated
wilderness.  As mentioned above, we would encour age the BLM to
withdraw the Dolores Kiver below Gateway from mineral entry.

The Uncumpahgre Group of the Siorra Club 1s in

the VRM Class I and Class II objectives oputlined in
thati these objectives

are workable.

237 mement with
the PA. We feel
‘ Under the category of Class I we
would like to see the wilderness study area acreage increased to

UGSC supports the PA 1n 1ts wildl:fe managment prescriptions.
We were particularly impressed with the Threatened and Endangered
Species lists contained in the RMP. The lisis appear to be vEry
thorough and will help guide the BLM during the plan implementation
during the next ten yrvars until the plan 15 reviewcd.

2gntological Resourge Management

UGSL wholeheartedly supports the PA i1n 1ts recommendation of
the Rabbit Valley and Fruite Paleontological sites as research o
natural areas. These arcas are extremely vital to the EBrand Valley
research and educaticn concerning paleontological resources.

UGSC was pleased to see that under all alternatives in this
section, "the primary emphasis for disposal would be on exchanges,
and the secondary emphasis would be on sales." We support the
notion of exchanges only, and in particular the oxchange of public
lands for private lands that would enhance the management ojectives
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Lncompahgre Group of the Sierra Club
Grand Junction KMF comments
fage three

of Lhe BLM and provide protection of various special reswurce
values. We also support the statement on page 137 of the RMP/EIS
which stares, "Current management emphasis under tne land tenure
program is generally to retain public land in federal ownershio:
therciore, no sale pruposals are unger cons:derat:on at this time".
The list of examples of tne types uf praivate land considered tor
acquis:tion through exchange as ween an page 56 of tne RMP/EIS 1=
cucellent.

The UGSC 1= concernnd about the tr

s which have been outlined

for disposal. Our concerns are as follows:
« Tracts 17,18,74, ard I1 are sll adsscent io tne Grand Mesa
National Forest and as such should not be considered as isolated

tracts of land for dispasal.

» Tracts 419,422,421,422,4
conyon. This canyon 1s spectular
tavorite route for those of us on
tho retention of these tracts for

ntegration with the Gataway IRMA

and 424 are located in Unaweep
for 1ts scenic properties and is a
the wost slope. UGSC encourages
their scenmic values and

as outlined in the RMF/EIS.

2

*Tracts 427 and 429 are crucial to the integrity of the
tncredibly beaut:ful Sinbad Valiey/Foc Creek area and also to
prescrve the integrity of the Sewemup Mesa Wilderness arca. UGSE

~|also recommends that the BLM retain these tracts under any

2 2 I: roumstances.

* Tracts 2@1,3@4, and 305 are located near the monument and
would provide access to the monument. Access 1s a critical issue as
illustrated during the BLM proposal to restrict access te the
Dominguez canyon area 1| 1/2 years ago. Several comments received by
the BLM supported rotention of public access +or that particular

J/larea, thus 1t behcoves the BLM to improve public access whenever the

24 poortunity affords i1tself.

# Tracts 4Q3,404,405,496,407, and 408 arce all imperative since
they are located in the Bookclitfs. BLM should retain as much
Z|public land as possible in this ecological sensitive area

The UGSC supports the ProA since it affords the most protection
of the Resource Area’s wilderness resources. All seven wilderness
study areas (WSA) represent a sagnificant addition to the National
Wilderness Preservation System. Lower elevation canyon and mesa
areas of the Colorado Plateau are not as yet repreosented in the
national system.

Uncompahgre Group of the Sierra Club
Grand Junzlion RMP comments
Page four

These areas are accessible for a greater portion ot the year
than are higher elcvation wilderness areas. Wilderness use s
growing at a rate wh:ch will overburden wilderness availabilty 1n
less than 15 years. lhese areas should be protecred for biocentric
reascns as well as anthropocentric.

The GJ RIM should not hesitate to recommend that all soven WSAs
he designated as wilderness especioally sinne several deserving areas
1n the Resource Area were "thrown cut” in 1990 from further
consideration as wilderness, e.g. Granite Creek, Runter Canyon,
hang’s Canyen, etc.

The following are specific comments concerning each of the
seven wilderness study areas.

Sewenup_Meza

The UGSE agrees with the PA reocommendat:cn o des:gnate Scwemup
Mesa as wilderness. Ihe UBSC has long recogmzed the soitapility of
the Aresa. While leading a hike tnto the arca th:s spring, mountain
lion tracks were found and aleo peregrine falcons observed. Sewemup
Mesa is perhaps the single most pristine srea 1n the state, having
bewn 1solated frum development due to its almest insurmountable
cliffs. The mesa top is ungraced, a rarity in western America.
Unmatched scenery can be found in views of the LaSal Mountains to
the west,the Sinbad Valley, and the length of the Dolorss River
Canyon.

£lack_Ridae Canyons_and_Elacy go_Lapyvons_West

The UGSC also concurs wi the PA in 1ts recommendation of
Elack Ridge Canyons and Black Ridge Canyons West as wilderness.
The 1naccessible topography, magnificent geologlc sculpturing, and
rich wildlife of the Black Ridge Canyons make them praime candidates
ipr wilderness protection. The most notable fweature of the area 1s
1ts dozens of natural arches carved out of the Entrada Formation, sa
abundant that they are commonly considered to be the greatest such
concentration of arches outside of Arches National Park

The PA prosents a well thought out plan for this area and
definitely 1ncreases its manageability potential. Of special
recognition are the PA's boundary adjustments. The ilnclusion of the
area of land south of Ruby/Horsethief and iocated between Black
tadge Canyon and Black Ridge Lanyon West presents a much 1mproved
boundary over the boundary recommended in 1980. The road along the
Colorado Ridge which 15 closed in the PA is highly commendable. The
closure will improve the integrity of the un:t. At the hearing on
the Draft RMP/EIS 1n Grand Junction several members of a rock hound
club expressed their dismay over the raad closure. The major
concern of the rock hound club was that the Morrison fcrmation would
inaccesssible by vehicle to their particular actaivity. It 1s felt
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Uncompahgre Group uf tne Sierra Club
Grand Juncticn RMP comments
Page f1ive

by the UBSC that the Morrison formation
thousands of miles of roads in the Morrison formation in the Brand
Junction Resource Area. The wilderpess attritbuies lost with the road
remaining open outweigh the vast opportunities to rack hound
elsewhere.

Again,
203
\

modifications,.

1s readily accessiole along

the UGSC endorses the PA as an excellent plan w0

desert wilderness area.

eserve Colorado’'s unequaled

with the exception of the voundary
The UGST does agree with the preposal to clese the
cherrystems inte Big Dominguez Canyon and Long Mesa. However, the
UGSEC cannot concone the excision of nearly 19,000 acres from tne bA
recommendation for the Domingue: wilderness.

The ELM does not orovide adequate reasoning fer 1ts exclusion
of these 17,800 acres. The exclusion i supposed to reduce or
eliminate trespasw which may occur on adijacent private lands. fhe
UGSC is of the opinion that topography would anhibat such trespass
[as would the trailheads proposed by the BLM for the area Also, 1§
Lrespass were Occuring at the present time, creating a “"butfer zone"
for Dominguez Canyon would not eliminate that problem. The
exzlusion of these lands 15 not warranted and the UGSC urges the BLM
to reconsider 1ts position and include these areas 1n its
wiilderness recommendation in the Final RMF/EIS.

The Domingue:z Canyons area 1s filled with a variety of scenic
wonders, recreational opportunities, and scientific resources. As
such, the BLM 15 to be commended for 1ts wiiderness recommendation
for the area.

lhe_Palysade
and plant and animal 1ife. The BLM recognized the attributes of the
arpa when it recoamenced the designat:on of Dutstanding Natural fArea
¢ DNA) for Tne Palisade in 1ts FA.  Howsver, the UGSC propses that
The Palisdde is deserving of a wil@erress recoam=ndeiion rather ihan
the recommendation of ONA.

Almost 4,000 feot of vertical relief, ranging from river pDottom
to mountain heights, offer a range of natural characteristics few,
if any, ptaces 1n the United States can match. The Palisade 1tself
is a narrow fin of sandstone surrounded on all sides by vertical
walls of Wingate and capped by carved Entrada slickrock. The north
slope of the fin provides whaded slopes for Douglas—fir, a specices
normally found at much higher elevations. The area also includes
Unawcep Scep, the most outstanding natural botanical display in
Colorado.

We ore confused as to the rationale outlined on page 385 of
the RMP/CIS where the BLM states," Configuration, stecp slopes, and
/ |potential trespass problems preventud the umit from being
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Uncompatigre Group of the Sierra Club
Grand Junctien RMP comments
fage 5

Fecommendea for wilderness in this alternative”. The UGSC nas yot
to see a non-wildernsss recommendation due to "steecp slopes”.
Configuration and potential trespass problems can be solved with
boundary adjustments and right-of-way acguisitions. Tne BLM has
devised poor rationale for non—inclusion of The Palisade 1nta the
National Wilderness Preservation System: therefore, the UGSC would
ask that the BLM reverse 1ts decision on The Falisade in the Fina
FMP/ELS.

D

aree_Canyon
Tne UESC supports the FroA for Demaree Lanvon. Demaree Canyon

is urique in the respect that together with the Little Bookcliffs

WSA 1t 1s Lthe only pristine, roadless area 1n the Bookcliffs range

The diverse ecosystem provigez habitat for many speciea of

wildlite including predators such as mountein lions, bobcats, and
yotes. During the winter, herds of deer and ®lk migrate through
he northwestern portion of the area.

On page 321 of the RMP/ELIS it states,”

Qutstanding

\\ ppartunities for primitive recreation are not found within the

nit.* The UGSC led an outing to Demaree and would dissgree with
the BLM's comment on page 521. Climbing out of the canvons and onto
the high ridges surrounding the canyons provides one with
spectacular views of the Uncompahgre FPlateau, Le Sal Mountains, and
the lower Grand Valley. The UGSC urges the BLM to protect thisg
unique erea and feels that the areas uniqueness outweighs the ol
and yas putential of the area. Oil and gas activity can occur
elsewhere in the bookcliffs; therefore, the UGSC urges surchase of
tapping the

slant drilling or heliropter access.

existing pre—FLPMA leases or alternate methods of
resource such as

supports tho ProA for the Little bookcliffs. As was
mentioned above, the Lattle Bookcliffs along with Demaree
constitutos much of the remaiming roadless area in the bookclifés
range. This umiqueness coupled with :ts meny other attributes
prompts the UGSC to urge the ELM to reverse its decisien on the
Little Bookcliffs,

Views from the cliffs of the WSA are just one of the many
outstanding recreational oppurtumities within the four major
drainages which disscct the platesu. The ares is habitat for
several species of wildlife :ncluding wild horses from the
Bookcli4fs Wild Horse Range, one of only three such ranges in the
Un:ted States.

Concerning the pre—FLPMA 01l and gas leases, the UGSC defers to
the tomments which will be submitted by the Sierra Club Leyal
Defense fund.

The pre-FLPMA coal leases are on the boundary of the wilderness
oundary and thus, should be exchanged for other cpal leases
lsewhere. The wilderness attributes that will be lost fo coal far
utweigh the development of those few coal leases.

2%
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bBox 57
Glade Farx, Lo #i523
Julv o, l%ab

For=st L:ttrell

Bureau ot Land Hanacerment
braad Junction ®esource frea
Jod Horizon Lrive

Grand Junction. (0 31506

Lear 11-. “ittrell;

tounta:n fsland Ranch appreciates the opportunitvy to comment on the

Bureau ot Land Managament € dratt Respurce Manacement ®lan and Epvironmental

Impact Statement tor the Grand ction Resource mrea. s lve “0l¢ severa

grazinn leases ano own iand with:n the bcundartes ot the Western portion o+ the
resource area south ot tne Colorado Xiver. the aropesed RMFELS is of great
Imper tance o ue.

Mountain lslandg Ranch is currenttv with cooperation +rom the Lclorado arc

Utah BLM sn the process or initirating the faver s 3rszino Method SE4r to the
leased and fee tands In Utah and Colorado. The impiementation and success ot
this method of |ivestock grazing requires some tiexibility tn the prewious:iv
estadlisned allotmen? management plans. Ms this method i1s new ana s2ill in 118

intancy. much 1s to be learned from i1ts ertect to the individual seoments ot the

ervironment w

olanning. mon:toring, and contro! berng the Kevs to success.
1t 15 becomeng more apparent that thes method of management will restore mych ot
the range, creating better habitat tor the wilalire. ano would pe very much Ip
tune with the concept o- wilderness. e hcpe within the scope ot the proposed
RMP/E1S, there will be no tactors l:miting the tmplementation ot <GM.
In general, we sucport the Preterred Alternative Action tor the Resource
229ﬂrea. out offer the {following comments and suggesticns,
\ WILDERMESS-We concur witn the establishment ot tne Elack Pidge wiiderness

rea as proposed. We current!y do rot roresee any major conflicis between

229

either livestock grazing or our allotments within the proposed wrlderness
boundary. nor with the mplementation of SGM. The technique we are using n the
implementation ot S6M requires no internal fencing.and limited use ot motarized

vehicles or ecuipment. Wiiderness rs compatible with our method of management.

[As utilization of the entire allotment depends on the avartability of adeguate
itvestock water, provisions need to be made in the establishment ot the
wilderness to provide for the development and maintenance of these tacilities.
Current!y, several projects are in various stages or compietron and repair, and
In the tuture, tney wil) need to be compieted and/or reparred. The language
used tn the protection alternative recarding livestock grazing In t{he wilderness
areas 15 more specitic regarding consthuction and marntenance of |ivestock
prater. Thic language should be adopted in the final RMP/EIS.

SOILS AND VEGETATION CWER-As indicated «n Table 3,5 page 124, one-third
ot the vegetatyon 1s 1n poor condition and almost one-hal+ 15 I1n fair condition
jithin the entire resource area. Current erosion rates range from 0.2 to 10
tons per acre per year as stated on page il1d4. The PMP/E1S appears to be
eticient tn deveiopment of solutions and management criteria to mitigate soii
Frosion and improve vegetation. The management of the soi) and corresponding
vegetative cover 15 imperative to the long term success of both tne

imp lementation of the final RMP/EIS and the management of the other segments of
the aitected environment, eg. water, wildlite, visual resources, |ivestock
prazing.etc, Wrthout soi) and adequate vegetative cover, desertification of a

pasor poriron of the resource area 15 probable.

THRERTENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES-As there are several prairre dog towns
within Area k-1, the RMP/EIS shouid allow for the introduction of the black
+footed ferret within this area.

V1SUAL RESOURLES-Granite Creek Canyon is proposed to be managed for its

= 57

195s:en|c natyral values, ed. URM Class Il objectives and 1s listed among the areas
which have a high visyal resource management ]mnnrunce. Proposed vehicle
travel in the Granite Creek area 1s to be restricted to existing roads.
Currently there is a vast network of roads and trails in the area, which 14
vehicle travel i1s allowea to continue, could severely destrov the visua

resource being managed for. Means of implementing restrictions and enforcement
of vehicle use need to be addressed, especialiy 1f the visual resource ot the
area is to be protected. There 15 also a need to demarcate thraugh signing of
other means, the ownership boundary lirne between private and publ:c lano to
resolve problems of trespass in the Lost Horse Basin/Granite Creek area.

LAND DISPDSAL-Mountain Island Ranch recommends the addition ot the
following lands for disposa! ac they are small isolated tracts of lang with no
public access, These rnclude:

Township 14 Sguth, Kange 104 West

vectien 2: NI1/2 REI/4
Township 13 Seuth, Range
Sect 35: NWls4 SEl/4
lownshep 12 South, Range 103 west

Section 13: SWis4 SWi/4

Sect:on 23: N1/2 NE1/4 and SW1s4 NE1/4 and 5z. - i d

04 west

/
27 i} of the above jands are listed tor disposal in the Commedity Alternative.
In aggition, we concur with the inclusion of Tracts 343, 334, 332, and 333 for
gisposa! ac Indicated on the Freferred Alternative map,

FRANSPORTATION ACLESS-As indicateo cn Table ¢-1¥ pages 38 & 59,
agministration access tor torestry purpeses i€ sought for Timber Ridge and
Snyder Flats North, Hs poth ct these proposed accesses are across tee land
owned nv Mountain Islang Fanch. we are amenable to alilow personnel from the BLM
to use our private roads for administrative purposes. but do not extenc that
privilege to the general pubirc. Havstack Mountarn ard the Little Dolores

/ accesses should remain celeted as indicated 1n the Preferred Alternative portion
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ot the above mentioned table.
Thank you 4or this opportunity to comment on this propcsai, Please
incluge 115 In your officsal record.
Sincerefv.,
I8 1
Wk
~ \
WA

Miles Keogh. Manager

v
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BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

DEL

COUNTY COLR™=0OUSE

TA COUNTY, COLORARO

July 11, 1983

Forrest Littrell
Bureau of lard Management
Grand Junction Resource Area

764 Horizon Drive
Grand Junction, CO 81506
Pear Mr. Littrell:
on July 1, 1985 the Delta County Board of Commissioners

wrote you a letter of support regarding the BLM Preferred
Alternative concerning approval of the Dominguez Canyon WSA.
doing so, the Board acted upon specific assurance that no
substantial objectinns had been made by prescnt uUsers.

ntly learned that subsiantial
of Delta, Colorado

the Doard has re
msser Ranches,

Tn fact,
objection has becn raised by
{copy enclosed).-

Until and unless the specific objections referred to in the
Musser letter are addressed, ané rectified to the satisfaction of
the partics concerned, the Delta County Roard of Commissioners by
action taken July 8, 1985, hereby rescinds its support and
approval of the Dominguez Canyon WSA Preferred Alternative.

Pleasc keep us advised of your response to the objections
raised by Musser Ranches.

Ver: incerely,
. )
}\V\ - f:)Q4;LL1 &\)
- Roger M. Bleuch, Chairman
Board of County Commissionars
Dclta County
RMB:csc
cc:  Mesa County Commissioners R EC E , VED

Musser Ranches

JULL 5%
CEND JUtETI
UND JETON RESURCE AREh

COLORADO

FIFTIi AND FALMER, CEiTA. COLORADO 214 &

22 L

39

colorado
open
space
councill

Cor'ax Ave . Denver. CC 80206 930466

Mark Pearson
F.0. Box 204

Grand Junction, CO 81502

July 9, 1985
Frosty Littrell
Area Manager
Grand Junction Resource Area
Eur eau uf Land Management
744 Morizon Drive
Grand Junction, CO B15Q&
Dear Mr. Littreil:
Enclosed are the comments of the Colorado Open Space Council
on the Draft Grand Junction Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impect Statement.

The €olorade Open Space Council (COSC) endorses the
frotection Alternative as 1t affords the most complete protection
for dwindling resources such as wilderness while still allewing
fur more than adequate development of mineral resources. The
Protection Alternative i1ncorporates many of the features af the
"Citizens’ Alternative", which COSC helped to produce and
coordinate. BLM is to be thanked for 1ts consideration of the
Citizens’ Alternative 1n the preparation of the RMP.

The RMP as a whole is undoubtedly the best effort yet
preduced by o BLM planning team in Colorado. The recommendations
with respect to visual resources, special managemesnt areas, off-—
road vehicle use, river management, and recreation carefully take
into consideration the thrust of our concerns. The specificity of
each managoment emphasis area, with its thorough detail of plans
for each of the many resources, is particularly appreciated.

Apart trom the actual recommendations in the RMP, the editorial
staff is to be complimented on the readabilaty of the document.
Considering the complexity uf an RMP, the editors have done an
admirable job of organizing information, presenting it in a format
pleasing to the eye, and providing the right mix of thoroughness
and number of topics. For example, the section on Affected
Envircnment was extremely informative without overwhelming the
reader with unnecessary detail. The selection of graphics - maps,
charts, and tables - also greatly enhanced the readability of the
RMP,

The rest of our comments concern the specific recommendations
1n the RMP.

“"Humaaity betongs 1o earih not earth to huranity”
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COSC's comments on wilderness should be considered with
historical perspective in mind. The Grand Junction Kesource Area
has already dropped rom wilderness study 1n previous stages of
the wilderness review mare than 178,000 acres scattered amongst
areas. These areas deleted included such stunningly spectacular
areas as Cranite Creek, Bangs Lanyen, and Hunter Canyon — areas
any uminitiated, 1mpartial observer would not have hesitated to
have deemed suirtable for thorough study as potential wilderness.
Unfortunately, through the vagariss of the wilderness review and
the inherent biases against wilderness witnin any agency oriented
toward output of salable products such as minerals, cows, and
timber, these tndisputably deserving areas never really got a tair
chance at an even handed wildorness rovicw.

some

10

Now, hecause BLM has previously thrown out of the wilderness
review proress everything except the absolute jeowels such as Black
Ridge and Dominguez, DLM 15 reluctant to recommend as suitable for
wilderness more than the absolute minimum of the choicest of the
gens. lhe most spectacular port:i:on of the Boolkcl:ffs, Little
Boukcliffe WSA, and a portion ot two oi western Ceolorado's most
spectacular canyons (Unaweep and Dolores Kiver), The Palisade WSA,
are deemod unsuitable as wilderness heranse otherwiss 1t would
appear as 1 too much 1s being recommended for wilderness,
irregardless nf 'he vast acreages previously discarded. BLM
should review its decisien on Little Bookcliffs 1n light of it
being only one of seven potential candidates in the Boobcliffs
region rather than one of two, and 1ts decision on The Falisade in
1:ght of 1t being the unly sample of linaweep Canvon left in the
wilderness review after Bang' = Canyon and West Unaweep were
dismeced.

What {ollows are our comments on ELM wilder ness
recommendations o! what remains o+ the more than 400,000 acres
once atuwided.

Dlack. Ridge_Canyons_—— COSC enthusiastically endorses BiM's

racommendatron for Black Ridge Canyons. BLM's proposed dedision
recognises Rlack Ridge as Lolorado’s premier desert wilderness
candidate due to 1ts precipitons slickrock canyons, uncommon
lardforms, abumiant desert wildiife, magnificent river canyon, and

refreshing solitude.

Several 4{eatures of BtM & recommendal.ion merit particular
commendatinn.,  The inclusion ot the triangle of land between the
two Black Ridge WOAS provides a continuous wilderness river
shoreline for over 15 miles and will thereby crhance the orimitive
river-hased recreatiun vpportunities avartable in the area. BLM's
closure of roads 1ntwu the unit, particularly the "Coluradu River
Road™ whith snlits the two WSAs, as well an the road between Mec
and browles Canyuns, 15 a rritical component of the wilderness
recnmmendation. Closure of these rouads, along with closure ot the
other shorter spurs i1nto the area, will forestall future
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wilderness management problems by greatly reducing the effective
miles of road bordering the area and will work to preserve the
solitude within the core of the area. In sparse pinyon-jumper
forest such as comprises the uplands of Black Ridge Canyons, these
road closures are the most certain means of prevanting
unauthorized and 1nappropriate of f-road vehicle use. With this in
mind, BLM should give serious thought to pulling the road closure
on the Ute Trail road to the arches back up to the top of the hiall
where it turns off from the Black Ridge Hunter Access road. There
has been a fair amount of vehicle use off of this road. Pulling
the closure farther up the hill will also enhance the wilderness
sotting of the arches i1n Kattlesnake Canyon.

There has heen concern by vehicle user groups
(1.e.,rockhounds) that closing the Colorado River Road in
particular will create undue hardship on those users. There are
many hundreds, 1f not thousands,of miles of roads through the
Morrison Formation of western Colorado, the formation in whach
rockhounds find potrified wood, fossils, agates, etc. ' The very
thing which makes Black Ridge uncommon is 1ts relative lack of
roads through the Morrison Formation mesa tops. It seems there
are abundant. other opportumities for vehicular-based rock
collecting 1n the region as compared to the wilderness values of
Black Ridge Canyons that will be enhanced due to this closure.

The geography of Black Ridge offers a distinct variety of
levels of recreational access. The eastern canyons of the area,
Devil's, Pollack, and Filume, are easily and quickly accessible
from Grand Junction. Yet the major canyons in the western part of
the area, such as Mee and Knowles, are much more difficult to
access oand provide correspondingly greater levels of solitude.

The proposed road closures will help to preserve the solitude of
these western canyons in the cure of the area by limiting the
praxamity of vehicular access

Sewemup_tesa —-- BLM's recommendation of Sewemup Mesa as suitable
for wilderness 1s warmly welcomed. Sewemup Mesa possesses all of
the prerequisite wilderpess attributes — stunning scenery from

atop any of the cliffs surrounding the mesa, unparalleled
solitude, and one of the most untouched mesa tops in Colorado.
have always considered Sewemup Mesa to be eme of the real
treasures entrusted to BLM. We are greatly pleased that BLM has
not betrayed that trust and has rocommended Sewemup Mesa for
wilderness designation.

We

BLM has skimped on its description of wildlife within Sewemup
Mesa. No mention is made 1n the KMP of any of the wildlife present
1n the area. Pereyrine falcons use the area for hunting, and 1t
undoubtedly suitable, 1f not actual, nesting habitat for them
well. Mountain lions have also been seen 1n the area.

Lanyans -- The

partial wildernass recommendation far
Canyons WSA iz, ac BLM miaht expect, partially

We apprecirate that BLM has determined that the
recreat:ion, wildlife, and archenlogical values ot the

Domingues
welcomed.
wonder ful
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area are best protected through wiiderness designation. We

atrongly endorse the propesed closures of the two cherrystems into
the area, that up Big Dom:nguez Canyon and that out Long Mesa, as
they serve no necussary purpose. However, we strongly disagree
with ELM's deletion of over 2%% nt the area, or almost 20,000

acres.

The boundary deletions along the Gunnison River and Escalante
Crwwl concern us most. Une of the primary atiributes of the WSA
is that it encompasses portions nfé a major desert river and its
canyon, namelvy the Gurrison. Dominguer Canyon WSA af fords
protoction for a substantial portion of an entire watershed, from
high on the plateau all the way to the Sunmson. To stop short of
actually 1ncluding the river bank of the river and to leave the
buundary on a ridge high above the river is truly unfortunate.

Apar L from the aesthetics of the boundary, BLM is praopesing a
land mangement scheme for the deleted lands that Congress has
chown an unwillingness te accept. BLM 15 apparently proposing to
create a "buffer zone" of de facto wilderness outside ot the
recommended boundaries ©f Dominguez Canyon. BLM 1s doing this so
as to accommodate local landowners, and woula presumeably continue
Lo manage the deleted lands 1n a manner rompatible with
wildeorness. Yet, in Section 11@ of the 198¢ Colorado Wilderness
Act (PL 946-54@), Congress stated that 1t

"does not intend that designation ot wilderness areas in the
State of Colorado lead to the creation of protective
perimeters or butfer zones around each wilderness area.

The fart that nonwilderness activities or uses can be seen or
heard from areas within the wilderness shall not, of itself,
preclude such activities or uSes up to the boundary of the
wildorness area.”

Because of this language, we are uncertain that BLM could protect
{the deleted lands in the manner most compatible with the adjacent
wilderness lands. What BLM has essentially done i1n shranking the
|wilderness boundaries 1s tu further shrink the protected heart of
the propased wilderness- The butier needs to be within the
recommended wilderness, not outside of 1t. The deleted lands
talong the Gunntson and Escalante Creel should he restored for this
ireason.

We are alsm not convinced of any need for deletion of these
lands on the basis of potential trespass problems. Placing the
wilder ness boundary on a ridge as opposed to the valley bottom
seems an i1rrelevant snlution to trespass problems. 1+ trespass 1s
wrcurring now, 1t will continue to occur airrespective of whether
the boundary i% near the road or on the ridgetop as people will
continue to go where they will. Trespass :1n these particular
areas seems a remote possihility in any case, as the RMP 1tsel+
states thal signed trailheads for thoe proposed wilderness will be
created at Dominguez Campground, Bridgepert, ond Gunnison Gulch.
Euntremely fow people will head out 1nto the wilderness {raom areas
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other than these designated trailheads. What 1t boils down to is
mB that BLM has sucrificed many thousands of =cres of prime
wilderness tu assuaqeu the paranoid fears of a few.

We take great umbrage with the pruposed deletion of 2620
acros from the wilderness recommendation on the basis of pinyon—
juniper woodlands conflicts. It i1s apparent that ELM has
recommended for wilderness only that portion ot Dominguez Canyons
WSA fer which 1t can ti1nd no other use. If any other use 1s
possible, that use apparentily takes precedence. It astounds us
that firewood vverrides wilderness protection for the largest and
one uf the most spectdcular WSAs 1n Colorado. There are many

thousands of acres of firewood areas across the Uncompahgre
2 ;22 Plateau; BLM has no justification for sacrificing the few-portinns
of upland forest in the WSA to that purpose. Even in the
1mmediate vicinity of the WSA there 1s abundant firewood. There
is no reason to tomplete the detorestation of the Long Mesa area
that chaining started by removing the upland forested areas of the
WSA from the wilderness recommendation.

Little_Booke ts_Wildhorse_@rea —- There seems to be little doubt
1n either our minds or BLM's mind that Little Bookcliffs possesses
outstanding wilderness attributes that merit 1ts inclusion in the
National Wilderness Preservation System. BLM, however, is stymied
in 1ts willingness tu recommend the area as suitable for
wilderness due to the existing mineral leases, BLM has apparently
thrown up 1ts collective hands with respect to the pre-FLPMA
leases as BLM repepatedly emphasices in the RMP the existence of
the leases and BLM's 1nability to do anything to prevent their
development.

We do not agree thot BLM has completely analyzed its options
concerniny the pre-FLFMA leases 1n Little Bookclitis WSA. lhe
leases, while umitized, are not permanent. The operators are
reguired to perform minimal diligence in order to prevent the unit
from contracting. At least one of the malor o11 and gas units 15
subject for contraction this fall, and all units except Monument
Rocks are subject to contraction on or before October 13, 198&.
Azsuming BLM obeys its legal abligations in strictly applying the
011 and gas requlations, the units should contract when the unit
operators fail to meet their unit ohligations. Given the present
sorry state of the natural gas market, and the fact that there has
2a:>é1been no activity 1n the bulk of the WSA i1n the last two years, it

15 extremely unlikely that the units will not contract, assuming
that BLM does not allow the unit operators to squirm out of
compliance with the regulations. When the units contract. many of
the pre-FLFMA leases in the WSA will become subject to expiration
the same as any other non-unitized lease on the puhlic lands.
Since the contraction date (1986) for the units is well in advance
of the uxpected vete of action by Cungress, the existénce of the
pre-FLFMA leases at this point should not be an i1nsurmountable
obstacle to recummendation of Little bookicliffs as suitable. It
would be extremely unfortunate :1f BLM were not to recommend the
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WSA as suitable nn the hasis of leaser that
KMP reguires Sume claboration on this point.

later mxpired. Ihe

The RMP should list the pr

LPMA lepaces, the lessees, ol
and unit contraction dates and
requironents.,

Current management of the lLittle Bookclif+s area dictates no
further coal leasing due to unacceptable impacts on other
resources, apparently referring to wild horses. The Preferred
Alternative, on the other hand, states that coal leasing will be
acceptable in Little Buokcliffs Wild Horse Range pending further
study of the offects of surface facslities i1n Coal Canyon on the
viability of the horse herd. BLM needs to expand that study to
consider the 1mpacts to primitive recreation and outstanding
natural features of coal leasing on the other portions of the
Little Rookeliffs area, such as Spring Canyon, Ma:n Canyon and
Cottunwood Canyon. Frimitive recreation opportunities and
undisturbed natural environments are a rapidly disappearing
attribute of the Bookclifts rearon. Even underground cesl mining
could severely disrupt recreation and natural values in Little
Bookcliffe through subsidence, no:se from ventilation fans, and
coal ploration drill holes.

The pre-FLFMA coal lrases are not an insurmountable obstacle
to wildernese either. BLM has the author:ity under federa; coal
regulations to imitiate exchangues of federal coal leases, In a
case such as this one, where significant public values,
t.eywllderness, wildnorses, and rocreation, have boen placed i1n
jeopardy by previous leasing from a time when multiple-use was not
the guide for BLM management. 3t 1s particularly appropriate that
the option of exchange 4or the leases 1n Cosl Canyon be pursued.

The RMP needs to devete some consideratior to this option.

There will be only cne opportunity to preserve a piece of the
Bookcliffs i1n their nalural wild condition. Let us not blow it by
perpetuating previous errors 1n resourve allocation. When Little
RBookclitts was originally leased, no consideration was grven to
wilderness or other natural values. 7This is the time to Lorrect,
that over sight.

CUSC thoroughly disagrees with BIM's nonsuitable
for The Palisade WSA. "Confiquration, stecep

and potential trespass problems" (KMP at 305) are BLM'S
These are transparent reasons at

=lopes,
easons for 1ts rocommendations.
est.
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With respect to potential trespass problems, the
Manageability Alternative in the RMP points out that with the
simple acquisition of three public access right-of-ways, there
would be no trespass problems. Accesss to Fish Creek, Northwest
Creek, and Bull Draw would vircumvent nearly every conceivable
trespacs problem. It it unreasonable for BLM to claim the simple
lack of three access points as justitication for an unsuitable
recommendation when the Preferred Alternative in the RMP is
proposing 37 right of-way acquisitiuns elsewhere. When the
resource 1n question is an ecologically unique and diverse area
that would be a significant addition to the National Wilderness
Proservation System (RMP at 387), surely a little more effort is
required by BLM at solving trivial problems such as access.

za:)cl Since when did steep slopes disqualify wildlands from
1lderness designation” The Palisade 15 blessed with steep slopes

(that 1s much of the attraction of the area, looking at the

precipitous cliffs and spires), but there are ample opportunities
for scaling these steep ¢lopes. The western boundary road 15 one
Plac the flanks of Northwest Lreek are another: the Fish Creek
arca is another. Once scaled, these steecp slopes of ter some of
the most drematic views tn the resource area.

Configuration 1s not the problem BLM makes it out to be.
Alternative boundaries can be drawn for the Palisade which leave
jout the conflicts in bull Draw Basin without as many deletions as
BLM propuses. For exemple, there 1s little, 1+ any, ORV use to
the west of The Palisade itself. There are unly very few,
scattered trees in this area, not an attractive spat for cutting
firewood. There 1s no need to draw the boundary on this west side
all the way back to the base of The fralisade. Configuration
should not pose an impediment to retaining the integrity of the
wilderness in oany case, since BLM has made a point in the RMP qf~
lemphasizing the steep slopes of the unit, which would effectively
‘preclude unauthorized 1ncursions into the area.

fhe fundamental issue 15 whether BLM believes any portion of
Unaweep Canyon should be protected as wilderness. The Palisade is
a particwlarly appealing piece ot Unaweep Canyon since BLM would
yet a bonus aof 1ncluding a spectacular piece of the Dulores River
Canyun as well. We ayree with BLM'S conclusion that failure to
include The Palisade as wilderness would be a major adverse impact
on the National Wilderness Preservation Syslem (RMP at 387). The
reasons put furth by BLM do net justify such a harsh sentence.

We do support the designation of The Palisade 1tself as an
Outstanding Natural Area, but there are many other outstanding
natural portions of the area, including Nar thwest Ceesd with 1ts
gurgling trout wtream, and the small, praistine alcoves and
amph:theaters along the clitfs to the north and west of The
Palisade. Wilderness designation would wncompass all of these
"outstanding natural areas.®
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yun —- COSC supports Demarse Lanyun WSA as suitable for
wilderness, and uvpposes Bl M's nonwilderness recommendation for the
arca.

BLM's finding that outstanding opportunities for primitive
recreation du not exist 1n the area :s wrony. Un the several
occasions when COSC spnnsored trips have visited the area,
participants have had thoroughly satisfying wilderness
exporiencres. There are terrific views of the wnowcapped La Sals
rising out of shimmering red rock canyon cuuntry across the Brand
Vailey. lhere are abundant collections of bluoming cactus at
4Appropriate times of the year, which offer outstanding
photoyraphic opportunities. 14 one hikes up the ianyons

themwelves, one cncounters lush knes-high grasses «ll along the
2 2 Z Inanks of the creek heds, ot casiondl waterfalls, and deep,
serpentine gorges. Perhaps BLM has not visited the area on the
ground ennugh to get a sanse of the oulstanding recreational
oppurtunities. Given the minimal recreational use recorded 1n the
WSA, BLM should take heed ot the comments trnm those who have
actually visiied the area with respect to the outstandingness of
the recreational opportunities.

Before HLM writes off Demurer Canyon duc to pre-fLPMA lcases,
ELM should analyse the o0il and gas unit agreements to determine 1f
they are really ap onstacle to wilderness drsignation, as we
propused for lattle Buokcliffs WSA.  As with Little Buokeliffs,
BLM needs to list the pre-FLPMA leases. units, unit operators,
contrartion dates and requirements.

and

such as wintering
The

here are substantial benefits to wildlife,
mule deer, due to wilderness designation of Demaree Canyon.
RMF's analysis makes no mention of wildiife as a signiticant
resource or 1ssuk 1n Demaree Lanyon WSA.

As with Little Bookcliifs, Demaree Canyon is BLM's only other
epportunity to preserve a pertion of the Bookcliffs region as
wilderness efter deleting 75,000 acres of other Bookeliffs
roadless lands edrlier 1n the wilderness review. This unigueness
shauld carry some weight 1n the decision process.

FIVERS

BLM has done an excellent job with the A-1 recreation
manangement emphasis area designation for the Colorads River
through Ruby and Horsethief Canyons. ihe mineral withdrawal
perticularlty necessary to ensure continued protection of the
pristine nature Gt the canyors and to ensure continued
qual:ification of the river for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic
Rivers system. CUSC <upports acaquisition of the Loma launch site
to facilitatle visitor use of the river. we also support non—-fee
permits for both commercial and private users, providing that if
limitations on the number of permits become necessary, private
users will be given preterence 1n permit applications.

is
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FLM 15 proposing 1nadequate protection for that portion of
the Dolores Kiver from Gateway to the confluence recommended for
Wild and Scenic designation in the same study which recommended
the lower Lolorado for designation under the Wila and Scenic
Rivers Act., It wpems that BLM should manage rivers that have been
recommended  for designation by the Department of Lnterior in
sim:lar fashiens. This lower portion of the Doleres i1s without a
doubt a spectacular and remote desert river exemplifying the
finest qualities nevessary for i1nclusion in the National Wild and
tcenic Rivers System. The RMP should propose management far the
river which will perpetuate these tualities. Specifically, BLM
should propose a mineral withdrawal for the river corridor to
complement i1ts proposed no sur face orcupancy leasing and VRM Class
II decisiuons.

We continue to believe that BLM should vonduct a Wild and
Scenic River eligibility report for the Gunnison River from
Escalante State Wildlife Area to Whitewater, as the Furest Service
has 1n i1ts resource management plans for rivers under its
jurisdiction, We ayree with BLM's comment 1n the Affected
Environment section of the RMP that the Gunnison River possesses
attributes suitable for scemic or recrecational river designation.
BLM should evaluate those gualities, much as 1t did for roadless
areas 1n the 1mitial i1nventory of the BLM thilderness Review, and
make a recommendation for a full-scale study of the wild and
scenic characteristics of the river. This was an 1ssue raised in
scoping, and mentioned repeatedly in every public comment period
since scoping.

/0

COSC suppor ts BLM's proposed management under emphasis area A-
2 for the Bunnison River corridor as far as 1t goes. We suppurt
the no surtace occupancy leasing requirement, identification o+
the river corridor as unsuitable for utilities, and designation of
the river corridor as a VRM Class [l area. These restrictions are
necessary to preserve the natural, scenic, and recreational values
of the river curridor. However, we also think i1t extremely
critical that mneral materials sales and free use permits be
prohibited alung the river corridor as this is likely the gravest
threat facing the raiver.

Overall, BLM has done a commendable job 1n the RMP of
protecting and enhancing recreatinnal opportunities in the
resource area. Restricting fuelwood and sawtimber harvest in
Bang ‘s Canyon/Northeast Creek, Sinbad Valley, Granite Creek, The
Palisade, and South Shale kidge will greatly help to reduce helter-
skelter activity in these areas and the resulting widespread,
progressive deterioration of pramitive characteristics that
accompanies intensive fuelwood gathering.
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€0SC supports the proposed A-2 recreation management emphdasis
area with 1ts emphasls on Sem: -primitive recreation opportunities
for Bang’'s, fnugh, Northeast, and Ladder Lanyons. These canyons
provide backyard recreation for residents of the Brand Valley.

We support the proposed semi primitive, non motorired
recreation management for Hunter and Garvey fanyons in the
Bookclités. Does this mean that Hunter Canyon will be closed to
motorized use above tne last parcel of private land 1n the canyon
mouth™ 1§ not, should be.  What 1s tho status of Hunter Canyon
with respect to coal leasing™ We believe there should he no

1 leasing requiring surface facilities in Hunter Ranyon. What is
BLM = position on this? The proposed VRM Class 1 ohject:ves for
the cliffs of Hunter and Bar vey Canyens are suppur ted.  SLM should
make an effort to eliminate road bullding 1n upper Hunter Canyon,
all the wav up tn the koan Cliffs, in order tc provide for an
intact, semi-primitive canyon from the foot of the Bookcliffs to
the Roan f1iffs. Does BLM's praopnsed semi-primitive, non—
motor:cerd managoement for Hunier wvitend this +ar?

Canyon

We are pleased with the proposed sem primitive, non-
moioriced recreation management for Gramite Creek, with no surface
occupency leasing and VRM Clase I obiectives. We gencrally
support hnth the #~1 and & 2 general netural resource management
emphasls area prescriptions (with the exception of the wilderness
recommendation for The Falisade). However, Northwest Creek should

alsp be managed for semi-primitive, non-motor:sed recreation to
enhance its sport tishery, natural, and scenic values. In
1 particular . Northwest Creet should be off-1imits to fuelwood and

sawtimbher harvegt.

Wo have o location of

» major concerns Over BLM's proposed

trailheads nn the boundaries of earh of the newly proposed
wilderness areas. BL.M has pressed concern 1n the past over 1ts
ability to manayge w:lderness in light of the i1ncreased
recreaticnal use that mey aLcompany wiloerness designation and in

light of shri ng budagets. $lacing new trailheads on the hn
-f these currently andeveloped areas will only acerbate BLM
management problems by explitiily encouraging the tyne uf overuse
EzzgilsLn feels unprepared to handle. When visitors come to the
Resource Area pitice looking for places to hike, EIM will point to
115 w1% or seven trailheads, all on tne boundar:ies of wilderness
areas.  LLM should anwtead develcp trailheards at its oroposed sem -
primitive rewrcation areas such as Hunter fanyon and Bang's

Canyon. Ihat w:ll nelp to divert recreatinnal use away from
w1 lderneas. LM should also keep 1n mind that recreation i1s but
one of the osee 0f wildoraess.  Preservation of the naturat
environmenli of Lthwe ¢erness shculd be the for emost management
concern.

The partitular trarlheade we are most corcerned by ars rnose
in Sinwad Vallev and knowles Canyon. We support acquiring legal
access thrsugh Sinhad Valley to Sinbad Ridge. but we definitely

ppose construction of a traiihead witn gravel parling area,
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outhouse, bulletin board, etc. that would "direct use into Sewemup
Mesa", as the RMP states (p.182). Sewemup Mesa 1s tragile enough
that 1t does not need any extra use encouraged hy BLM. Similarly,
Fnowles Canyun 1s one of the most remcte parts of Black Ridge
Canyons. Mo extra effort should be made to direct use to this
area. A trailhead at Rattlesnake Canyun for the arches may be
appropriate given the popularity of the area, but BLM should take
a hard look at 1ts other propnsed trailheads.

LAND DISPOSAL

One of COSC's greatest areas of disagreement with the
Preferred Alternative concerns lands proposed for disposal. Many
of the 155 tracts 1dentified for disposal have significant public
values that should mitigate against disposal by BLM. We will list
our specific concerns with proposal disposal tracts as follows.

Sinbad Valley —- Tracts 427 and 429 have sianificant public
recreational values.  Th tracts constitute partians of sconic
Sinbad R1008, as well as portions of the greater Scwemup Mess—Roc
Creek BLM and Furest Service roadless area. The tracts sit in the
scenic foreground of the view west from atop the cliffs of Sewemup
esa. Any action that might result in private development of

thuse lands would detract frum scenic vistas out of the WSA.

naweep Canyon -- We vehemently oppose disposzal of tracts 413,
2@, 421, 422, 473, and 424. Unawcep Canyon 1s perheps the most
cenic rural valley i1n western Colorado. Every effeort should be
ade by the public land managers to assure the continued

servation of the scenir attributes ot the canyons. If the
Service 1s not interestea in managing these tracts, then
LM should retain them. Some of these tracts likely contain
ritical big game winter range as well.

Hill -- We oppose disposal of tract 201. This tract
own toward the Grand Mesa, as well as an undevelpoed foreground
or the Mesa.

or development

fhe scenic values of this tract outweigh any need
this time.

hitewat er
orms a scemc backdrop teo Grano Junction as one looks east from

at

ower No Thor oughfare Canyon -- We strongly oppose disposal of
ract I@1, the lower end of No Thoroughtare Canyon and the
japproach to the ecast entrance of Colorado National Monument. This
tract const:itutes a sigmificant public recreational asset in the
orm cf an unceveloped tract of 1and acting to set the National
onument o4+ from the encroaching residential developments of
rand Junction., Disppsing uf thie tract will accelerate the
already serious visual degradation into and out of the National
onument as well as exacorbate the management difficulties of the
onument . The Monument '« master plan listed resident:al
encroachment as the major threat to the integrity of the park,
Another federal agency should do nothing that increases the
zeverity of the problem.
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July 9, 1985
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Tracts 304 and 305 -- Ses the above. Additionally, tract 3904
2211 potentially provides public access tao the Monument through what is
becoming increasingly blocked off private land.

Colarado Kiver = We uppose disposal of Colorado River
buttom lands, a16, 418, 431, 432,
242 435, FRiver lands comprise 1mportant r:iparian areas and are

frequently valusble recreational areas as well. Transfer or these
tracts out of public ownership would contradict the planning
criteria 11 and 12 under Category I. These lands are also lilkely
in flood plain areas, criterion 1.14.

Lands

specifically tracts 415, and

115 and 116 -- These tracts contain riparian areas and
Disposal would be contrary to

Tracts
22 7 7 potential publ:ic water resorves.
planning criteria T.1i1.
Tract 19@ -- Tract 13@ does nout appear tu be an 1solated tract in
the least. It 15 contiguous to an extensive block of public
land. Tract 150 alsp contains several springs and may be a
potentially valuable recreation area. The tract likely contains
valuable public mineral resources as well. Disposal would be
contrary to numerocus planning criteria. Is there an 1nterest in
this particular tract by an 01! shale company?
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Tracts Adjacent to Grand Mesa NF -— Tracts 24, 31, 18, and 17 are
all adjacent to National forest land. They should not be
considered to be 1solated tracts of public land when extensively
bordered by National Forest., these tracts contain valuable
recreation resources and should nut be transfered out of public
ownership 1f the Forest Service does not wish to manage them.
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Acquisition —- We strongly support BLM's proposed acquisitions in

Little Bookcliffs Wildhorse Range and Dominguez Canyons WSA. In

addition, we would like to urge acquisition of other valuable
;277E9 parcels as they become available, including Unaweep Seep, Flume

Canyon, and Devils Canyon.

11L_AND_BAS_LELASING

The Preferred Alternative increases the total acreage open to
leasing as compared to current management by a good 20% (Table 2-
S5), or by mare than 200,000 acres. BLM could recommend both
Little Bookcliffs and Demaree Canyon WSAs as suitable for
wilderness and still increoase available lease acreage by a
substantial amount.

Little Bookcliffs Wi1ld Horse Range 1s closed to leasing under
current management (RMP at 71}. How does BLM explain the
existence of recent o1l and gas leases 1n the arca, sich as those
at the confluence of Main and Cottonwood Carnyons and in the
vicinity of Round Mountain, if current manadement 1s no-leasing?
Did BLM i1gnure 1ts previous land use decisions and allow leasing
in these instances?
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COSE KMP Comments
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Page 13

Archeological sites are most i1mpacted by 1mproved access to
sites. BELM's proposed mitigation (nS surface occupancy leasing)
for cultural sites doues not address the real ismue, 1.e.,
1ncreased access.  BLM has commissiuned a number of studies, such
as "A survey of vandalism to archaenlogical resources 1n
southwestern Colorado" by P. Nickens, et al., BLM Cultural
Respurce Series No. 11, which directly correlate increased
vandalism with i1nureased acress. No leasing of valuable cul tur al
sites is the must appropriate torm of mtigation.

ACCESS_ (1KANSIORTATION),

We arc in complete agreement with ELM's propozed easement
acquisitions. Lock out of the public from public lands has been,
and will continue to be,  significant issue 1n this resource
ared. Specific easement Acquisitions with which we are familiar
and which we believe to be of the utmost importance include:
Barrel Springs, Little Dominguez, Flume Canyon, Devils Canyon,
Carr Creek, Middle North Dry Fork, Prairie Lanyon. South Ganyon,
Buniger Road, Hunter Canyon, Douglas Pass East, and Sinbad Valley.

t0SC strongly supports RLM's designation of utility corridors
1n the Preferred Aliernative, We also strongly support the
utilities restrictions for Unaweep Canvon, 1.e., only telephone
lines and small power lines; the prohibition ol utilities along
river vorridors for the most part: and the probibition of
utilities in Hunter Canyon.
YIguAl RESQURCES

COSC supports the proposed VRM Class I and Class I
designations of the Freferred Alternative. All public land 1n
Unaweep Canyun should be managed under VRM (lass 11 objectives,
not just the clifts.

SEECIAL_MANAGEMENT_AREAS

0OSC supports the proposed special management areas of the
Preterred Alternative, Research Natural Arcas are preferred to
ACECs due to their better defined management goals. The propnsed
RNAs will offer protection to g number of vutstanding features of
substantial scientific value,
LIVESTOCK _GRAZING

LDSC strongly endorses the Preferred Alternative's proposal
to give special attention to the visual and ecological antegrity
of riparian areas in the implementation of livestock grazing
management plans.  There 1s nothing more aggravating to the public
users of public lands than {0 run across riparian areas devastated
by inappropriate !:vestock use.
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July 9,
Fage 14

THRE

We are favorably impreassed by BLM's identification of
threatened, endangered, and sensitive species 1n the Grand
Junction Resource Area (RMP at 129). This list is undoubtedly the
We trust 1t will be of use
tmplementing the RMP.

most complete of any RMP in Colorado.
to BLM managers in

Sections 3 and 4 of Appendix E are apparently in response to
IBLA's decision in IBLA LCase 84-104, dated May =i, 1984. The
following comments concern BLM's reanalysis of mil and gas
development in Little Bookcl:ffs WSA/WHR, as required by 1BLA.

IBLA remanded the case to BLM in order tu answer a
undemental question, 1n the words of IBLA

“so that BLM may prepare a new EA and determine, in light of
additional data and analysis, whether an EIS 1s called f1or."

phere in the analysis 1s BLM's determination as to the necessity
pf an EIS? It 1s not in Appendix E. It was not obvious anywhere
Plse 1n the draft RMP/EIS. By incorporating the analysis into the
RMP/LIS and 1ts appendices, 1s BLM determining by default that
Epproval of 1@ AFD's in Little Rookcliffs WSA/WHR is a significant
ffederal action requiring an EIS? The way 1n which the analysis is
Brattered throughout the KMP/EIS, it ie difficult to piece

egether all components of the analysis.  The clte-specific
fmpacts are detailed i1n Appendix E while the summary of cumulative
pmpects is discussed in Chapter 4 of fppendix I, thoe Wilderness
Puitability Analysis. It would facilitate roview uf the analysis
pf everything were consolidated,

BLM's evaluation of
satisfy one of ou

individual lease conditions appears to
original concerns.

The site-specitic analysis of alternative locations for ecach
well appesrs satistactory, assuming, as BLM does, that 1% has ng
authority to force a change in lucation by the lessee.

. APD’'s are current for one year only. Have all ten APD‘s 1n
ittle Rookcliffs WSA/WHR been renewed within the last 12 months?

33
34

Has BLM determined that helicopter access 1s infeasible since
o0 mention af it :s made in the analysis® Helicopter access to
rill sitee 15 not unheard of 1n this area, as evidenced by drill
oles lecated by helicopter in the Garvey Canyon area as part of
oal exploration.
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35

;2:}5555t1matlng that there could be 31 new wells,

36“ new pipelines over the next
this estimate and what are its

€OSC RMP Comments
July 9, 1989
Page 15

COSC disagrees with BLM's statement (RMP at 2/@) that
“extremely high resource values"” are not at stake here and that
suspension of leases is inappropriate. As we have indicated on
many occasions, the last roadless areas in the bLiookcliffs possess
value bevond measure. They wili never, repeat, never be
replicated anywhere on earth. They are truly priceless.
equate pricelessness with extiremely high resource values.

We

RLM's conclusiun (RMP at 367) of cumulative impacts due to
development of pre-FLPMA leases in Little Bookcliffe WSA/WHR 1s
apparently that the wilderness values of the WSA will be
irretrieveably lost and that this constitutes a major adverse
1mpact. BLM continues 1ts cumulative 1mpact analysis by

31 miles of new

and 18 miles of new pipelines constructed within the WSA
over the next 20 years. How does BLM arrive at this estimate?
Where does BLM estimate that these impacts wrll occur™ Will roads
be constructed throughout the lengths of Main Cenyon, Cottonwood
Canyon, and Spring Canyon?

roads,

of cumulative 1mpacts to Demaree
33 miies of new roads, and 19 miles
20 years. How does BLM arrive at
particulars?

Similarly, BLM's analysis
Canyon WSA cstimates 33 wells,

of BLM's analystu 1s ats
The fact that o1l

after their

The fundamental +law underlying all
omission of any discussion of unit agreements.
and gas units are subject to contrsction five years
creation should be one of the major topics of the analysis,
particularly since every unit 1n the Little Bookcliffs WSA/WHR
with the exception of Monument Rocks :s scheduled for contraction
on or before October, 1986. BLM's analysis should list the units
the requiremonts for diligence by

;2(:)£land their cantraction dates,
unit operators, and the likelihood these operators will meet their

diligence requirements by October of 1984 giveb predicted trends
of the gas market. BLM should use the same assumptions concerning
future gas pricing for this analysis as 1t used 1n Appendix E when
1t discussed the additional costs associated with directional
drilling from alternate well cite locations. Doec BLM expect
operators to live up to the requirements of the units given the
most realistic gas prices of $3. ¥5/MCF?

It 15 our undorstanding that once units contract, operators
have two years 1n which to drili on leases now outside of the
unit. If the operator fails to initiate drilling, the lcases
expire ot the end of two yesrs. Given this scenario, many of the

re-FLPMA leases within Little Bookcliffs WSA would likely ecxpire
1ong betore Congressional acti;on on BLM's final wilderness
ecommendations, and guite possibly before any upswing in the gas
arket.
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COSC RMP Comments
July 7,1985
Page 16

Does BLM i1ntend to enforce 1ts oil and gas regulations to the
letter in controversial instances such as contraction of unit
aggremments in WSAs? there should be na exceptions granted in
WSAs.

How does BLM intend to respond to future AFDs? #Will an

oxtensive CA be written contaiming discussion of alternate well

It would seem this 1s the least required by IBLA's request for

36 lsit:‘ tocations and alternate means ot access such as helicopter?

32 lL 841000

site-specific analys:is of APDs.

How does BLM intend to resnond to IBLA in c¢ohclusion to IBLA
Will the entire RMP/EIS be forwarded to IBLA for

their inspection?

We have appreciated the opportunity to comment on the draft
RMP/E1S, both at this point and throughuut 1ts development. We
will be following implementation of the proposed plan with great
interest.

Sincerely,

Mark Pearson
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POVWDERHORN
CoAL COMPANY

July 12, 1985

Mr, Forest Littrell, Area Manager
Burcau of NLand Management

Grand Junclion Resourcc Arca

764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction, Colorado 81536
Subject: Draft Grand Jurn
and Environmental

tion Resource Area Management Plan
Lmpact. Statement

Dear Mr. Littrell:

Referencing the methodology used ir identifying
for futher coal ing corsideratjon, 1n Appendix D
5 , Powderhora (sal {lompeny d:sagrees wilh Lhe 3LM's
of Critcrion 17 found on page 256.

arcas acceptable
ke

17 on page 256 states,

;¢ hoer co
as muni
table,

"Federal lands which may ha
face manag agency
shall be considered

itted by the sur-
pal watersheds

to us

EXCEPTTON & leasc may be jssued where the surface man-
agement. agency in consultation with the municipality (an
corporated entity) or Lhe responsible goverrmental unic
determines, a resalt adies, t all or certain
stopulated metho: of coal mining will not adverscly
fect the watershed Lo sny s:gnificant degree

The Palisade munic)
¢oal lease area and o
3. Prescntly the lower
for coal. The upper part, containi
Palisade's rescrvoirs and collection systems, 5 not been
leased. Much of Palisade's water supply is derived {rom
springs Iiltering through Iractures in the basalts on the
Grand Yesa.  Underground coal mining through subsidence or

ANALYS1S
the potentia ¢s the Rapid
ol the weter-

POWDERHORN COAL COMPANY + P.O BOX 1430 + Palisade, Colorado 81526 (303} 464-7951
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60

Mr. Torest Litirell
Suly 1985
page two

cse walers Lo reroute
Thig could
k

away
serious

pplying these sprirgs

fractures are probahly deep-lying, end cven deace

that dida't rcach the rtace could impact 3 Thous,

all of the area that iteeds Palise 5 water systen is
unsuitable ifor leasing, pending ifurtker study of the area's

would take approximarcly 10,000
potantial coal le area, Nest
lederal miner

hydrologic systen. i
acres of land out of Lk
of which is private surface,

sing ; i
the coal ¢ompany is responsiile for any

o the:r pipelines."

shed as long as

danaye

must be protecle
arca down gradient
hiject to
at the Towe of

We agree that the uppe
in lieu ot a hydrol
o Lthe springs a
the coal Lo exclusior for
pali has no ob tions to
watershed as long as Lhe coal company
to their exasting pipelines.

reas
in

lower pars of the
)z damage

at the exisi:
by the LLM

We Lk
the

walersk
is Loo large and t

be considered “or additional
shed area.
6Lh P.M,
Section 3 all
Section 4 All
56 i 5
8
9
Scection 10
Section 1o around

the
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Mr. Porest Littrell
July 12, 1985
Page three

the area that
ditional coal

A map is enclosed for your convenierce which show
e considered in the managoemernt plan for a

£ you have any questions please notify us.

ate the opportunity to comment on the munage slan.

e
-
tneral Manager

DLETTAB: Lo

cc: Jinm Stov

Enclosure
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THIS LETTER HAS BEEN REPRODUCED

To the Attention of Forest Littrell

As a Land Lease holder and as a state resident I am writing in regards to your
purposed road 24, 25, 26, identified on Preferred Alternative Map 5. see
tnis propnsal as a grave mistake. fpening the Roads tn more constant puplic
use degrades the roads Teaveing turrets and making it difficult for the
leaseholders and Landholders tn use. And there would he noway for the BLM to
properly maintain this road without prohibitive cost to the taxpayer., FEven if
the road was atempted to he maintained due ta the sfeepness of the terrain it
would he a matter of hours in bad weather until the road would be virtually
impassable, therefore trapping much of the public. The additional costs to we
the Leaseholders and Landowners such as gates cattlequards sfgns ect. and the
unforeseeable are far more numberous than you have time to read or I nave time
to write. So how could eithar one of use expect to pay far these additiona
costs. In regards to additional, tne Wildlife Division has far more territory
than they can possibilfy patrol now, therefore it would create a poacher's
haven, not to mention tne added risk to us 1ivestock owners. At present this
would not only ruin my livelinood nf 15 years as an Qutfitter and Rancher it
would be a grave tnreat to the Wildlife in this area. You must be reminded
that vour hunter acess, Spear acess road ki)l 40% of the mule Deer natura
migration route to Deer park and wintering grounds. This provosal would
virtually destroy tne rest of it. At present there is a controlled hunt with
a limited few and small amount of nunters. Therefore not only, not
interfereing with there migration but provideina a small refuge which now days
are few and are found mainly on private ground. Due to our very poor Wildlife
Management which nas unlimited License sales an is so comiercialized in
makeing tne almighty dollar§. The place would he overun with hunters, killing
not only the game but the only source of revenue to the RBLM who tax the
Qutfitter fore the public hunter but not tne public hunter, therefore only
creating an added expense tq maintain more roads. Which would appear as a
unfortunate business decision in the eyes of almost any concerned taxpayer

It would take a feat just short of the Highway project in Glenwood canyon just
to allow hunters and the punlic to safely pass when meeting on the narrow
roads. Last but not Teast 1t would kiTT any benfitt of the purbosed
wilderness area by giving it public access from al) sides. I don't nelieve
any average taxpayer would consent in tne selling off such natural beauty
either. So why sell out ta a bunch of seasonal nunters too lazy to walk or
ride a horse, If anything condemn the Existing Roads and annex them to the
purposed Wilderness Area. Tnis area is virtually free of trash. What will it
look like after the public has been ther 10 years. This Letter may seem frank
but if your honest with yourself I'm sure you'll find tne Tetter is also
hones. Thank you

Sincerely /s/ David Furr
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STATH OF COLORADD

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

DAVID H. GETCHES, Executive Director
1313 Snerman S1, Room 718. Denver. Colorado 80203 866-3311

ST AN D, LAWY

DIz alon of Mines
Cul Ant Gas Contarvazion Corlmion

July 3, 1985

Mr. Kannon Richards, State Birector
U.S. Bureau of Land Management s
1037 lwentieth Street

Denver, CO 80205

Dear Kannon:

1 am pteased to comment on the Draft Grand Junction Resource
Management Plan (RMP). This letter and its attachments constitute the
official comments of the State of Colorado.

The Draft RMP is well prepared and provides an excellent description
of the Resource Area and each of the management alternatives. We support
the Preferred Alternative as a well balanced approach, with a few
exceptions. We are particularly pleased that the preferred alternative
has responded to many of our previous conceras raised during the planning
process.

Our specific comments on the Draft RMP are as follows.
Recreation

The RMP provides a good presentatien of future recreation
management. We are pleased to see the proposals for ORV management
Grand Junction Resource Area has historically received extensive ORV
use. Restricting cross country vehicle traffic coupled with seasonal
closures should greatly improve the current situation

The

Wildlife

The State supports BLM's preferred alternative and access acquisition
plan which will make it easier to manage these public lands. We
appreciate the emphasis given to the wildlife resources and the
commitment to increase deer and elk populations to meet Division goals.
The protection of important fish and wildlife habitats and the
development of additional habitats on these public lands will help to
reach these goals.

Although we agree with the preferred alternative, several issues are
of concern. First s the disposal of nearly 28,000 acres of public land,
much of which contains important wildlife habitat. We have identifted
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Kannon Richards
July 3, 1985
Page Two

individual tracts which should be retained in public ownership in the
attachment and would 1ike to be included in discussions of all tracts
scheduled for disposal.

A second concern 1s our ability to manage the bighorn sheep herds in
the Black Ridge Canyons and Dominguez Canyon Wilderness Study Areas.
There may be an infrequent need to use the existing roads for trapping
and transplanting to preserve the two herds. We hope that this would be
allowed as an administrative use.

Further specific comments of the Division of Wild1ife are provided in
the attachment.

Sotls

The preferred alternative can be improved from a soil and water
standpoint by treating the additional 500 acres of "critically eroding
so11s* in Cactus Park. If funds are not available to treat the entire
1,500 acres, it would be beneficial to treat not Just the most critically
eroding areas, but areas that will act as buffers or sediment collection

zones. This will, in turn, provide the most benefit for water quality as
well.
Wilderness

We support the RMP's recommendation ot the Black Ridge Canyons, Black
Ridge Canyons West and Dominguez Ganyon for wilderness and the
designation of the Palisade as an Outstanding Natural Area. These
wllderness study areas provide superb oppertunities for solitude,
unconfined recreation and scenic viewing and are well deserving of
wilderness status.

We are concerned about potential o1l and gas activities in the Little
Book C11ffs 1f the area is not recommended for wilderness. The RMP
states that development of pre-FLPMA leases would reduce critical
wintering and foaling area by 10%. The document should discuss in
greater detail the cumulative impacts to the herd of any additional
future leasing.

Special Management Areas

We support the proposed Research Natural Area designations in the
preferred alternative for: Unaweep Seep (37 acres); Pyramid Rock (470
acres); Gunnison Gravels (5 acres); Rough Canyon (1470 acres); Fruita
Paleontological Localtty (280 acres); Rabbit valley Paleontological
Localily (280 acres) and the Outstanding Natural Area destgnation for the
palisade (1920 acres). 1In addition, we recommend that Badger Wash
receive a Special Management Area designation to protect the botanical
values associated with the site. Badger Wash contains two piant species
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Kannon Richards
July 3, 1985
Page Three

(Cryptantha elata and Ertogonum contortum) and one plant association
(Atriplex gardneri/tlymus salina) of special concern to Colorado. The draft
RMP 15 not clear on how the withdrawal of Badger Wash as a hydrologic study
area will assist in the protection of the plant species and plant
associations of spectal concern to Colorado.

The State recommends an ACEC designation in the preferred alternative of
the RMP for protecting riparian values on 160 acres of Skipper's Is!land.
Skipper's Island apparently has one of the largest concentrations of
riparian habitat on public Tands in the Grand Junction Resource Area.

Specles 1isted in Table 3-9 should have scientific names followed by
accepted common names. Please note that all of the plant species 1isted in
Table 3-9 occur on the Colorado Natural Areas Inventory's )ist of plant
species of special concern to Colorado. Several plant species listed in
Table 3-9, in addition to several other plant species on the Colorado
Natural Areas Inventory's 11st, require further studies prior to decisions
on thelr ecologtcal status and habitat requirements. [he Colorado Natural
Areas Program will continue to work with the Grand Junction Resource Area to
complete inventortes on high priority plant species which occur in the
Resource Area. "Sunloving meadowrue® is misspelled in Table 3.9.

There may be a significant number of well applications for water supply
an the 28,000 acres of land to be turned over to Lhe private sector. while
most of the Grand Junction Resource Area is not yet over.appropriated, there
is no guarantee that these permits for wells will be avallable. The water
supply problem is greatest in the northeast section of the Resource Area
where all streams flowing into the Colorado River from the north and above
Plateau Creek are considercd over-appropriated and new water rights are-
subject to river administration. We question the assumption, made on page
145, that "water rights necessary for the construction of projects can be
acquired®. Purchasers and developers should be made aware that they may not
be able to obtan an adequate water supply for their needs.

Please advise the Colorado Water Conservation Board of activity plans
prepared for each identified salinity contrel projects mentioned in Table
2-2 of the report. The Board has provided a 1isting of the State of
Colorado's instream flow rights in Delta, Garfield, Mesa and Montrose
counties and would also i1ike to be informed when BLM management activities
may affect State instream flows.

what 100-year floodplains has BiM identified in the Resource Area?
Attached for BLM use ¥s a floodplain index map showing identified 100 year
floodplains in the four counttes covered by the Grand Junction Resource
Management Ared.
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July 3, 1985
Page Four

Alr Quality

The ptan does not recognize alr quality or the protection of alr quality
related values as an integral element of resource management. Further, the
plan needs to look at cumulative issues that may affect urbanized areas such
as Grand Junction. This would include oi1, gas, and coal leases that may
generate secondary growth in the urbanized areas.

In chapter 3,
appropriate:

the "Affected Environment”, a number of comments are

1}  Not all Colorado lands are classified as Category I. Only certain
national parks, national monuments, and wilderness areas are
destgnated Category 1.

2) The Department of the Interior (not the State) has recommended the
Colorado National Monument for Ciass I protection but this 1is not a
final action as yet.

3) Some of the statements in chapter 3 are misleading, if not untrue.
for example, our analysis of the Category I increment at the
Colorado National Monument indicate that for that monument a great
deal of industrial growth could be accommodated under the Category I
increment.

Cultural Resources

The State Kistoric Preservation Officer has reviewed the RMP and found
the consideration of cultural resources in the preferred alternative to be
adequate. The use of the RP3 documents in the planning process is
commended. These documents should enhance the accurate identification of
cultural resources important to the region.

BLM should consider entering into a Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement
with the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation concerning the 106 compliiance procedures to be followed.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment and are available to
consult with you further throughout the planning process.

AVID H. GETCHES
txecutive Director

DHG: t1
6721
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SPECTFTC (COMMENTS

Grand Junction Draft RMP

Page 20, 2.Category I1, Disposal ‘iracts

Pleasc explain the statement "Generally, the BIM will not acquire
private land through exchange in the vicinity of disposal tract.
The best way to minimize an aiverse impact to wildlile is to exchange
for similar hahitat in that vicinity.

Page 42, Supp ., Paragraph 1, Scntence 2

The statement that harvest levels hive a direct impact on habitat
condition is not necessarily true. Amimals will concentrate in saoe
arcas irrespective of population density.

Page 44, Fivestock Managoment, Toplomentation, Paragraph i

Add wildlife to the list of proposced actions in the RMP.

Page 53, left Colum, Paragrzaph 5, Sentence 2

ihe slatement is made that grazing permittees will still be able
ta use several existing roads in the Black Ridge Canyons and Domin-
guez Cmyon WSA's for administrative purposes. The Division may dalso
need to use these roads to properly manage bighorn sheep.

Page bb, Fffects, Paragraph 1, and Table 2-17

Disposal of Skippers Tsland appears to be inconsistent with cri-
reria numbers 11, 13, and 14 undec retention areas on page 19. In-
stead we recomend that Skippers Island be proposed tor ACEC desig-
nation (lable 2-17).

Page 56, lnplenentation, Paragraph 3, Sentence 1

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation has indicated an interest in attaining
riverbattom lands along the Colorado River west of Grand Junction
us part of the mitigation plan for the Grand Valley Salinity Project.
Page 98, Table 2-19

Why is wildliie not lisied as a baneliting resource under the

freferred Alternatives? Examples: 4-A Mountain, Horse Mountain.

The enphasis on water for the current management altermative
should benefit wildlife. Why isn't a statement on wildlife included
here?
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Page 96, Arca A-2, Recrvation nience 2

DOW opposes a one mile shooting closure on BIM land on either
side of the Litlle Park Road. 'lhis arca is used for hunting and tar-
get shooling.  Why shouldn't the public be allowed to shoot here?
who would enforce this requlation?

Page 106, ot Colwm, Off-Road Vehicles

OVR use should be controlled on the 27,956 acres of land identi-
fied for disposal until final disposition is reached. Skipper's
Isiand and other tracts provide important wildlife habitat which will
require continued protection during this process.

A paragraph on wildlife should be included under Area Gd-

Page 123, Vegetation

It would be helpful to list the common plants 1n the resource
arva in addition to Table 3-5.
Page 124, Wildlife, lest Parugraph

Deer and elk numbers are different from those given on page ¢l
(upper right). why?

Page 127, Right Colum, Paragraph 3. Sento

How is livestock grazing having a diminishing effect on wildlife
habitat?

1, Transportation, Roads

Public trespass of private land is a problem in the Resource
We feel that signing public land boundaries along roads would

Ared.
reduce the problan.

Page 205, gpg ts_on Oil and Gas, Inpacts from Oil
Paragmx

| &_Gas Managemoent,

Any of the 624,701 acres that lie in deer and el
ranges should be leased with the Necember 1 to May 1 timing stmu'lu—
tion to avoid disturbing deer and elk.

Page 207, Impacts on Wildlife, [wpacts from Wildlife Management, Para-

Leaving 30 percent of the sagebrush that may exast in a treatment
site would be insufficient for maintaining sege grouse populations
if present.  In areas known to contain sage grouse we recommemnd Lreat-
ing sagebrush, according to "Guidelines tor Maintenance of Sage Grouse
Habitats" by Clait Braun, Tim Britt, and Richard Wallestad. We have
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cupies of this report or it can be fourxl in the Wildlife Society

Bulletin, Vol. 5, No. 3, Fall, 1977.
Page 207 Impacts on Wildlife, Impacts from Waldlife Manugement, Para-
gl"d [ st ntence

Wilderness designation should provide security for bighorn shecp
but we hope it won't preciude proper menagement of these two herds.

Page 207, Tmpacts on Wildlife, Impacts from Wildlite Managemont, Para-
graph b

We support the proposal to protect riparian vegetation along
all perennial streams. liowever, what wil) be Lhe management for ripar-
ian areas along intermittent streams? We fecl these areas should
receive protective m@nagement also.

Page 208, Left Colum, Paragraph 2, Sentence 2

How many miles of stream habitat improvement would be done an-
nually? It would be helpful to list the 22 sircams and identify how
neny miles of cach stream would be improved.

Page 208, Right Colum, Peragraph 2

The last word should be "goals" not games.

Page 209, Irpacts from Land Tenure Adjustients

Disposal of 2,000 acres ol critical deer and elk winter range
appears inconsistent with crireria mmber 17 under Retention Arcas
on page 20. All truclts providing important wildlife habitat should
remain in public ownership.

Page 209, Qunulative Impacts on Wildlife Resources, [

We feel the control of livestock grazing in riparian habitats
is just as important as no surface disturbance.

Last Sentcnoe

Cumilative Inpacts on ‘Threatened and indangered gpecies,
noe 2

bage 211,
Senta

There would be four WSA's designated as wilderness under this
altermative.
Page 213, impacts from Tand Tenure Adjustments

Disposal of parcels along the Colorado River could reduce public
recreation opportunities on thosce reaches of the river, 1In many reaches
small parcels of BIM land are the only places where the public can
get otf the river and not be tre sing on pravare property. Oppor-
tunities to hunt, photograph, «nd view wildlife would be lost at all
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242 I disposed parcels that are accessible to the public.
Page 220, wildlife

The prediction that native wildlife habitat would decrease in
arca and quality in the long-tem jis a gloomy forecast. We feel re-
c.'_l.al_mn'on of surface disturbing activities can replace habitat and
mitigate long-term impacts, We also feel better grazing mManagement,
habitat manipulation projects, and riparian zone management will im-
prove habital quality in the long-term. Does BLM feel emphasis on
improving habitat quality will diminish overtime?
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Map 5, Preferred Alternative land Disposal Tracts (Gd)

We realize that considerable work remiins before a dacision is
made on the disposition of the 155 tracts identified for disposal.
Therefore, we have selected the ones which we belicve should be re-
tained in public ewnership according to criteria listed on pages 19

and 20. We have grouped these tracts under a common value although
273 some may have a special significance not identified here.
1. Tracts providing critical big game winter rangc.

is inconsistent with criteria 17 on page 20.

Their disposal

G2 units 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 102, 103, 104, 107,
109, 110, 111, 114, 115, 116, 124, 125, 126, 127, 130, 131, 132,
134, 146, 147, 148, 149, 150, and 201.

2. Tracts providing important riparian habitat and public use along
a proposed Wild and Scenic River. Also possible mitigation arcas
for the Grand Valley Salinity Project. Their disposal is incon-
sistent with criteria 3, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14 on page 19.

242

Gd units 160, 161, 415, 4)6, 431, 432, and 433.

3. Tracts providing public access and hunting opportunities in an
arca where access to public land is a problem.

Gad units 321, 322, 332, and 334.
4. Larger tracts acce

Lo Narional forest:
15 on page 20.

ible 10 the public and sametimes edjacent
Disposal is inconsistent with eriteria
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Gd units 17, 18, 24, 31, 150, 201, 214, and 405.
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OTIS C. COLES, JR
PO BOX 12155

EL PASO. TEXAS 79912
915 @ 584.7222

Via Federa} Exyress July 12th, 1985

United States Department of Interior
Bureau of Land Mamagement

7¢, Horizon Drive

Grané Junetion,

Colorudo 81501
Attention: Mr, Forest Littrell
Res Access Aquisition Froposala
Roads 24, 25, and 26
Gentlenen:

It has come to our attention that the Rureau of land Management has advertized
a propesal to acquire access roads Mos, 24, 25, and 26 crossing the Cow Ridge area,
Rorth Dry Fork (Dittman Canyon) and Middle Dry Fork which accerding to the BIM North
+ Map 5 would circle and cross Horse Mountain. While there is no number on the
MeKay Fork Road according to the BIM Alternative Legend 18 Access Acquisition Pro
sals, a road would be proposed at this locatlons In referring to your BIM Nerth
Map 5 I find that in each instance (with the exception of Cow Ridge Road 24, the
proposed access roads will run the entlre length of property tracts owned by me and
it is obvious according to the Map that our existing private roads vould be utiliz-
ed. Please note the following Legal Descriptiong comprising the total 2338,07 Acres
ownod by me in this area which will verify the nbove factas

Township 8 South, Range 100 Wast of the Sixth Principal Meridien

Section 4:  SHNdE, NS

Section 5:  SINT{, NA&E$, SEiNWE, NE{SwE

Section 9t ‘Ssilh}, A4S

Section 103 SINWE, N dowd

Township 7 South, Range 100 West of the Sixth Principal Meridian
Section 26: SWiSE3, Sis

Section 33:

Section 341 135w, Lots 1 and 2

Section 353

The BIM records reflect the fact that for more than twenty five years thdse
fee acreage tracts comprising the 2338,03 acres have been supplemented by BIM
screage to comprise a total acreage suflicient to support a ranching operation
vhich in turn paid the BLM Ferwit Feos for this privilege.

The private road crossing my property up Middle Dry Fork cost in excess of
3330,000,00 and 1 bellove it would only be right and just for me to be reimbursed
for tris if the proposad Access Acquisition Proposals were acopted. The exlsting
private roads have been very difficult to maintain and in many areas are yracti-
e1lly impossible because of the steer grades. In rein or snow conditions they be=
come impessable. This is trus despite the fact that the traffic ia very light and
1f these roads become open to the public they will definitely become impsgsable
strarcing people in the arca whore they would without question and without authority
uae &y ranch houge facilities, breaking in if nocessary ard in many cases taking what
trey plenss ineluding bedding, kitecher utensils and even furniture; this did occur
vhile gas wells were being drilled in the area.

-mw2- O3

or
as

It would be impossible to use the property ineluding the BIM lund for ranching
other agricultural purposes if the area and roads were open to tho genmeral public
they woald cut fences or gates for access to my private property or the BIM land,

of this revenus, but the continuous cost of maintenance of the rosds. The BIM records
will reflect the fact that in the past few years a number of stock ponda or dirt tanks
have been constructed primarily on the DIM land whereunder the greatest portion of the
cost of censtruciion including the application of Bentenlie to the ponds to reduce the
leakage of Water, was borne by me., These ponds were not only bemeficial to livestock
but to the wildlife 1o the area, Other ponds of a similar pature were planned but if
the general public 18 permitted access across my proparty tracts I would have to aband-
on such plans and discontinue the upkeep of springs in the area. It is regretful but

would scatter trash the entlre length of the roads and soon destroy a beautiful wilder—
The hunting in the area is to some extert controlled st the present time

ness area.
293 because the general public ig reluctant to cross the private land and this limited

contrel protects our wildlife from complete slaughter and extinetion, Most certainly
the annual pame kill at the present time is within reasornble limita which would
without guestion be reversed if the general public were permitted to flood this very
beautiful wilderness area. It appears to me that this particular area is being singled
out for unlimited access which would soon destroy what wildlife remaina.

In sumation, it io obvious to me that any additional income from the flood of
additional hunters would in no way make up for the loss of revemue frem the apricultur—
al uses, including the improvement of the property for agricultural uses by the build-~
ing of additlonal stock ponds or dirt tanks which also serve our wildlife,
maintenance of the roads would far exceed the revenue from the additional hunters,
It cannot be denied that the danger of grass, brush, and foreet fires would ba far
greater with the great influx of peopls.

For the reasons stated above, I am totally opposed to the Access Acquisition
Froposals.

Respectfully,

Qtis C. Colea, Jra /

0cC/s

Thus the BLM uould lose any revenue from such use, costing the taxpayer not only the loss

the goneral public allowed to clirculate uncontrolled across my property and the BIM land

The cost of

Q0
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BEARTOOTH OIL & GAS COMPANY

PO Box 2564 P.0. Box 1491
Billings, Montana 59103 s Fruita, tQer® 81521
{406) 259-2451 July 12, 1985

(303) 858-3257

Bureau of Land Management
Grand Junction Resource Area
764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction, Colorado 81506

RE: Comment of GJRA Resource Management

Plan and EIS Draft March 1985
Dear Sir:

Beartooth 0i1 & Gas Company would like to make the following comments
on the Grand Junction Resource Area Resource Management Plan and
Enviornmental Impact Statement Draft (RMP/EIS).

Generat:

Beartooth recommends the selection of the Prefered Alternative
as the future management approach for the Federal Lands within the

GJRA.

The recommendation to drop the Demgree Canyon and the Little Bookcliff
Wilderness Study Areas is a sound ane., Both of these areas contain
valuable gas and coal deposits which should be available to meet
future energy needs. The mineral values far out weigh any "wilderness
values".

We support your proposal to acquire public access, particularly in
the Douglas Pass, Barrell Springs and Spink Canyon Areas.

0il & Gas Leasing:

Beartooth 0il1 and Gas Company supparts the leasing situations prqposed
in the Preferred Alternative, however we have some serious questions

about a few points:

1. No surface Occupancy Stipulation: These areas should be kept
small and narrow enough to allow for reasonaMe.drainage and/or
directional drilling {no wider than 1/4 - 1/2 mile.)

33
39 2.

lease configuration should allow for reasonable well site location.

scenic and Natural Values Stipulation: This ghou'l@ be used
only where warrented. The requirements of this stip may make
extraction of 0il and gas economically unfeasible.



40

42
297
43
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3. Steep Slope Stipulation: This stipulation should be thrown
out. It is entirely toe restrictive. The stipylation's
intent can be reached on a well by well site specific basis.
We suggest that you realize that the Bookcliffs are under oil,
gas and coal leases and that the mineral values is going to
be utilized. Don'L try to withdraw the area with over zealous
restrictions.

4. Stipulations 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9,10, 11: No problem if used

in arcas that really need protection.

Dear and Elk Winter Range Stipulation: Many of the areas
identified are too large. There will be many requests for this
stip to be waived on a case by case basis.

o

6. Threatened and Endangered Plant and Animal Habitat: Be carefu
and don't create another "Archeaological™ type monster.

0i1 & Gas - Standard Design Practices {SDP):

Beartooth 0i1 and Gas Company supports the proposed standard design
practices with the following exceptions:

SDP # SA - Tree stip: The requirement to remove all wood over 4"
in diameter is not consistent with the 3LM resource area_pol!Cies.
This should read may be removed or stacked oulside the disturbed area.

SDP # 10 - Remember the Bookcliff were designed to wasn away.

SDP £ 13 & 14 - The GJRA should have a transportation plan that will
allow for orderly development of a road system. The Moab Disirict -
arand Resource Area has such a plan - look at it!

SDP #15 - Culverts are a problem in any road but to place Interstate
Highway design standards on roads in the oilfield is a bit too much.
the A,A.S.H.7.0.T. 99 method € or D is a waste of time and woney,

it is the oil and gas operators responsibility to construct and
maintain our access roads.

Beartooth 011 and Gas Company would like to thank you for the opportunity
to comment on this RMP/CIS Draft. It is our hope that the comrents will
be yrilized.

Sincerely,
|L.~‘c_..._.~....:>

Ken Currey
Field Superintendent
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3695  Rond
Palisade, CO 81526
July 14, 1985

Mr Frosty Littrell, Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management

764 Borizon Drive

Grand Junction, CO 81526

Re; Communts on Grand Junction Resource Management Plan

Dear Mr Literell:

As Chairman of the Western $lope Croup of the Colorade Mountain Club
1 would like to comment on rhe proposed Grand Juntion Resource Managemenc
Plag. A% you may know, the Colorado Mountain Club i 2 statewide organization
whose primary interasts are exploratioa and preaervation of Colorade's wild &
geenie rogources. We prasantly have abauyr 8000 memburs across the state, of
which 50 are in the Crand .lunction area.

1 would like to commend you on a well orpanized and researchied management
plan. We are pleased to see that 4 of the 7 WSA,s were recormended wholly or
partly for wilderness designation. However, there are additional areas thar
1 fecl should be included , as follows:

1, The 20,000 acres deleted froa Dominguez Canyona should be reinatared
ce they have the same quality of terrain as the other land in the WSA
ith a sincere effort toward management, The Palisade could qualify for
wilderness.
3. The Little Bookcliffs and Demares Canyon should be reinstated .

2

We would like to encourage Wild and Scenic status for the Delores River, and
would ltke to see a more balanced approuch Lo resource managément in the Book-
clifls, rather than turning it over entirely to mineral leasing

Your congideration of these comments will be appreciated.

yincerely

Bt

Bill Hanann

P, 0., Box 1237 66
Paonia, CO 81428

July 15, 1985
The Burcau of Land

764 Horizon Drive
Grand Junction, CO B1506

Management

Dear Sirs:
I wish to comment on the proposed designations for
the Dominguez area.

The area is quite well khown to me. I am Bill Rambo's
sister and lived on the farm there for 23 years, coming
back to it often.

We had a small herd of cattle and rode the two can-
yons, side canyons and mesas.

My parents and I worked as a team. I did light chores
when very small and as I grew I did every kind of farm
work: milking cows, cultivating, haying, picking ard
packing peaches, handling a team and wagon. I spelled
words, recited multiplicavion tables, ctc. as we worked,

1 didn't go to school until I was 12.

when I finished high school with a 4-year scholar=
ship, 1 was unable to use it for want of a few dollars
for train fare and a chance to look for work for board
and room. I continued work on the farm and taught my
brother, 1> years younger, for 3 years.

He was considered frail so my parents were already
saving when he was four years old, to put him through
college.

Bill was unable to do hard work, they felt. When
the time came they managed to pay all of his cxpenses
at college.

When I was 23, & neighbor lady left me her savings.
By working for board and room, this little sum enabled
me to earn 30 quarter-hours at Mesa College. 'hen I
marcied.

Bill was classiiied 4~F when he was of military age.
It was determined that war would be too stresstul for him.

when he graduated ftrom college he tried to help on
the farm. Unused %o the work and not agreeing with our
father, he taught a year. A tescher’'s life is tilled
with stress. He worked in Pueblo and California., Then
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he found his métier as an electronic scientist at Wrights®
Field in Ohio.

Social adjustment was hard but his work was brilliant.
He was sent to demonstrate methods of work to facilities
elsewhere. He developed 3-0 television.

My husband abandoned my three children and me. I
was awarded separate maintenance., He vanished, so there
was no support.

My 30 quarter-nours enabled me to start teaching on
an emergency certificate. Standards for certification
began rising rapidly, so 1 cared for my children, taught,
and took summer courses, extension and correspondence
courses.

At this time, my parents becane unable to work the
farm productively. The D. and R.G. discontinued the passen-
ger train so they could no longer market their crops. They
were not able to drive to town, but my mother learned to
drive a jecp to Bridgeport from the farm.

They had to apply for a pension but could not get one
if they owned property. They discussed the problem with me.
They told me that they recognized how hard I had worked on
the farm. They considered it would be half mine, half Bill's.

Since I was not divorced, should I die, my husband tould
inherit any property I might have. None of us wanted this.
They asked if I would approve their putting the farm in Bill's
name. They said that he understood the situation. He knew
that half was to be for me and my children and "Bill will
always do what is right by you." I felt this was true and
aqread.

The children and I spent alternate week-ends driving
from Gunnison to Bridgeport taking groceries, supplies and
mail to my parents. They paid most of the expense.

Since our lives were somewhat nomadic at this time,
our ties with my parents and the farm were very strong and
they always told us, "This is your home, too."

In the spring oi 1948 my father became ill. We drove
to Bridgeport to take him to the hospital. Part of the road
betwéen the bridge and cable ran along the river edge at

thal time, and was covered by high water.

with the help of my children and Crafts Black, we
managed to get him to my car with great difficulty. He
died that day. My brother was in Ohio.
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At this time, my children and 1 began working on the
farm. We built dams and fences, dug and cieaned ditcnes,
disked, harrowed and planted the field by the cabin to corn
and feed fer my mother's horses.

We cleared the brush from the lower field with axe,
shovel and mattock. The ditch above it had been completely
filled with zocks and sand. We rented a ditcher which shouid
have been used with a tractor with a hydraulic 1litt, but
we had only the jeep. It would take too much space to describe
the nightmere of those two days, complele with gnat:z, but
we cleaned the ditech. This is just one example of many
problems.

We disked and narrowed in winter wheat on about a 10-
acre rield. We marked and irrigated it--and big tlocks of
chukars fed on it all winter.

My nother spent alternate ycears with us and went to
Ohio the other years. She encouraged us as we irrigated
fruit and nut trees, berries and grepes, and crops. The
water must be used to maintain the right,

s hard, with only hand tools, to get a der to
nally we hauied in large ioads of huge tire

. (it was my daughter's idca.) We stacked chem
tires hign, wired them togeiher, filied thom with
nd cement, and used a heavy plastic Lo lire the wall.
ravy [loods very well.

a

The man who was operating the Bridgeport farm before
Mussers bought it sent his hired man up to our dam with a
tractor and yanked it to pieces.

Bill Crouch, tne water commissioncr, came down and saw
the damage. ke reported to Fred Paddock, the Division
Engineer in Montrose. Mr. Paddock was outraged. He sent
word to the man that if he ever bothered us again, the
sheriff would be sént in to fully investigate. Also, the
man would have to make a choice of the two water rignts he
held: 7% second teet from the Rio Dominguez and 10 sccond
teet 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 toot is the legal limit for 40 acres.

When our farm was thoroughly watered it acted as a
reservoir. Springs bubbled out all along the lower banks
of the fields and flowed 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 difficulty with the man.
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Bill left Wrights' Field and moved to Jenver. My
mother stayed with him. She had a fall and several opera-
tions end Bill couldn't manage. 1 used all my accumulated
sick ieave and weck-cnds to go to Denver to help. My sons
rigged my station wagon as an ambulance and we brought her
to my home in Paonia. She was bed~fast for many months.
Bill stayed with her while I taught; when 1 came home, I
took over. ke would go down Lo the farm. S$he died in 1974,

buring the e they lived here, my youngest son, Micah
and MHill discussed plons for the farm. I offered to buy
seeds and trecs. My son would help prepare the land and
plant things, help get water down, and Bill could do the
irrigating. The crops would be shared half and half.

''his seemed okay until our mother's death. Then Bill
went to the farm and gradually refused oll plans for improve~
ment. le was hard kit by her death. Because of his distress
and need for solitude we did not demand that he fulfill our
parents' wish at this time. We hoped he would become more
open to havirng some one near. Miceh offered to tear down an
old house Bill owned on another piece of land, raft it down
the river and build a separate house so they would not need
to share the cabir. Bill would never commit himself on this.
I would probably not outlive Bill, but the children could
cxpect to eventually inherit their due. Members of our
extended family knew of my parents' intentiors, but we have
hoped things could work out without having to upset Bill.

His life has not been really happy.

The above should explain our interest in the farm and
the Dominguez area. Now to comment on the elternatives to
be considered for it.

In the past [ have supported wilderness and at one time
desired it for the Dominguez. Since then I have read of
and been told by people who have secen first-hand what happens
when word is out about a new wilderness. The very values
which made it special and unique have been destroyed when
crowds of people have rushed in, seeking a new exparience.

I've seen first-hand what {5 already heppening in the
Dominguez with a relatively small nurber of people using it.

The Bureau of Land Management has made extensive stu
ol the impacts which the various alternatives would heve.

I wish to discuss scme of these.

Pire could be a serious hazard ir the canyons. Wwhat
is tnere to burn? Rocks predominate. ‘Yrees, except ncar
stream peds, are sparse in the lower canyons There is a
little brush here and there. Not much danger?

-5e

Ore summer, my son and a friend went to swim in the
creek and I went to turn water down the ditch. I gathered
several small thistles from the ditchn, put them on a bare
spot below the ditch, weighted them with a rock, set them
afire, and continued the 3/4 mile to the dam. There was no
breeze, but & gontle one sprang up on > way. As I turned
the waler in and faced down-canyon, I saw big billows cf
smoke arising. I ran back to the fire. Somchow, the flames
hed crossed the ditch and raced up the hillside until stopped
by the clitf. Then the flames swept on aczoss the hillside
toward the cabin,

The boys saw the flames. They had grabbed shovels and
we fought the {ire for over four hours., Had the water not
arrived, we would have lost. Great cottonwoods along the
ditch burned, and logs built into the ditch bank. ALl this
had spread from tiny sparse grass blades and tiny bushes that
were barely noticeable.

One careless match could set a whole canyon ablaze,
endangering pcople and wildlife and destroying the fragile
plant life that prevents erosior, The ash and eroded sand
would add to the pollution problem.

That sandy soil washes away all too easily. As a child,
I saw how rain water would run in little rivulets following
tracks I had made. The delicate crust of sand had been dis-
turbed.

‘The crowds ot people brought in by the lure of the
woré ilderness,” cager to explore each inviting nook,
would cause great problems on these delicate hills. Silt
would add to the pollution caused by the hikers.

I believe that both farms in the Dominguez area have
domestic water rights. Most farms todaey have access to
municipal water for domestic needs. In the Dominguez
the same conditions exist that did in the eariy 1500's.

In about i914 these rights helped keep sheep out of
the canyon. Neither cows, horses, nor people will drink
after domestic sheep. The only thing worse than sheep is
the soiled diapers, Kotex and toilet paper thrown in the
streams by those who are enjoying the beauties of nature,

Neither farm has access to domestic water except from
the Dominguez creeks.

Another concern is the Indian petroglyphs. They are
irreplaceable. Tourists seem to feel an urge to add to
these drawings and "autcgraph™ them,
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People in the BLM have made it clear that they will
not have funds or manpower to police the Wilderness if that
is cthe chosen designaticn.

The local people using the area at present pollute
the water (ond wilderness beauty) as 1 have witnessed. They
alse throw broken bottles into the pools of water so that
no one may safely play in them. They tear down and burn
cow camps, pull boards from the access bridge to build fires.
They shoot at livestock and wild animals. Bill said someone
had been shooting near nis goats.

The flocks of chukars which abounded for a few years
were guickly destroyed when hunters learned about them.
With no one at hand to enfource regulations, how long wiil
the bighorn sheep last? How long, when more people come,
will the values last that make this area unique?

Access to the area is & serious problem. The present
bridge is unsafe. The large timbers at either end are badly
rotted on top. My son climbed up to sec.

With boards having been ripped from its sides, a sudden
gust of wind could toss the bridge and send someone into
the river. I've been there in such a wind, but the sides
were intact then.

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

5, in my opinion, the No Action
alternative is the most desirable. I would like to see the
wildiife increased in the Dominguez. The Big Horns are a
start. Could{gthersbe introduced in the upper canyons where
trout abound2? Wt revs)

In view of these problen

Since the mining potential is so low, the greatest
drawback to this designation seems to be the proposed Star
Mesa stock trail across from the falls,

Why do you want to construct such a traii?

The only cattleman who would use it, as far as I can
learn, is Crafts 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 it has a trail already. I've driven stock up to Star
Mesa, and down from it. Most of the cattle coming inte
that part of the mesa would have to pass it and travel along
the rim for about another mile to use the one which will
requirs, vou say, 175 feet of blasting.

66
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There must be better use of tax moncy than te construct
an unneeded, unwanted trail. Or perhaps you could make
another project by blocking the existing trail.

Now, I haven't been on that trail for over 10 years--
so maybe it is already blocked, but if it is, it should not
be as offensive to the view to open it as the proposed one
by the falls. Far be it trom me to wish to spoil that view,
wilderness or No Action. We should respect the public's
right to that view as they toss their garbage over the falls.
(Excusze the sarcasm if you can, but some things just don't
make sense.)

In the event that the Dominguez is desjgnated Wilderness,
why have only the Bridgeport access? This would concen-
trate most of the people in the lower canyocns where the eco-

system is most fragile.

If alternative access points were used, purchase of a
right ot way througn the Rambo farm would not be needed.

In addition to the Bar-X trail from the Uncompahgre,
the Leonard Park trail, and the Carson Hole trail which
begins at Taylor Ranch, there is already a trail blasted in
at Wagon Park and a trail leading down from Wagon Park to
one of the side canyons of Little Dominguez. That canryon
was known as Monts' Canyon before the BLM renamed the
nistoric places. There is the Wells' Trail from the
Escalante, also.

If the people went in at different places, the pressure
should not be as great as at only one place, and more of
the canyons' scenlc beauty would be available.

When reaching a decision on the final disposition of
the land, I am sure you will be considering the importance
of endangered species, Please remember that the small
farmer is an endandered species, too.

Sincerely,

Helen liyde

Signed this L5th day ol Jduly,

1985 bofore me by Kelen Hyde.

, 1989, C_;()AL@‘K\,

Box 1007,

caenre of el
Stace of tolo.

My comnission expires January 1
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Fessler Brothers
2314 J Road
Grand Junction.
July 15, 1985

Cd. 81505

Foreat Littrell, Ares Manager
Buresu of Land Management

Grand Jjunction Resource Area
764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction. CO. 81506
Dear Sir:

%e hereby wiah to proteat the proposed disposai Cf the Forty
(40) acrea Number Three Hundred Thirty Two (# 332) on the Grand
Junction Resource Management Plan Map Five (5), since thie
property 18 curctently and has been ior @ great numbter of years.
used by livestock producers in the Glade Park/Pinion Kesa area on
which rest atops and occesionual overnight atops are made. while
trailing ilveatock.

The BLM 40 is more specificaily described as the SENE, Section
24, T.12 S., R.103 W.. iacaLed approximately seven miles Weat of
the Glade Park Store.
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Feaaler Brothers

2314 J Road

Grand Junction, (0. 81505
Juty 15, 1985

Forest Littreli, Area Manager
Buresu of Land Menagement
764 Horizon Drive
Grand Junction. CO. 81506
Dear Sir:

In reviewing the Grand Jjunction Resource Area, Rescurce
Management Plan. of 1985 we flnd that the lines drawn for the
proposed expansion to the Wild Horse Area boundary inciudes Forty
<40) Acres of private land owned by the Fessler Brothers. This
land 18 more spucificaliy duscribed as being In the NW 1/4 of the
Sw 1/4 of Section 26, T.9 5. R.100 W, of the éth Principie
Merldian.

We request that you exciude this private land irom the proposed
expanaion to the Wild Horase Area boundary.

We were lasued a document in the year 1974, which stated chat
from that time foreward, Femaler Brothers would not be deprived
of any future grazing due to the Wild liorae Area.

We therefore request that there be no loss of grazing for

Feasler Brothera due to the proposed expansion of Lhe Wila Horse
Area.

Sincerely.

gerer e IR0, YN

Feasier Brothers
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Feaaler Brothera
2314 J Road
Grand Junction,
July 15, 1985

C0. 81505

Forest Littrell, Ares Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Grand Junction Resource Area
764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction, CO. 81506

Dear Sir:

Fessler Brothers propose a trade of land with the Bureau of
Land Menegement. Fessler Brothera wish to trade Forty (40) Acres
of private land. presently owned by themaelves. (desceibed as the
NW 1/4 of the SW 1/4 of Section 26, T.9 S, R.100 W, of the 6th
Principle Meridian) for Forty (40) Acrea of BLM Land. presently
part of the “"Fessler Allotment. Number 6113" (described on the
1985 Grand Junction Resource Management Plan Map Number Five (5)
as Disposal Tract Number Theo Hundred Thirty Nine (® 339) in the
NW 1/4 of the NE 1/4 of Section S, T.14 S, R.103 W. of the 6th
Principle Meridian.

We believe this trade to be beneficial to the Bureau of Land
Management since the Forty Acres owned by Fassler Brothers 1a
adjacent to the Wild Horse Range and the trade would create for
the Bureau of Land Management one contlguous unit of public land,
with no private land between the Wild Horse Range and the lower
rims of the “proposed™ Wild Horse Renge.

We belleve that the Fesaler Brothera should be entitled to
first priority in obtalning the Forty (40) Acres. Number Three
Hundred Thirty Nine (339), admimistered by the Bureau of Land
Management and listed for dieposal. It is an isolated tract of
iand bordered on two (2) sides by Fessler Brother’s private land
and 1s currently and has been a part of the “Fessaier Brother™
permit (# 6113) for a considerable number of years.

Sincerely,

Fessler Brothera
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Feasier brothera

2314 J Road

Grand Junction, CO. 81505
July 5. 1983

Foresat Littreil, Area NManager
Bureau of Land fanagement
764 Horlzon Drive

Grand Jjunction, €O, #1506

Dear Sir:

In reviewing the Grana Junction Resource Area. Resource
Monagemant Plan, of 1985 we find that the lines drawn on Map
Number Four (4: contain several more errors, besides the one
pointed out in the accompaning ietter concerning the Wild horse
Area.

The upper portion of Tract Forty-Eight (48) in T.8 S, R.99 W..
is included as a part of Commercial Forest Land.

A large portion of the § 1/2 of the SW 1/4 of Section 2. T.9 S,
R.100 W, la inciuded as a part of Recreation and an area of
Critical Environmental Concern.

A portion of the 5, 1/2 of the SW 1/4 of Section 10. T.9 5,
R.100 W., is inciuded as a part of the Threatened snd Endangered
Species areas.

Most of the land in Jectiona 20 and 29 7.9 S. R.100 W., are
included as travel being Limsted to Exiating Roads and Traus.
Concerning this designatlon specificaily, Feassler Brothera agree
with it to the extent that it 18 their desire also, to iimit the
public destruction of grazing and personai property iocated Iin
this area. However. in gathering. tending and moving livestock
in thig area, and on the adjoining permit. it 18 sometime
imperative, for the control of said livestock to leave existing
roads with vehicles. We fesl therefore that this designation
should be based on reasonable conditiona for use, off of
deaignated roads.

We request that the Bureau of Land Hanagement correct these
errors in each of the above instances. We feel that the RMP
finel draft should not include maneqgement by the Bureau of Land
Management of any of the Fesasier Brothers’ private land.

Sincereiy,

it P

Feasler Brothera

Fuploration Opcrations - Westerr U S

67 100 Sireel
oo PO Box 5545 "

M
Crrorade 80217

Bem.
Tolephene 3 1026

July 15, 1985

Mr. Forest Littrell

Bureau of Land Management
Area Manager

Grand Junction Resource Area
764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction, CG 81506

Re: Grand Junction Draft Resource Management Plan and
Draft Environmental Impact Statenent

Dear Mr. Littrell:

Atlantic Richfield Company appreciates this opportunity to comment on
the Draft Resource Managment Plan and Draft Envirormental Impact
Statement for the Grand Junction Resource Area in western Colorado.

We commend the Grand Junction Resource Area Planning Team on
preparing one of the most comprehensive, well written plans we have
had the opportunity to review. It is apparent that thorough
consideration was afforded a11 resource values existing on the
Resource Area as evidenced by the manner in which the managenent
decisions are presented in the planning document. The Srand Junction
Resource Area has illustrated that encrgy and amineral resources can
be integrated into the planning process and that specific management
decisions can be made even though the résources themselves are, in
many cases, unknown aor difficult to project.

With regard to the process, we were particularly impressed with
Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences. This chapter illustrates the
impacts on each resource resulting from the various management
decisions set forth in all the management alternatives, including the
proposed action. In relation to other plans we have revicwed, this
is the best treatment and methodology we have seen regarding impacts
on individual resources by alternative, Comprehensive treatment of
these issues can only help to support the plan should it be
challenged on the basis of National Environmental Policy Act
requirements,

We support the inclusion of Appendix C, Standard Design Practices,
which identifies specific requirements pertaining to operations.
This information provides the operator a tool with which to plan
specific activities in terms of time, money and personnel. Further,
the fact that these standards are flexible and at the discretion of
the authorized officer indicates BLM's willingness to work with
industry in an effort to arrive at the most equitable agreement
regarding exploration and development activities on & case-by-case
basis.

hior Lo bav e 8T g £ A et M e i wne

Mr. Forest Littrell
July 15, 1985
Page 2

While it is probable that one of the reasons the Grand Junction Plan
contains such comprehensive consideration of energy and minerals is
due to the fact that there is current energy and mineral production
taking place, we believe that every resource management plan should
give the same 1in depth analysis to these resources. It s
illustrated that BLM conducted a trade off analysis between surface
and subsurface resources. Nevertheless, BLM has seen fit to go 2
step further by designating certain areas with a management emphasis
dedicated to energy and mineral activities. This is appropriate in a
plan which adequately addresses all resource uses within a planning
area.

In conclusion, we support the Proposed Grand Junction Resource
Management Plan and accompanying Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We fully agree with the concept that energy and mineral
resource uses are compatible with other more sensitive resource uses
and needs. The fact that industry is willing to reasonably mitigate
any adverse impacts assocfated with enerdy and mineral activities is
made clear in the proposed plan, as are federal mitigation and
protection requirements. This {nformation will give the public at
large a better awareness of how energy and mineral activities
interface with other resource uses.

It is obvious that the Grand Junction RMP Plannng Team was willing to
take the time, effort, and money to do an extraordinary job of
planning for these public lands, We appreciate this effort and hope
that other planning activities are tailored after this ptanning
effort, particularly other Resource Management Plans and Forest
Service tand and Resource Management Plans.

Sincerely,

Cé?ﬁ( ‘LWJ el /

C. M, Moseley
Public Lands Analyst

cc: Mr. Kannon Richards - State Director

an
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United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING
Reclamation and Enforcement
BROOHS FOWERS

Grand Junction Resource Area, Colorado
Bureau of Land Management

y S| i
Western Technical Center

SUBJECT: Grand Junction Resource Area Resource Management Plan and

Eavironmnental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS)

We have reviewed the draft RMP/EIS tor the Grand Junction Resource Area and
are submitt:ng comments and suggestions (attached) for your consideration, We
appreciiate this opportunity to participate in the review of the document and look
forward to seeing the final RMP/EIS.

If you have any questions concerning these comments or any other matter relating

to the RMP/EIS, please feel free to contact Floyd McMullen in Denver at {303)
8145657,

Attachment
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OSM REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS FOR THE
GRAND JUNCTION RESOURCE AREA

Comments/Suggestions:
Page 46, paragraph 2 (cultural resource management). Please define "active
management” and "actively managed” as they relate to cultural resources, either
here o7 in the glossary. Use of these terms throughout the EIS raiscs many
questions thal could cause confusion to the reader. Areas that conta
and/or historic sites are either managed or they are not inanaged.

n prehistoric
Should the

reader e that if some sites are "actively managed” others are "passively
managed"? Alsa, we find occasional clues that “active management" may involve
site disturbance as well as site protection. If archeslogical investigations are being

contemplated, the text should clearly reflect that management strategy.

Page 131, paragraph 6 (cultural resources), Please reevaluate the use of the terms
“archaeological" and “historical," here and throughout the rest of the EIS.
Nomenclature in common usage precludes the use of the term "wstorical® with
regard to cultural remains jdentified with written history. If the site being studicd
reflects period that Hegan with the advent ol recorded history, the operative
term is "histor The term “archeological" is properly used to identify cultural
manifestations whose investigation involves the use of archealogical method and
technique; it is not peculiar to prehistoric sites. 1f the site, whether prehistoric or
historic, is being investigated by archeologists, it becomes an "archeological site.”

segetation manipulation practices” either here or in the glossary for the

1 : ‘ ‘Pdge 146, paragraph 10 (impacts on air quality). Please define "inechan:cal and burning

169

168 by definition, the management of cultural resources,

105

convenience of the reader.

Page 157, paragraph 7 (impacts on cultural resources). Please reevaluate the statement
that "rescarch would continue to be mainly project salvage initiated, and not
necessarily scientifically oriented." Experienced archeologists would arguc that
archeology Yy definition is scientific and that archeology is conducted
scieniifically by scientists or it isn't archeology., They would also argue that
"salvage archeology" not enly must be conducted scientifically, it must be "problem
oriented. Also, please reevaluate the use of the ter'n "cultural resource
management," Cultural resqurce management may involve aréheo[ogica! research,
Sut it should never be taken to be synonymous with archeological research. 1t is,

Page 163, paragraph 5 (impacts on air quality). Please deline "vegetation manipulation
practices” either here or in the glossary for the convenience of the reader.

=N gordon
engineering ..

PO Box 3526, Grand Junction, Colorsdo 81502
Ofiice (303) 245 1958 Residence {303) 243-9599

culy 17, 1985

Bureau of Land Management
Grand Junction District

764 Horizon Drive

Grend Junction, Colorado 81506

Re: Comments on Proposed Draft RMP for the Grand Junction Resource Area.
Gentlemen:

After reviewing a copy of the proposed Resource Management Plan for the Grand
Junction Resource Area, the following are our comments regarding this docurent.

First, it is my understanding that this docurment is to be used as a guideline

in managing the public land within the Grand Junction Resource Area and is

to be usec¢ for resolving the multiple use conflicts should all other means of
prbitration fail. The RMP is to be amended at any time a need arises and is

to be a guideline and not a regulatory document. The particular section on

il and Gas Management in the¢ preferred alternative reads more like an ultimatusm
rather than a guideline.

Several general stipulations and standard design practices have been included
with what we believe appears to have been little consideration given to the
cost versus the benefits derived to the Directive. To elaborate further,
under the general stipulations, we note that an increase in the amount of No
Surface Occupancy (NSQ) is proposed. Some of these lands are within existing
Tederal 0il and gas leases with existing wells. Under the terms of the leases,
la certain amount of development is required, particularly in unitized areas,
land it appears that Tittle or no thought has been given to the existing ob-
ligations. It is our suggestion that all the NSO areas be reviewed again

with a1l existing obligations included.

ext item is the steep slope stipulation; it is unacceptable as written. The
jority of the oil and gas activity in the Grand Junction Resource Area is in
ountainous terrain and canyonlands. In certain areas. this would eliminate
rost of the leases and activity. Certainly, there are areas where unacceptable
impacts may dccur; however, these should be considered on 4 case by case basis
ather than using a blanket statement. Revising some of the wording to state
"That in areas where slopes are greater than 40%, surface activities will be
eviewed for mitigation impacts.”

Consulting Engineers, Specralists in il and Gas
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71

Buredu 0f Land Management
July 17, 1985
Page 2.

Tnreatened and Endangered (T & E} Plant and Animal Habitat stipulations are
unnccessary since the existing regulations cover these. 1f the BLM leases an
area with known T & E plants and animals and receives rentals from the lands,
why should the operator be required Lo hire a botanist or a biologist to study
these prior to any surface uscage? From experience, the only recogonized people
qualified and approved by the 8LM arc a small group who charge exorbitant fees.
This oltgopoly has been created by the BLM system and is cxtremely unfair to
the operator.

Under Standard Design Practices, it appears that these have been taken fror
general guidelines and put into this category by individuals who are not cualified
in the oil and gas area. Several items we note are in direct conflict to existing
regulations and seem to be artitrary in nature. Certain items like cu.".;)act_‘.wn of
culverts plus paying an enginecring firm to run compaction tests does rot insure
any better integrity of small diameter culverts. For any culverts five feet or
larger in diameter, this certainly should be considered.

After roviewing the reuwuirerent for chemical toilets and hauling of the trash,
these items are a great expense to the operatcr and should be reviewed on a casc
by case basis. A short term well {less than 60 days) does not justify the expense
of these items. ‘e suggest that the BLM try finding a sanitation service who
will service drill rigs. A sanitation hole works mich betier than squatting

in the trees because the chemical toilet hasn't been cleaned. Trash baskets are
a good trash collector, but their removal and replacement costs several hundred
dollars each trip and trash is generally scattered along the access road when

it is hauled out fuil of trash. Why can't a trash receptacle be used which can
be burned when it gets full?

The design practices concerning reserve pits seem to contradict each other and
certainly any hazardous wastes as defined by the Environmental Protection Agency
skould be removed. One question that rerains, removed to where? There are
several waste disposal sites around; however, their permits probably will not
allow disposal of any hazardous wastes. Mosi of these will allow only drilling
mud and produced water. Drilling mud generally is difficult to haul since it
is not loaded into a vacuum truck easily and most of the time it certainly will
not dry up within a year. Again, this portion needs to be reviewed and a

general guideline presented.

In sumary, let me reiterate that this document is to be used as a guideling in
managing the resource area and resolving any conflicts in nultiple use and is not
intended to be a regulatory document. Therefore, we encourage its complete re-
view and any iteris changed which are not in this context. We all know as ad-
ministrations change, the original intent of certain items gets lost and it is
our respansibility to see that this document 1s written in such a way that its
original intent is not Test.

93
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Bureau of Land Minagement
July 17, 1
Page 3.

We certainly appreciate the problems that the BLM encounters in managing federal
lands; however, irposing more and rore restrictions on industry such that further
development will nut be economically feasible is counter-productive.
0i1 and Gas Program is the largest income producing entity other than income taxes
for the federal yovernment.
Teases due to the burdensome regulations which seem to be increasing at an astcunding
rate.

The Federal

Many operatars at this point are dropping their federal

In order to help, 1 am sure that a number of industry personnel would be willing to
assist in developing their particular portion of the RMP.
people with expertise in their respective fields can be utilized.

This will insure the

_Xery truty yours,

C: [ PR
" RIS NN
Jehn I. Gordon
JIG:sr

€C:  Mr. Carnon Richards

State BLM Director
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FRIENDS OF EARTH

P.O. Box 728
Palisade, CO 81526
{303) 464 5329

THE

July 17, 1985

¥r. Forest Litlrell

Bureau of Land Management
Grand Junction Resource Area
764 Horjzon Dr.

Crand Junction, CO 81501

Dear Mr. Littrell:

Pleate accept the following comments on the Grand Junction Area Resource
Management Plan on behalf of the Friends of the Earth, 1ln reviewing the many
resource issues in the RMP T have focused on several sreas in which FOE has
ioterest and expertise. Given my involvement in the citizen's ul[erm'!(ive and
¢ontinued communication with the Colorado Open Space Council on this issue, I
support by reference the July 9, 1985 comments by the Colorado Open Space
Council on the the following issuea of Wilderness; Rivers; Recreation; Land
DNisposal; 0il and Gas Leasing; Access (Transportation); Visual Resources; and
Corments on Appendix E, 0il and Gas. [ have no comments at this time on the
following resources issues: Wild Horses; Culturz] Resources; Paleontological
Resources; and Fire Management. All comments are directed at the preferred
alternative unless otherwise noted.

Organization

Generally I found the Praft RMP to be well-written and the editorial
quality admirable, It is well-organized within sections; the charts and
comparisons are generslly adequate, but the maps are somevhai inadequate due
to the generality of the legend (especially regarding recreation and wandatory
protection areas), There were few cross-references in the text om the
alternatives vis a vis maps, and no clear indications in the table of contents
regarding correlating Lext to the maps. T finally found a partial explanation
in the appendix on "alternative formularion” and in chapter 2 "management of
cuphasis areas." Perhaps a revision of the table of contents, ie. less
planning jargon, could be done for the final RMP, and better references to
maps and appendices should be included throughout the text.

Alternatives

While the alternatives are more clearly defined and documented and
certainly much more specifically formulated and explained than other RMP's
that 1 have reviewed, 1 found the preferred alternative on several issues did
not include aspects irom all of the other altermatives, thereby providing a
Yrational and balsnced approach Lo public land management.” (RMP, Page 7.)
More specific suggestions on how to balance Lhe preferred slternacrive will be
described below. Additionslly, aside from the coal and wildernees suitability
onalysis, the RMP did not comsistently offer a ratiomale for a number of
choices made for the preferred alternatives. For example, there’s no-
rationale for allowieg extensive off-Yoad vehicle use in some ereas that were
deered sensitive for other resource reasons.

199
38|

94

4ir guality

Air quality protection appears r.o‘be given lip service only. The
environmental consequences section notes that "vegetative mamipulation” would
have required management stipulatione and that liniting ORV use would decreane
emissiona In the Mesa County nom-attainment area. However, there are no
associated proposed actions in the Summary of Management Actions. I recommend
inclusion of better information in anticipated emissions levels for vegetative
manipulation and appropriate management actions. Additionally, T strongly
support limitations on ORV use in the non-attainment area on at lesst 2
seasongble busis, ie. avoiding inversions. The participation of BLM in a
baseline analysis and cooperative effort with other agencies regarding air
quality issues should be strengthened given that BLM is granting crucial
right of ways to major emergy projects expected to be large cmissions sources,
eg. Chevron 0il Shale.

Soils and Water Resources Vis a Vis Grazing, ORV Lse, 0il and

& Deyelopment

Bue to our concern with regional soil and water resourcea, I was
impreased by the RMP's acknowledgement of the extensive soils, erosion, and
salinity problems in the resource area. Restrictions on development on areas
such a8 Baxter Pass and slopes over 40% make eminent gense, Check dams and
restoration of stream banks and highly eroded areas like Cactus Park are also
laudable. However, restoration end rehabilitation will have short-lived
effects if the root causes of erosion and sedimentation continue. In oy
ohservatjon, ORV use and oil aud gas Toads, bul particularly grazing
practices, are responsible for much of the deteriorated soils condition inm the
Iegouree aréa.

The draft RMP acknowledges the comnections between erosion and decreasing
vater quality and these resource uscs through brief references. The only
Substant jve recommended munagement action is closure of some ORYV routes and
discouragenent of "cross~country” ORV use, Given the extent of the erosien
problem, especially in the Bookcliffs Range, it is doubtful whether these
limited closures will have major cffects. [ suggert moTe extensive closures
be seriously analysed and recommended enforcement actions included for all
proposed closures. T encourage the BLM to work with ORV user groups to
educate their members.

T have similar doubts a5 to whether lease stipulations on oil and gas
operations are sufficiently cnforceable to minimize soil erosion and water
impacts; I have seen apparently unauthorized road “improvements" as well as
luck of reclamation on well sites. 1 realize the RMP is a planning document,
not an cnforcement manual; however, the best approach is o preventive one
bolstered by a planning document dedicated to sound environmental practices.
This means in soue cases there should be w6 development in sensitive areas.
This RMP is obvivusly biased towards oil and gas development, ir no other RMP
have I seer the detailed manipulations to make sure oj! and gas leases can
continue to occur in spite of other resource uses or environmental problems;
no=surface occupancy stipulations are simply insufficiert to decrease the
impact of 0il and paf. The RMP also should acknowledge that oil and gas roads
open up the backeountry to more public use, especially ORV use destructive to
60ils, vegetatior, and eventually water quality. 1@ recommend thie particular
aspect be addressed it the RMP in regards to future potential oil and gas
legsing axess, 1 also rocommend that all river corridors; other major
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riparian resources; sensitive plant epecies habitat; and the wild horse rauge
be specifically designsted no leasing, rather than relying on NSO stipulations
(pp. 33-36).

Since the RMP acknowledges the watershed protection assvciated with
wilderness designation, it ia inconsistenlL to recommend wilderness arcas
elsevhere in the resource arca but not in the Bookcliffs area which obviously
contributes to Lhe erosion/saliniLy problen in the Grand Valley, therefore, I
suggest that al least one wilderness area be recomended in the Bovkeliffls
ares. All in all, my recormendations would place only a small additional
percentage of lands off-limits Lo one specific resource use,

Regarding grazing, Lhe RMP acknowledges that it makes sume contribution
to the erosion/salinity problems, but the apalysis, substantiation, and
Bpec ¢ recotmendations are quite weak. First of all, even though there is a
Grand Junction Grazing Envirommental Statemenl it should nof cimply be
referenced and the comparison of grazing allotments with RMP recomwendations
be deferred until grazing allotments are reviewed, Existing AMP's (current
practices) should be reviewed pow in the context of the RMP management
recommendations, 8o that "new grazing decisions will be issued following
completion of the recorded decision" (p.15). Given the importance and impact
of grazing in the resource area, and in order to meel NEPA requirements,
grazing must be evaluated relative to other resonrce decisions. Secondly, as
with il and gas, there js an over relisnce on management Lechniques which are
difficelt to cnforce combined witk a bias of allowing grazing in nearly the
entire resource area. I recommend that more substantive restrictions on
grazing, particularly in riparian areas, steep slope-desert arcas, and
sensitive plant hsbitat areas be analyzed and recommended in the RMP, BLM
should also look at working through the Grazing Advisory Council to explore
Savory grazing wethods in the more erosive parte of the resource avea; west
Mesa County, cspecially north of Lhe Colorade River towards Douglas Pass,
definitely neceds helter grazing controls. T rccomnend a book, Pesertification
in the DUnited Stat Council en Environmental Quality, Washington,

D.C.,
1979, as an excellent sourcebook on the conmections betwaen overgrazing and
erosjon/aalinity.

Locatsble Minerals spd Minerals Materisis

Regarding locatable minerals the preferred alternative is obviously
deficient since it only withdraws primarily Ruby Canyon and the 3 recommended
wilderness areas. The protection alternative, im this instance, is our
recommendation, but at a minimum the BLM should consistently offer the saoe
protections to the Gunnison and Dolores River Canyons as it does to Ruby
Canyon. The specisl management areas in total constitute a very small
percentage of the land base of the resource area and should alsc certainly be
withdrawn to minerals development.

Io terms of minerals waterials, I have stated previously in comments on
criteria that the BLM should not be in business of encouraging and gelling
materials. There is sufficient gravel and other wmaterials available on
private lands, including many area operstions in the state of abamdonment. Lt
does not make sense for the BLM to undermine the local market by making it
cheap and convenient for someone to open more mines. Therefore, I recommend
the BLM drop the program, or in lieu of that option, adopt Lhe protection
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alternative, plup closure of Grand Junction and Jerry Creek sites, and all
special mansgement areas listed in table 2-17.

Coal Leasing

The amount of acreage considered for coal leasing is cswentially the same
in 3 alternatives which betrays a lack of analysis of other resources; I
recormend the RMP develop a better range of reasonnble alternatives to comply
with NKPA requirements. 1 suppart the restrictions on leasing in the Palisade
Water shed; however, the 100 feet buffer zome to protect riparian habitat and
the potential stipulations Lo protect threatencd snd endangered species are
far {rom adequate in terms of habiter protection, The multiple—use tradeoffs
screen simply deletes all of the other resources as less important than coal;
Pleace cxplain how thie was determined. In sum, the coal section needs more
analysis than siuple adherence to the unsuitability criteria to make the RMP
applicable Lo specific jssues in the resource ares. The preferred alternative
is clearly the cormodities alternative: it needs to be re-analyzed and
balenced in terms of other resourcrs, especially endangered apecies habitat
and the Little Bookcliffs area.

Forest Manapement

1 certainly sgree with the cuncept of targeting specific areas for
harvest under the Preferred Alternative, At this time, due Lo the lack of a
timber capability classification study it is impossible to comment on the
acreage to be commercjally harvested since my recoumendations would primarily
depend on location and access issues. The RMP should give an indication of
when the study will be finished and lwplemented.

Regarding firewood harvest the preferred alternstive appears reasonsble,
but I would recormend more evidence as to how the 2,800 cords level was
arrived at in terms of harvest. Given the increasingly severe air pollution
problem in the Grand Valley, which is partly due to wood-burning, the RMP
needs to consider that providing cheap, accessible firewood acts as an
incentive for more wood burning, thereby negatively impacting public health;
compliance with federal air quality standards; apd visibility of vistas from
and or public lands, These impacts should be analyzed relative to the
proposed harvest level. The RMP is not very specific in either the text or
maps regarding the location of firewood cutling areas. Is this also to be
determined on the baais of a forthcoming classification study?

Lastly, the impacts from roads built for both commercial and firewood
cutting are briefly mentioned, The locstion of proposed roads needs to be
specified in the RMP, and a benefit-cost analysis of new roads vis a vis
timber sales should also be included before sny specific areas are recommonded
for cutting.

Wildlife

Overall the preferred alternative is acceptable. I presume it was
developed in conjunction with the Colorado Division of Wildlife and U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service and proves acceptable to these agencies. While I
generally agree with the level of management aimed at increasing the deer and
elk herds throughout the resource area I have some qualifications. Ome,it
should not be done at expense of habitat management for non-game and
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threstened snd endangered species. Two, there are areas which already have
sufficient populacions. Specifically, BLM land in the Watson Creek Drainage
abutting East Orchard Mesa is an over~browsed arca where the deer herd has
moved down to adjoining orchards and become an extreme nuisance and expenmase to
both landowners and the DOW. The BLM should consider improving forage sndfor
decreasing the herd size. Lastly, T etrongly support proposed protection of
riparian areas, and was shocked that the BIM would consider such a prime area
as Skipper's Island for disposal. In lieu of transfer of this area to the DOW
the BLM should consider alternative management actions in the RMP.

of Special Aress

Ihreatened and End ed Specigs and M:

Couparcd to other RMP documents the sections on T and E species are quite
outstanding in breadth, but they do need to be improved in terms of amalysis
and rendnblllr_v. First of all, the text doecs not refer to appendix F which
curtails one's analysis. Appendix F. Alternatives should be utilized in
comparison of alternatives sections (see p. 66) to better describe and compare
actual habitat areas/acreages. (By the way, where arc T and E species on the
maps?) Secondly, the narralive recds more explanation of the basis for Lhe
preferred alternative recotmendations, ie. analysis and decision points, for
the habirat maragemenl plan and special mansgement areas. For example, in
appendix F, Table F-3 1,280,060 acres are allocated in the protection
alternative and the identical smount in the preferred alternative in F=4, Yet
the key species wmphasized for management shifted from inclusion of T and E
species and unique plant communities to & remarkably heavy emphasis on game
species in the preferred alternative. In sum, the preferred alternative is
very close bo the commndity alternative and obviously biascd to game species
a8 a8 commodity, thereby deleting wanagenent action for other resources. The
preferred alternatives, for the management, special areas, and habitat
wmansgement plans peed Lo be re~done in terms of balancing protection for
sensitive plants and communities.

There is also an over-reliance on recommended wilderness deaignations and
no-gurface occupancy stipulations to protect T and E and sensitive species.
These are laudable measures but again do not give sufficient management
attention to these very unique, and in a sense non-renewable resources. More
acreage needs special protection. For instance, Pyramid Rock and Unaweep Seep
have very small acreages recommended as RNA's and unsuitable for utility
corridors and mineral materiala, T suggest Lhat larger buffer zomes for these
areas be analyzed and incleded in the RMP. Additionally, the impacts of
grazing and ORV use on these 2 arcas plus all other special managemen:r arcas
should be quantified, and recommended protective measures be included in
proposed management actjons. Radger Wash was deleted for ACEC designation,
when in fact it should be upgraded Lu RNA designation in the preferred .pa
alternative to protect its unique plant species and cotmunity., Rough Canyon
is a good choice for a proposed RNA and should be analyzed for expanded
acreage.

1 thoroughly disagree with how public utilities restrictions {pp. 61-62)
were applied to T and E species. 1 recommend that all categories in T and
species be placed in the "uneuitable" classificatiom.
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Public Utjlities Management

The entire approach has jmproved grestly over the original proposals.
With a few exceptiona (the T and E speties mentioned above and my concurrence
with COSC over wilderness r ion) the r ions on pp. 61-62 are
upec:h(' and sensihle, The proposed corridor recommendations are arcoptuhle,
it is unfortunate, however, that BLM will have processed several major
corridor requests for right-of-ways before the KMP will be applicable.

Thank you for the oppurtunity to comment throughout the RMP plawning
process. Overall, the RMP appears to be one of the better BLM planning
docunents T lave roviewed. T am confident the BLM will take the
recommendations of Friends of the Earth and other eavironmental groups and
utilize them to develop more belanced approach in the final preferred
alternative. If the final RMP is acceptable, FOE is prepared to support the
neceasary budget increases for enforcement and and management personnel to
implement the KMP.

smcer/ely,

V‘_//ruwuc . ’//;///‘6//*

“Connie Albrecht

Colorado Representative

CA:csc
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WALTER 8. FEES, JR.

S OPERATOR

July 1985

12,

Rurenu of
Grand Ju
764 Horizon Drive
Grand Juaction, CO

81201

RF:
L 1M

ACT

Cant lemant

Following are our commenls on the above relerenced de
Lo our independent oil and gas conmpany.

ment as it pertaing

for che 4

it is a comparisen four alvar
Junction Resourcr Area including:
A), Commodity Alternative (CA), Protu
Preferred Altarative (PA), Our comments will deal o
discussed [n our meeting of July 11, 1985, cthis is the
all threc plans ig the likily cae to bv adepeed ider
you receive.  Further, we will address {ai v the overall
and secondly AppendIx €, "Sr ré Design Practices”

ives of manag,

nt

and
Continuation of Current Management Alternative
aad the

ion Alteruatlva (Proa),

plan

; all comments
an 1n general
Apperdix E, "011 and

g

(Appendix E, pp. 266) .

5 docunent nroposes siipulatio w Federal 011 and
s in order te protect Federal Lo It 1s our

andiag that stiputacl if any, will be an integral part of the iease
There are fifreen such sripulations identllied in the Plan, any or all of vhich
could be @ part of anv new il and gas lease.

Lhousands of
Ltaneous

The indapendent operalor actively engaged in exploration spends
dollars por year on iease rentals, conpetitive lease Lids

jeasing. Lf a prospective | ee must wade Lhrough the sssible firancial
ramifical i will be due Lo stipularions in olaee on a Federal lease,
he will he far likel o pick it up. arther, th stipulations.will

at

fer lease by lease ca on with which 1 deal

prospect.

o a dillerent situ;
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We teel thac stipulacions should not be
Rather, protection of our natural resources should be governed through properly
approved rules and regulatio are curreatly, as resporsible operacors,
ahle o read erpret pertinent rules and regularions and apply them to
our propercies.

placed on or within oil and gas leases.

clfic. We propose that the stipulations be atfected within rules and
regulations of the BLM governing the development of Federal leases with the
tollowing clfle comments.

1. Mo Surface Gccusancy (§S0)

we his ulation is unaecessary. If the BIM determines a portion of

land must be desigrated as a NSO, that land should be withérawn {rem a lease

reel and rentals/royaltivs will not be charged a lessee on those lands. The
AIM still reserves the right to minimize occupancy on types cf surface disturbance
through ils existing rules and regulations and the other propused stipulations
within tke ¥lan.

35 of the Plan, tlunter/Gar Canyons have 7600 acres

We note that on p.

2s which will need pipellaes in the nes Lure. .\‘r.hm.un
1115 are grandfathered, Lhe pipelines are not. A treneandous amounc of
i1l have been wasted if gas, ready to sell, has no avenue of transport,

This is only one example and there a y others included on table 2-6 "OI1
@nd Gas Leasircg Restrictlon Recemmendaticns.

Addicionally, directicaal drilling, a
unrealistic in most Areas of the Cr
produc formations are shaliew [n ¢

discussed at our July 11 meetlng, i
Junction Resource dlstrict. Most cf the
s discrict ond thereiore preclude direcrional

drilling.

Scenic_and Na

1 values

We feel this stipulation is appropriate as written speciflcally noting the

phrase “...may be required..."”. However, we aete hercin that from the rims

of rhe Grand Mesa, the Colorudo Kational Monument, Demavee Canyon, the Bookcliffs,
cte., much of the current and/or prospective 0il and gas properties are visihle.
We feel degraiation should be avoided fa all cases, bui access roads, pads, pipe-
lines, acd drilling and pu'rnlrg rigs are not degrading within a producing oil

and gas reglon. Trash, oil spills, abandoned ard unreclalmed ¢rilling activities,
off-road vehicle :rncks, ete. do create a negative viscal impacr.

3. Steep Slope
This stipulation is unacceptable as wrirten. GCiven that the Grand Junction Resource

Area lies within mountalneous terraine and camyomlands, the majority of lands
are slepes greater then 40%. That lesser portion with slopes smaller chan 40%
would nfren be rendered useless due to the nature of roads and pipeltnes.
of the BIM pointed out at our meeting of July 11 that a recent cemputer printout
of the Douglas Pass quadrvangle showed 80% of that areca had slopes greater than
40%. There could de no further drllling ner plpelines withia that quadrangle.

A ‘representatlive
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Burcau of Agenent

the necessliy of protecting the egrity of steep slopes in

cumstances and suggest that the parase "...po...activities will be
be changed to " cp slopes will be re-
the 3L for the purpose of proLecting against undue..."

We recogniz
certain ¢
allowed. ..
viewed by

language guaran:ees the rights oi the BLM and the
the best plan together in a sensitive area with steep

We feel this "soiter"
operator to determine
slopes.

10, 11 and 12) are appropriate as written
will be allowed only...” should be

ay be allowed only...". This wording still reserves the right
poge such rule, but also allows the possibi v of the operatar,
tances, to ask for a waiver from the BIM in wriring if the

ts rot pertinent during a glven year, or ({ his proposed operations are
determined not ta create A4 hazzard ro wlldlife.

akove stipulations (4, 9
pt ion that the wording "

We feel
with the ox,
changed to
ot the BIM

we feel chis stipulatlon is unnecessary. A known culctutel resource should be
withdrawn from a Federal lease and rentals/royalties notl charged on such lands.

T¢ they are not to be fully protected as laplied by ording of the stipulacion,
then those lands should be retained Ln the lease. In e, we feel they

are already protected againsr degrsdation by virtue of rules and regulations
already in place with the RLM.

These stipulations are unnecessary by virtue of required approvals by the BIM
already ie olace.

, Surface Disturbance

0) - Cunnison

s stipulation is appropriate as written. However, any Federal leases
y include porrions oI this desiguaced area shouid have those portions
from the lecase acreage and rentals/royaltles noi be charged.

remove
13, Theaeeamad aad Eedangaead Dlaas Welisas
S

15. .

Wo feel the above sctipulations (L3 15) are unnecessary by virtue of reguired

approvals by the BLM already in p

2
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TG ob. 245)

(Appendix C,

Rererring to the third llsted item under General wnere, under the PA and
applied to WSA's, rccontouring is required to match the original natural
topogranhy, we request this requirement be deleted.

We feel that recontouring shkould be done to accemmodate maximum sotl retention,
provide for proper area drafnage, and minimize visual impacis. This, in many
cases, will not be accomplished by recontouring back to the original topography.
Drainage can often be improved and slopes reduced, both of which will reduce

s0il loss. The color contrast which occurs w disturbance and revegetation will
be eliminated through the proc of natural revegetation and selection with time.
Therefore, a disturbed area s d be recontcured to accemnodate the re-ention

of a delizate seed Led for germination which will retain the soil and allow

for astural revegetation and selectioa.

the PA and applied to WSA's,
requirement be deleted.

Referring to item six under General where, under
bringing in :opsoil is required, we¢ request Lhis

There are wany alternatives when revegetation ot
poor soil. Hauling in topsoil will srohibiz oil
ment activities iIn probably all cases due to its me alternatives

lude nigrogen £ixing plancs (seed), amlch, commer rtilizers, and trans—
plants. Thare are mavy more. Certajuly, site specificity nmust be considered.

area is required to asslst
and gas exploration and develop-

Again, appropriare revegetation is slready conttolled by rules aad rogulacloms
in place by the BIM. Improper rcclamation is currencly fined. Further, re-
clamation bonds are required.

Referring to itea three under 0il and Gas Drilling where, under the PA and
applied to WSA's, geamoval of pit tds is addre request this requirement
be changed.

"Reserve pit fluid .will be removed..." should be changed to read "Reserve
pit :luids which coatain hazardous wastes as deflned by the Eavironmeatal
Protection Agency will he removed..."

we feel there is no need to remove fluids which propose no danger to the environment
and which will dry and be covered during the reciamation process.

SUMMARY

We in the ofl and gas industry appreclale the difficulty with which you have
been faced in trying to accormodate the needs of everyone when managing Federal
lands.

Impusing restrictlons on industry such that further development will not he
econamically possible ,bs not problem solving. Hopefnlly consideration will be
given the well being of an important segment of the Western §lope economy. Further
negative im s to the 0il & Gas Indusiry canouly adversely affect Federal, State
and County governments get: lng benefits from royalt and taxes from this industry.

76
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We suggest that it is possible for all to be satisiled by working rogether and
developing reasonable guidelines for the Multiple Use Comcept.

We offer our suppert to you as a protective agency and present our comments

respect fully.

Stnceraly,

g

7w Ll
Pan Gerdeman for

Walter 3. Fees, Jr.

4 o7
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5.0 BOx 1841 Carl Burley & Associates, Inc. PHONF (303 2452786

— 0il, Gas and Minerals Exploration —
‘Properties Management”
GRAND JUNCTION., COLOAADO 81562

July 16, 1985

Re:  Grand Jurction
Drafl Resource
Plar and Envir
Statement, March,

¢ 1 Impac:.
1985

Burcat oi Lard Management
Grand Jurction District
764 llorizon Drive

Grand Junction, €O 815C1

Gentlem

Carl Burley & Associat as unable to be reprosented at
the Juiy 11, 1985, meeting te discuss the Grand Junction Resource
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Stateme Lowever,
our cffice has rov ed the doc ard also ha opportunicy
to discuss pruposed regulations th other local ovil and gas
operators, :ncluding Walter 5.

Mr. Fees office has very adequately covered objeclions ard com-
menns regarding this subject in a lottr‘r to your office dated
July 12, 1985, prepared by Pam G 3 Rather than reiteratce
objections/suggestions expre we would like to

. A copy of
subject letter is attached for ycur refcrenc We do, however,
raserve the right tc comment or subsequernt documents including
the {inal Plan regardless w. h alternative is ultimately chosen.

communivate our ccncurrence '«n.h their opinions

Unnecessary or overly restrictive lease stipulation hould be
avoided duc to their sdministrativeé c¢ost, or the cost of oppor-
ity forgon ent of {ederal lcases andé subseguent
rreration of 2s fLor the federal government.

such as rr-contouriuq te the original
T topsoil, requ:red romoval of pit
without ruaani T Phe‘r danger to the envirecnment, shoul
andated practices. These are requircments which would
bitive cost for Lhe oil ard gas coperaior and are not rec-
essarily prudent avery case.

We woald like to suggest that the wording of any preposed requ-
lation be such to allow lalitude as to whether or not it is
beneficial to implemert the practices mentioned above.
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As you are aware, the encrgy industry is currently nxperlcnuxng
extreme ecoromic difficulties, evidenced by the myriad of finan-
cially distressed proper . We feel that by simply avoiding
undue costly regulation in these hard times, cverycnc will benefit,
expecially the Urited States Government, through greater explor-
atory cfforts as a result of the issvance of new leases, and
royalties generated.

Our staff's interaction with BILM persannel has enabled us to
empathize with the preblems and difficulty of land managementz,
especially when many intcrest groups are iavolved., Therefore,
we feel that the attitude of cooperation must be adop:ec by all
parties to arrive at rcasonable guidelines.

We hope to continue our mutually bencficial relationship with

your organization and respectfully submit t comments contaired

herein.
Yours very truly,
Re,,rescm ing Americéh Reso.nrces
Management. Corporation, Operations
Manager and Ca:] Burley &
Associates, Iac.

LLD:pl
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‘ u’ NMIIP-AMERICA PIPELINE COMPANY

July 16, 1985

Forest Littrell

Bureau of Land Management
Grand Junction Resource Area
764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction, CO 81506

Dear Mr. Littrell,

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in your meeting of
July 11, 1985 concerning the proposed Grand Junction Resource Area
Manayement Plan (RMP). Based on the RMP meeting and a review of the
draft RMP, Micd-America Pipeline Co. supports the preferred alternative.
However, the following comments need to be made:

1. Paragraph 5-A, page 239, requires “A11 material & inches in
diameter and greater will be removed from federal land unless

construction this could be an expensive restriction,
additionally the public could be served better if it was made
available for public use as firewood by leaving it on the
pipeline right-of-way. Furthermore, if your intentions are to
closely approximate the natural processes, scattering the cut
material would be in order.

42 otherwise directed." From the standpoint of pipeline

2. Paragraph 12, page 240, specifying method ¢nd time of seeding.

5 In as much as this requirement does not relieve the grantee
5 fram the responsibility of restoring ground vegetation this
requirement should be a recommendation.

w

Paragraph 3, Pipeline Stanaard Design Practices, page 242,
Requiring pipelines to be constructed parallel to existing~
roads. Pipeline locations should not necessarily be tied to
existing roads because of the nature of pipelines, i.e. while
it is possible to build pipelines up steep inclines and over
passes, it is not possible to do the same with roads. The
56 additional cost, environmental damage and risk would prohibit

construction of pipelires alony a road which switches back and
forth up a steep slope. Furthermore, where conditions permit,
existing roads would be utilized for construction purposes
because of econamic reasons. We recommend oritting this
paragraph. .

4, Paragrapn 1, page 245, requiring separation of top soil. This
54 paragraph insufficiently defines the construction area.

Stripping an entire pipeline easement is very disruptive.
Common practice in the pipeline industry 1s tu separate only
the top soil over the ditch as directed.

100 SOUTT BALE MORT MENUE PUST OF 7K
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5. Paragraph 6, page 245, Requiring 6 inches of top soil to be
hauled into areas where revegetatior is not satisfactory.
53 Upgrading natural soil or veyetatior conditions should not be a
purpose of pipeline constructior. This paragraph is ioo
restrictive to the pipeline industry. Furthermore, this
requirement may extend beyond the scope of Federal Regulations
governing the use ¢f public lands.

o

Paragraph 11, page i35, precludes construction on siopes in
excess of 40z, Construction operations would rcrinaily preclude
construction or. slopes in excess of £0% becouse of economic
40 and risk reasons. However, conditions soretires require

constructiori on these slopes. An avenue of appeal should be
provided which could eliminate tne need for costly litigation
caused by an arbitrary or unjustifable ruling by the district
manager,

7. Table z-21, Public Utility Corricor Recormendations, page 63,
the corridor specified aleng MAPCO's pipeline in the West Salt
Creek area should be extended along the pipeline to the

301 northern bourctary of the Resource Management Area. The corridcr
width and Tocation should be defined relative to the existing
utilities.

In many areas of restrictions and stipulations in the RMP the finai
approval is left up t¢ the District Manager ard whereas the present
administration is reasoneble with rcgards to cooperation, other
admimstations may not be as redsonable; an avenue af appeal should be
clearly outlined to preclude unnecessary and costly litigaton.

Thank you for your time anc consideration.

Sincercly,

DML: Yeu

Fite: Loc. Code 05-05-(9-12
cce James H. Lieber

Ray Penderson

Fred Isaacs

E. £. Hissey

Doug Lee

D. G. Prescott
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July 15, 1985

Mr. Froaty tattrell, Area Manager
Brand Junction Reswurce Area
Bureaun of Land Management

764 Horiron Drive

Grand Junction, Colorado BLG06

Dear Larthling:

Flrase accept my comments on the Grand Junction hesource
Area fesgurce Management [lan and Enviranmental Impart Statement
(RMF/ELS). I apolog:ze for the delay in relay:ng these comments
to vou. If the truth be known, T was caught in a time warp. T
arrived 1n Grand Junction 1n the llst century rather than your
present time. 1 might mention some of the scenes | witnessed
during that time pariod so that you will under stand the basise of
some of my comments,  Rut first, allow me Lo introduce myself.

My neme. in o language comprehensible to you. 1s Dr.X. I
am from the planel Zebulun and am tulfiiling a "goodwill
mission*. Some of your statt will already be tamiliar with ne
cince I alsa cumnented un the Glenwond Springs Resource Arsa
RMP/C15. The plenet Zebulon has been stripped of 1ts natural

csources.  We now rely wpon artific1al resources entirely. My
miss:ion to earth 1% tc 1mpress upon 1ts 1nhabitants to use 1ts
natural resources wisely, thoreby ensuring that these resources
will not be depleted =0 that the quality of life will remain
intact.

Nftor roviewing your document and compearing it to other
s:milar 8LM documents, 1t 1= apparent that your RMP/EIS 15 quite
supericr. However. there are several miscalgulations in
judgement contained 1n this RMF/EIS. In several instences, your
gecisions favor economic developments over preservation of
patur gl resources.  We, on the olanet Zehu!on, proceeded 1n such
A mannker ouselves. Zebulon 1s now void of pristine open areas
1n wnich 1ts 1nhabitants may wander and ntrl:ce for scientific,
mental and physical restprative, and recreational purpeses.  Une
particular tase where you have favored ecocnomic development over
pristine open spaces 15 i1n the Bookcliffs. Yuu have reconmnecded
thot Little Hookcliffs Wilderness Study Area and Demaree Canyon
Wilderness Study Area  both not be designated as wilderness. 1
SUpposSC this 1s a good Lime te mention that when 1 popped into
the Z1st century, the Boakcliffs had been obliteroted
completely.  All that existed between [-/8 north to Lraig was a
stretcn that recembled the back side of the planet Xernon--—and
we hnth understand the terrible implications of that!!

177{
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Fage two

I would recommend to your sia#t Lhat all weven Wilderness
Study Areas (WSAs) are deserving ot designation as wilder ness
with a capital W. You have already discarded some prime
wildlands during your intensive inventary, end therefore, shoold
not be the Jeast b:t intimidated to recognize the wilderness
chararteri1stics of these last remeining seven WSAs and
recarmend their inclusion 1nto the Nationral Wilder ness
Preservation System. The future of this area rests in vour
Lancs. You can change the scenario | witnessed in the 2ist
century.

Mow for a paragraph or so on the i1ssue of water. Zebulon
relies on a chemical substance to hydrate oursclves since we no
longer have water resources available on our planet. In

retrospect. we wee that we did not protect our free f1owing
rivers adequalely, nur did we conserve our precious water
resources. | would uryw vou to do all you can 1n your power to
preserve and protect those water ways under your jurisdictien.
I lived your recarmendation to withdraw the Colorado River
corridor 1n Ruby and Hr wsethief canyons {from mineral
development. | would hope that similar suggestions would +0llow
for other rivers studied for Wild and Scenmic River status, e.y.
the Dolores River belouw Bedrock ( and what about the Gunnison®
Wil vou protect it, foe™).

t was apparent to me that you and your agency recognizes
the importance nf recreation to tne human body and soul. Your
recommnedations for special recreation menagement. areas were
most welcome. In fact, when I visat this area, there are
several reereation spots that I frequent. 1 must say, this as
the must scenic region - and certain!y the most fun area to
frolic 1n - 1n the entire state of Colorado!

My time iz growing short for this relay commumication. [
am bound for the planet {Htrae--they are in an oppos:ite galary to
yours, but :nterestingly enough. are committipg the same
resnurce exploitaticn errors as your planet. Thank you for this
apportuntty to comment on your document and thoes fultall one of
the guale of my goodwill mission. 1 eagerly await your tinal
RMP/EIS and wilder ness recommendations to your congress

Unrver sally submitted,

-~
<

\I’x

r. X, Amhassador
flanet Zebulon
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THIS LETTER HAS BEEN REPRODUCED

Bureau of Land Management
Atten: Forest Littrel)

July 15, 1985
To whom it may concern,

1 am Mican Yates, the nephew of Bill Rambo who owns the ranch 1n the Little
Dominguez Canyon. I have a very strong interest for that very special area
and am concerned about how the BLM may ¢thonse ta designate {t.

For nearly forty years I have explored the Big and Little Dominguez canyons,
climed cliffs, observed tne delicate spring areas, protected and nutured
wildlife and in general helped to maintain the important eco-system.

An incident occured when I was in my teens which had a permanent effect on my
awareness.

Upon returning from a climbing outing with my family, I was decending down the
slope and found myself on a formation that the locals call "red belt." Once
the pelt started to move I was caught in tne flow which was carrying me to the
edge of a sixty foot drop. My mother understood what was happening and with
her insight and guidance I was able to avert a serious accident.

Since that time I have been able to perceive every possible safety for myself
and otners. And just as important, understand how not to disturh the very
fragile eco-system of rocks, soil, plants and animal 1ife.

In my observations of otner areas which have become wilderness designated and
where there is a tremendous influx of people, I have seen literally thousands
of examples of destruction, increased errosion and a fouling of natural
springs and waterways.

For years in tne Dominguez Canyon I have packed out cans, trash and picked up
broken bottles which have been thrown or shot at.

1t saddens me to realize that such a designatfon fn the Dominguez Canyon would
surly turn this remote and beautifu? 1i{fe system into one more of mankinds
dumping areas, with toilet paper and trash behind every other bush., Trails
and dislodged and thrown rocks will errode the slopes, petroglyphs will be
defaced and destroyed forever and the sweet precious water will no longer be
safe to drink.

Please leave this area to be found and explored by those who take time to pack
into remote areas, rather than a special designation wnich will advertise for
hundreds of thousands who have no knowledge or appreciation of the delicate
balance of life.

I strongly favor No Action in the Dominguez Canyon area.
Sincerely,

/s/ Micah Yates
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July 17, 1989

Bureau of Land Manag
Forest Littrell, Area
754 Porizen Prive

Grand Junction, €O 815C1

nt
anager

RE: Comments relative 0 your Draft Grand Junction Resource
Management Plan and Environmental Imnact Stetement {RMP/EIS).

Dear #r. Littrell:

In all honesty our chkoice of your RMP Alternatives would be the
"Continuation of Current Manegement Alternative" {CCMA). why?
Because it works, albeit awkwardly at times and too slowly at
other tineés. The CCMA is familiar ferritory, sometking we as a
pipeline cemvany and well aperstor can deperd on. Current
Management provides practical and su ient envirgnnental
protection while allowing prudent extraction of our vital
natural resources.

The proposed "Stendard Design Practices” {SCis), Appendis C as
well as the "0il and Gas Lease Stipulations” seem to reflect
some staff members hidden agends for the Resource Area. Your
office has aiways been able to adninistratively react o envir-
onment protection needs in a balanced, reasonable, and timely
ranrer.  From ay gencral revied over the years of Western Colorado
Media output 1 have seen no major movement demanding that 2!
r Practices and Stiovulations as they epply tu o1l and
ent. For an industry already burdened by "Standard
Les\gn Pract\ es” dictated from many quariers {exsaples: D.C.T.,
P.J.C., tPA, OSHA, gtc.).one more st of SD?s can orly depress
an dlready deuressud but strategic part of our GNP.

I will briefly touch on some of the more extrere parts of your
proposed SDPs and Stipulations:

1

Under tree disposal you would require
TaiT material 4 and greater will be removed ¢ron fed-
eral land.. Firewood collectors will accomplish this with-
out our help but should they not what harn does this mat-
erial cause the public's land by remaining on it? The
eventual decomposition ot this material canrot heln but
build up whai is in most cases poor soil This material
can in large vart be scattered, to an cxient rendering it
harniess visually and environmentally.

Pug 239, item 5

8!
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Jureau of Land Management
Forest Littrelt, Arez Manager
July 17, 1985

Page 3
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g of Land Management

Forest Litireli, Area Manager

July

17, 1885

Page 4

Ihank you for Lhis comrant

o]

opportuniiy.

Alen L. Rnades, Sr.

Vice President



Petroleun: an
Registered in Rox

58

82

Telephoae (303) 242-8555

gy Corsulianls
y Mountain States

July 15, 1985
Bureau of Land Management
P,0. Box 3768
Grand Junction, Colo. 81502

Re: Comments Concerning Grand Junction Resource Management Plan
and Environmental Impact Statement
Gentlemen:

You have asked for comments concerning your proposed plan and
rules on the above referenced matter. My comments follow:

Wilderness

Wilderness is actually the poorest stewardship of the land which we
can think of. It precludes use of the land by any but less than

1% of the population who seem to have the time to spend fooling
around there.

I amvery gratified to learn that you have deemed the Demaree
Canyon, Little Bookcliffs and Palisade areas as nonsuitable for
wilderness. As far as I am concerned, no area is suitable for
wilderness designation as we know it today. I, personally, have
found better hunting, befter fishing and better camping in areas
which are used for timbering, mining and drilling.

No Surface QOccupancy (NSO)

If a lease is not strategically laid out so that it can still be used
to accommodate the NSO designation within its boundaries, the lease
is completely useless. Therefore, I would strongly recommend that
lease boundaries be set by local offices which are familiar with

the terrain, the NSO designations and requirements for utilization

of the lease.
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July 15, 1985

BLM
Page 2

Abandonment Marker

Whatever you do about abandonment markers please do not erect a
steel plate two feet by two feet one foot above the ground. A
device such as this will be very destructive to livestock. If
certain "tree huggers" are offended by the abandonment markers as
they exist today, then no marker or a plate fiush with the ground
would be suitable,

Steep Slopes

Your proposed edict on steep slopes is totally unacceptablé. To
state unequivocally that "no surface disturbing activity will be
allowed on slopes greater than 408" is capricious and arbitrary.
This language should be softened to indicate that stipulations
will be written site specific for each and every location. Some
slopes over 40% are perfectly stable for roads and/or locations.
Others at 20% are unstable. Language for slopes should be design-
ed so that area surface management personnel must be site specific
for each application,

Aiz Drilli

Injection of water to minimize dust is fine in the summer months,
but during cold weather this may cause the blooie line to ice up
causing tremendous problems. If the blooie line should ice up and
plug off just as a big gas sand is drilled into, a disastrous fire
could result destroying both lives and property.

Additionally, the blooie pit does not necessarily have to be lo-
cated in "50% cut". Particularly, the blooie line needs to have a
good bank to discharge against 50 as to assure effluents from the
drilling are contained within the pit.

Top Soil

The proposed rule to haul in top soil to spread over a location is
asinine. We are not doing rehabilitation work to improve the
country, we are merely trying to restore it as it was before.

Importing top scil into an area where there is none is probably one
of the more ridiculous requirements I have heard of

47
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.worked very satisfactorily throughout the years,
Flutely no reason for stopping them now.
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July 15, 1985

BLM
Page 3

Sewage

We have been using bore holes for sewage disposal for many years
at drilling locations. At no time do we have evidence of "ground
water being polluted” or "public safety being jeopardized®. Par-
ticularly in Western Colorado - Eastern Utah there is no suitable
ground water in 99.9% of the drilling locations. There is, there-
fore, no ground water to pollute, These "sanitary holes” have
and I see abso-

Pipeli

Again, pipelines should be site specific.
cheaper and better along the roads, indeed the pipelines should be
laid along the road. Some terrain and situations would necessi-
tate putting the pipeline cross country. In these situations
laying the pipeline in the road would be asinine. In certain
areas laying the pipeline in the road would actually be totally
unsafe due to grading requirements,

Drilling Pluid

To simple say that waste drilling fluids and cuttings will be
contained and removed from the site to an approved disposal
facility is too broad. Most drilling locations in the desert
areas where we work are perfectly suitable for disposal of cut-
tings and drilling fluids, This should be reworded to say that
those areas which are environmentally sensitive should be reviewed
for removal of cuttings and drilling fluids - not the entire
industry.

If construction is

Also, some reserve pits can be left fenced to dry for a year or
more with no harmful effects to wildlife, livestock, people or
the environment.

Geophysical
Again, to say that “no blading or other dirt work would be

allowed" is too broad. These issues should be addressed based on
the site in which work is proposed

102

July 15, 1985

BLM
Page 4

Overall, the proposed language in the Preferred Alternative is too
restrictive, All the “wills", "shalls" should be modified and
softened so that discretion may be used by area personnel on the
ground and at the site. I am sure your intent is not to complete-
ly preclude oil and gas exploration, but strict interpretation of
the Preferred cAlternative as it is written would lead directly to
the end of 0il and gas production in the Grand Junction resource
area.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed BLM
rules.

Very truly yours,
P

SN Bkhalier

J. N. Burkhalter, PE/PLS

JNB/hm
cc, Walter Fees, III
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NORTHWES 7 PIPELIIIE CORPORATION
OF THE Wil L1AMS C0)

July 16,

1985

uf Land Managemeat
Grand Jusction Dlstrict
ATTN:  Forest Litrrell,
764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction, €O 81501

Burea

Ares Managar

Dear loresc:

1985 dra’t of the Rescurve
are as follows:

This letier is to comrert on the Mareh,
ent Plan. ‘lhe major concerns we have

pijel program dealing with
sets aside 433,760 acres

¢ or no surisce dis-
lied In Clas
sites we have

Four resource arca has a
p-neen:cm,ms. rasources. Your
classiiled as Ciass 1, needing ¢
turbance at all. We teel ]
to be v ibitive. We undéersrand the lew
n th to ba protected and oil aw
explorazion can work around these lew areas. ilavieg Lo get a pale-
olegle survey in agproxlmately ore-third of your resource area will

sas see
the paleology gerling oul ¢l hand like archeology has, lJn-h g in-
dustry to hire independen: paleclogists to cleor roures.

Now thar we kave cost reimhursement we view thiz as a way 1o get

more ficld exams anc¢ more money from industry.

ication ot cver 433,000
within Lke BLM.

We also view
acres as an atcen

proposed Class
pt te justily jobs

B) The nex: cotment we wish to make is concerning Wilderress Siudy

Arens,

1f BLM allows producers Lo ¢rill in Wilderness Studv Areas under
the pre-FLPYA leases, BLM should at in re consider pipelines
Lo produce these wells.

we have, in the
drtllad and complered but B

past, applied for grants in a W3A where wells are
refused to geant pipeline righ

40

Burean
July b,
Page 2

b o allow a well fo be erilied that cannot be

Lis ceal with atien.

15 stinuietion w

o A0 por-
see Lhis

reduet
14 lxu- Le

Please coasider o
piac. The more e
me ml agencles. the more
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¥7 Chardonnay Ct.
Grand Junction, CO 81503
16 July 1985

Forest Littrell, Area Manager
The Bureau of Land Management
Grand Junction Resource Area
764 llorizon Drive

Grand Junction, Colorads 31506

Dear Frosty:

Following are ay comnents regarding the Granc Junction Resource Area's
DRAFT Resource Management Plan and Envirommenta] Impact Statement (March 'B5).

t. In general, ihe document is well-written and well-researched--considerably
better than some of the olher Resource Area plans that have been released for
wastern Colorado. There has obviously been a real effori to achieve a degree
of equity in the use {ond mon-use!) of this area's resources; Lhe pro-develop-
ment h1as which so ofien servados such documents has been tempered by an un-
common sensiiivity t3 the large segment of the public Lhat values other uses
of its lands. Wonderful!

2. Cultural resources—-

a) Under tne Preferrcd Alternative {PA), eight "high
would be "aclively maraged," while 154 other
macerale value sites would not be aciively managed. liow were Lhese eight
sites decided upon, i.e. what were the crizeria used? Also, what exactly
does "actrve managemen i=ply? If tt means improving access to signifi-
cant sites such as Indian Creek and Sieber Casyon, [ an opposed.

On p. 212, 1t 1s stared thal "No protective measures would be taken to
reduce the effects of matural deterioralion or vandalism" (with regard to
all bul the eight sites to be actively mangged. Isn't this policy is
fation of Fxeculive Order 11593 which instructs all federal ayencies Lo
provice naticnal leacership in histori¢ praservetion and to assure tha pres-
ervation of cultural properties in fedaral cwnership? Isn't it also a
contradiczien of the Archaeological Resources Protection Acs of 1979, Sec.
2b., "The purgosed of this Act ts ic secure, for the present end fuilure ben-
2fit of the American people, tne presorvation of archaeolegical resourced
on all lands owned or conirolled by the United States?"

value" sites
value" sites and 141

Tre Indian Creek siie is slated

for "active managemest" but is
not. gr:ntcu pecial status (ACCC, RHA,

etc.) under the PA. | suggest

166

172

165|
302

238
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that this aree be designated] an archaealogicel district ang afforded what-
ever protection possible (e.g. reductian of access, periodic moaitoriag/
patrol, etc.). Archeeological natarizls have been found the entire length
of the drainage, from just north of Cheney Reservuir in the vicinity of the
poweriine crossing to Lhe spring érea at the cree«'s head; the acreage
should be revised to refleci ¢ carridsr roughly seven mllcs long and one-
r3l€ mile wide (the eastern extent fies on Forest Service lands)--2240 acres.
The plethora of artifacts (.'\cludmr some Paleo-indian finds} within the
Indian Creek drainege éna likelihood of i contributing significanliy

to the preristoric recard dem..nd its protection beyond mere "actwe ~anage-

¢) The Sieber Canyon area is !ikewise 1

Archaeological materials end rock arl within this canyen reprasent a unique
manifestztion of the Classis Poriod Fremont. At least ren siles eligible to
the National Regisler dre presenL; a su Yied site &t the mouth produced
cultural deposits to & depth of 3-4 meters. [ suggest that the Sieber Canyon
érea be designated an archacological district measuring approximaiely Lhree
miles long (ihe lencih of the canyen) and one-half mile wide. In addition,
the head of the canvon (spring area) skouid be acquired by the BIM.

slec for active managerent.

d} The no surtzce occupancy designaticn for high value areas docs not
adecuately protecl signtficant resources from vandalism: Litis shouid nat be
subsiiluied for elimination cf coss in archacologically sensilive areas.

3. Utility cerrigors--

The draft states that. uader the PA
ncouraged.”  Why can't this be

the use of e.
G, rather t!

ting corridors wili
n rerely encourdyed?

be "

4. Wilderness--

ihe BiM's recommendation of Blacs Ridge/Slack Ridge
and Sowemup Mesy as wilderness i< great {zlso Lhe semipri ive, non-motor-
1zed recreation cmphasis in Greénite Creek, Hunler/Gervey Canyons, énd Bangs/
Rough Canyons). iowever, I support wilcerness recommendations for the
Palisace and l1ttie Book Cliffs as weli. Only a smai: portron of the Palisade
15 affected by ORV use; perhaps wodificazicn 37 bounsdary in just this
area should he considered, rather than eiiminating the entire area as potential
wiiderness. Certainly the other values of the Palisade (opportunil:ies for
solitude, unique e"osysten scennryi jusr”y 1ts desianation as wilcerness.
e Little Sack CIiffs 15 coserving o° wilasrness designation simoly by viriue
of being the } reanant of road]essne<s tn the Book Clifis! The sconery
and opportunjiies “or soliiude ér2 spactacular--and all wizhin a half-hour of
town. The limited-to-axi1sting-roads cesigration an the 90C0 acres ouls:ide
the wild horse hels to miniaize imbocls on neluralness”
were it edhered 1o hiowever, view of your own qu "provided this
can be enforced," | am skeptical and would much orefer a wilderness designa-
tion for Litzle Book Cliifs (which, by the way, comprises less Lhan
three percent of the entire Book Cl1¢fs arca--all open to o1l and gas devel-
opament) .

st., Dominguez

°
%
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5. Palcontology--

and Rapkii Valley Sites, the ll2!l's Half Acre

que Cutoff) should be designated a VerLebrate
nd, have been collected here since 1933, and

ientific srgnificence by local paleontoln-

As with the f'ruita
lity (aleng L
fos . 1ncludi
the are¢ is consi
gists.

Thang you for your consideration of my comments. | will leok farward

Lo the release of the final RMP in November.

Sinceraly,

11 Lot \)/_/ ._)

Dannt L. Langdon

2
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THIS LETTER HAS BEEN REPRODUCED

7-12~85
DeBeque Co.

Forest Littrell, Area Mgr.
Bureau of Land Mgmt
Grand Junction Res Area
764 Horizon Drive
Grand Junction, Co. 81506

RE: Athertson RMP Comment

Dear Mr. Littrell:

1'm not aware if the comment period has been extended on the Gd. Jct. RMP_or
not, but if you can still use them, here are a few ideas that mignt help in
your preparation of tne final- .

Preferred Alt - Area Co-1 page 100

Transportation:

1 oppose the plan to cpen up access Into any of the areas you propose but I
espacially object to those in Hopple Gulch and Tater Hills. The Tater Hills
access would cross my land. 1 have always worked with your people in giving
them access across my land for any reason they gave me - when they had the big
burn project back there, 1 signed a 1 year access easement to let them in.

You state the reason for access to this area is forest mgmt, you've never been
denied access for tnat purpose, so why the need for public access unléss you
have other pressure from other users tnat you fail to identify.

The Middle Dry Fork, Cow Ridge and Horse Mountain proposed access is eitner
crossing private property or is on BLM 1ands that are under unpatented oil
shale mining ¢ These claims have had several favorable court decisions
Tor the applicants in recent monthes - what a waste of taxpayers money to
acquire ROW's and build roads only to have it all put into private ownership
by the claimants going to patent with tneir claims. 1 don't think you can
rightfully justify considering access across any lands that are considered for
patent as these lands are.

23

I personally feel that hunting access is the primary force behind all your
attempts to acquire access into these areas. A1l these arcas are presently
being tunted witn probably what is close to a very optimum hunting pressure.
To open up general hunting in any area that is intermingled between private
and public lands would create an impossible situation to control for local
landowners.

I think under the present cooperation and working relationship that exists it
would be counter-productive to initiate any proposal that would cause a
distruption of these agreements.

Sincerely,
/s/ Dale B. Albertson

5466 202 Rd
DeBeque Co 81630
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UNITED STATES FNVIRONMEN TAL PROTECTION AGFNCY
REGION VIl
ONF GENVER PLACE 999 1RTH STREET — SUITE 1300
DENVER, COLORADO 80702-22412

JuL 37 sass

Ref:

8PM-EA

Forest Littrell, Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Grand Junction Resource Area
764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction, Coloradoe 81506

Dear Mr. Littrell:

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental
Policy Act and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the Region VII[ Office of the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Grand Junction Resource
Area, Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS). Ve
appreciate the difficulty of addressing the resource conditions, management
plans and associated environmental impacts for such a diverse area. Our
primary concerns are related to water quality, air quality and wildlife
considerations in activity planning for various uses of the Grand Junction
Resource Area (GJRA) lands.

The diversity of resources in the GIRA will require additional
site-specific project, activity plans and impact analysis based on this
Resource Management Plan. In order to provide more specific guidance for
these additional planning efforts, the Final RMP/EIS should emphasize:
clarification of non-point source water quality impacts and controls, with
enphasis on salinity mitigation measures; integration of watershed activity
planning with various land uses; the enforcement of ORV restrictions;
definitive riparian/wetland ecosystem protection policies; and discussion of
monitoring in more detail.

Since many of the potential uses of the GJRA are expected to be
concentrated and area specific, the Final RMP/EIS should also stress
understanding by the pubiic and users of the need for the proposed management
actions. MWe believe there will be a continuing need for public, State and
Federal Agency involvement in planning many of these actions. The process and
opportunity for tnis education and coordination need ¢larification,
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Based on our review we have rated this RMP/EIS as EC-2. This means that
EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided to
fully protect the environment. In some casas, additional information will
help to alleviate these concerns. Corrective measures may require
modification of the Preferred Alternative or mitigation measures to reduce
environmental impact. EPA is avaliable to work with the GJRA to reduce these
impacts. For further EPA assistance, contact Mike Hammer of wy staff at
(303) 293-1716 or FTS 564-1716.

Sincerely,
AN 0
¢ Lo, U

Dale VYodehnal, Chief

Environmental Assessment Branch

cc: Cannon Richards, Colorado BLM State Director
William Dickerson, A-104 (OFA
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EPA COMMENTS ON GRAND JUNCTION RESOURCE AREA
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAH/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (RMP/EILS)

The GJRA is to be commended for the extensive management activities
proposed for the resource area. Due to the anticipated competition for funds
and manpower the Final RMP/EIS should discuss funding sources and priorities
for activity planning. The RMP should identify activities as high, medium or
Tow priority to assist the public in understanding the GJRA’s activity
implementation strategy.

Water Quality, Soils Management, and Water Resource

The RMP/EIS devotes a great deal of discussion related to existing and
potential water quality impacts. It is well recognized that the major impacts
to surface water quality are increased sedimentation and salinity
concentrations in the Colorado River. Table 2.2 Water Resources Management
Recommendations on page 27 and the discussion on pages 27 and 28 1ist 13 areas
“where critical erosion of saline and non-saline soils is presently
occurring." However, the Preferred Alternative recommends activity planning
and associated control measures for only 11 of these areas. We are unable to
find justification for the elimination of these two priority arcas, totalling
some seven thousand acres, from the Preferred Alternative.

Since most of the soils and attendant ecosystem of the Grand Junction
Resource Area are fragile, highly subject to erosion, and difficult to
revegetate, we recommend impicmentation of Best Management Practices {BMPs) as
established by the BLM National Non-point Strategy. Prior to the
recommendation of a potentially more destructive activity for the land a
monitoring program of range and soil conditions and impact trends should be
established. This monitoring information, when applied to project design to
minimize water quality degradation,.should be entered into STORET.

EPA notes that the 18,000 acre Baxter/Dougias Pass soil slump area would
be subject to no surface occupancy (NSO) under the Preferred Alternative oil
and gas leasing restriction recommendations. We also note that this same
18,000 acre soil slump arca is included as acceptable for further coal leasing
consideration under the Preferred A)ternative coal mamagement
recommendations. Shoula the Baxter/Douglas Pass soil slump area be considered
suitable for further consideration for coal leasing, extensive lease
stipulations will be required to preclude accelerated soil loss.

As discussed in the RMP/EIS a major traceable cause of soil disturbance
is from off road venicles {ORV) activity. The desert ecosystem found in the
Grand Valley may be "exceptionally suitable” (page 133} for ORV activity yet
the ecosystem is not capable of rapid natural recovery when exposed to
extensive use.
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We commend the level of proposed ORV management actions under the
Preferred Alternative discussed in the RMP/EIS. However, we do have a concern
that the proposed management action of concentrating "competitive and
intensive off-road vehicle use on 10,240 acres of desert land between
27 1/2 Road and the west flank of Mount Garfield (including the face of the
Book Cliffs)" could result in much higher rates of soil erasion. What control
measures are proposed for this intensive use area?

Proposed management actions of appropriate watershed treatments would
reduce soil erosion and salinity impacts. We recommend the GJRA work closely
with adjacent land management agencies, private landowners, and lesees to
extend appropriate watershed treatment activities to additional private and
public lands.

Air Quality

We agree that limiting ORV use through ¢losures and restrictions could
decrease sofl erosion and fugitive dust emissions. What effect will the
proposed concentration of ORV activity in the 27 1/2 Road to Mount Garfield
area have on the Mesa County designated TSP non-attainment area?

Wilderness

EPA understands that the draft RMP/EIS is to serve as a draft EIS for the
final wilderness environmental impact statement. Will the wilderness study
report to be prepared following the resource management plan completion be
available for review before the Final EIS is published?

Wildlife

The RMP/EIS provides extensive discussion of the proposed wmanagement
actions on big game habitat. It also addresses the potential impacts of
various actions in wetlands and development in the 100-year fiood plain. Due
to the natural aridity of much of the GJRA, wetlands and riparian areas take
on additional importance. This is especially true for non-game species. What
types of co-ordination and joint activities/actions does the GJRA prapose with
tne U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service and the Colorado Department of Wildlife to
protect/enhance existing riparian areas?

We applaud the proposed development of new wetland areas. We suggest you
consider the inclusion of wildlife cover areas when developing saline seep
areas for sediment control.

We would Tike to sce some discussion of the anticipated problems related
to protection of riparian areas on perennial streams and sensitive wetlands.
Wi1l sufficient manpower/funds be available to provide monitoring and/or
rehabjlitation actions,
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The RMP/EIS refers to stream habitat improvement and stream bank
stabilization proposed actions. We were unable to find the particular stream
segments targeted for these activities. We assume an activity planning
document will define these areas.

Grazing

EPA understands that proposed meanagement actions for livestock grazing
are covered in the Grand Junction Grazing Environmental Statement. A
discussion of the impacts of these management actions as related to the
Preferred Alternative Impacts should be included in the RMP/EIS, especially as
they relate to cumulative impacts on the various management activities.

Monitoring

EPA belfeves the RMP/ELS development process can be used by the GJRA,
because of public, inter-agency and inter-governmental involvement, to define
roles and responsibilities for comprehensive monitoring plans for soils,
vegetation, watershed, and ultimately, water quality resources. Appendix B
lists possible management practices and Appendix C examines standard
Design Practices. Coal and 0il and Gas leasing stipulations are covered in
Appendix D and £ respectively. While these appendices do discuss monitoring,
we have additional concerns which should be addressed:

- Discuss water quality monitoring intensity needed to evaluate adequacy
of best management practices for controlling non-point source
pollutants.

- Identify required chemical and biological menitoring, for each proposed
activity.

- Establish water quality monitoring responsibilities of the BLM, mineral
lease holders and local, 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 jdentified during monitoring.

Emphasize the coordination and need for approval of the monitoring and
remedial action plans by other relevant agencies, including State water
quality, Soil Conservation Service and wildlife agencies.
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FUGICO"' n.m Rnou;c':l Davelopment Co.

July 16, 1985

Mr. Forest Littretl

3urezu ¢ Iand Mancgerent

jon Resource Area
ron Drive

CGrand Juwrei 0 81506

Re: Commtonts on Grand Junction
Resourve Management Plan

Doar $ir:

Standard desion proctices applicable under all alterantives.

Mainterance?  24~hour notice, please explain why BLM needs to
police intanance activities. Define maintenance activities.

Doos this mean avery tine we blade 2 road we have to notify RLv?

1r: the past all trees/wood viles were conplotely picked wp by
locals or rig hands (ko be useé for lirewoed). Cutting and
stacking 4" and larger raterizl in 4' lengths accemplishes
prevention of waste of resource.

Filling ¢f erosional drainage arcas with slash and/or sturps
retards cro 1 and prevents soil loss.

11 conduct the caraction
ars have we had BLM save us
ers com wompection tests?

A BIM o
testing?
any mone

jineering ropro
Not. onee in the pa
why can't L?CIT'[YU‘.)/ QrKy;

Standard Design Practices

elines Sollowing access roacs.
is a real hazard.

Operators are having problans
Mairtenonee on roads due to p

6’] The BN neo
Tury )

to approve & wider road and heve the pipeline corpanics
inimun of 42" when [o]lowing an access road.

87

. Forest Litlrell
.Jql)' 16, 1985

bage 2
Pipeling Standard Desi es {(continued)

6’] where pipelines arc installed in cil) and gas access roads, pipeline
wonpany shall be cqually responsible for paintenance of said road.

ally impossible to get a blooie Lline discharge 125" from the well-
head anc keep the discharge end within the confines of the reserve
~centered on the location.

66 \ 2. ‘hen drilling pad size is restricted to 200' x 200', it is physic

pit unless the well is of

dam slope would shut dowr most ¢il and gas activity.

40 Steep Slope Stivulation - 6¢ percent. siope is rn"c realistic. A
40 percent.

ronstruc—

67 | 6. What is the roason for the twe specifications for fer
tion?

Teble C~1

Goneral - Hauling ir of ¢ood topsoil 0 areas where therc is poor or

little topseil Zorces an operator to restore an ares to better condition
53 than originally, at cantly greater cost. In areas like this

there is generally little or no vegetation anyway. What good is ac-
oarplished in establishing an casis in the middle of a desert?

01l & Gas Drilling = u)r(.nq -an operator to schedule casing and plug-
ging prograrms so thect & UM representative can be there will cause

B i i These operations can take place at any
" . If a rig and crew have to wait for a M
represcntative to get there, costs can mount. It should be the re=
sponsibility of the BiM to be there so as not to hinder operations.

Summary

Provosed rulaaiking such as s ﬁmsu'.ubes A continmied effart by the
Bureau of Land Management to burden the 0il & Gas Indust_rv with more
red tape and greaier Costs.

Sincerely,

ﬂl,flr"'r-.‘ 7‘(}1‘/):'
Dennis Sandoval
Right-of-Way Agont

4,/,/

n5/b
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PHILLIPS OIL COMPANY

A BUS DIARY G SUILLPS BETHOLCUM COWPAuY

DFNVER. GOLOA. 20 8c2s
% FAST TUF 15 AVLNUZ P&l

Jaly 17, 1685

Area Mauwoger
anag
Re‘-t)llt‘

¢ Area

colerado 41506

Geailepor:

cue commenls are
nL on e DrafL A
ot StatemrenL regardirg *ae
¢ Lion Kescurce Ar
denarstrated chrougho i

in respo

or review ard

esources ol oil
In this regard
plan are (o be

Lhe

Organizanl Aot these arrs.
the compariscn of aceess ¥ona
planring criteria is for equils

wmilar

alarn

i :
ation of av
would scen a
curce allocati oa fg

to Lhe erd
specific
oh

ranag

rried

acuiens
A

the

r,“:ll's com
of

under ca
allaws tor ready
ravon,

our
onparison of Alternalive
somewhat ralicvec, though this representarion
irdices a by no deta | explasarion as to the mann
which Uk y de LW e earlier analy
avadent on specific areas, we fcel
L,m-'x sed explicitly for develo
Lt have been nos' helpful to
nse effort It s r waether a
arrecr any e derived from urtiization
h for the s this ellors may

A
ef Lheso

kave on wher working wirh specific sisuatinas. a
couzern
i omore closely reviesiag Cormodity Alternativy

wusl be
consic
was1ly be
tare
Lhis regn
have cred.
101 of

ag the aeneraliy

readsag Lhe statepent

Lkat
aAs U can
ficwtions
should be.
SCOMS To

regredLion,

Lo ocour

wilthout
bo as

degrad

106

83

to this

vecessarily, or even as 1eudily as the statement perla E
0il and

in the Plan wonld imply when raken liLerally and singy
248 stry operations can be aad often have been so clos
cont |'nl1ml by pruedent perators as o mostly avoid lasting
The technology and techaiques uriiazed ‘.'x\.'e
¢d the likelihoo¢ of any irretr
Olter recrealional opportunities are inproved

.hrqu,,h access

provided though such insiances have heen at the electi ot o
maraging agency and withiu constant and well cortrolled guiidelines,
As ihe industry's aciiviiies are responsibly handled by prudent

operators, so are the elfects dininished heyond the implication of
rthe earlier referec Latemen thin the similar conideration
for visua ent regarding oil and gas operalions
1ng degrada our is too hrie! nad tor
should be much qualified wizh an arceadiap explonation in
some detatl,

Ta conclusion, the grapric representalion, omparisor of Inpacis
by Alte is a helpiu ra1y and :s an effective ncans ta the
enc of a conclusion to these planning eftorvs. Though Lhe Conzodirny
AlLerrative repr 1ts otz choice of the allernaiives, the Preferred
Alternataive is deserving of o simils: consideration for support, and
gLve the many resources and associated Later for which you have
been given responsibility planeing eftorts, 1t shou supported
teragtive. TuL i3 recogma2 t ures in
[ arison amorgst the various alte s on Lhe bdasis
of accessibilily deternined by sLiprLuInnr ahc have iierle
bearing on the operator who specific area of inte is not to
be eacumbered. 1o solely judge on the basis ol acresge Figures an
alLernative wost agrecable to oane indiv:dual nay not take 1into
i he speciiics of concers
ons1dered suivably ia the
ith the good c¢ffort displayed
in the areas smpacrted hy this Plan as pr oseralors from
oil and g industry can rely on the Pian remaiving
sutticrencly {le s it s ,,»-\crnl in focus Lo enable realiar
plar ‘s cliorts. s shauld only serve to
pport £ the pragmatically eftectave vet general [ocus of the
n

ar

thar rhese

avelved

eat on the Dra Plar and

appreciated.
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C. H. Mullendore,
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- . TXO PRODUCTION CORP.
petroleum ot States 1800 LINCOLN CENTER BU/LDING
- DENVER COLORAGO 80264

Ty i tue
e

"2:1DFNVES CILBOLDG o
TELLPHONE (303: 361-4246

July 17, 1985

July 17, 1985

Mr. Forest Littrell, Area Manager

Bureau of Land Management Burczu ob Lana Manggement

Grand Junction District Girand Junetion Kesource Area

764 Horizunlnxive 764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction, GO 81501 Grund Junction. Colorado 81306

RE: Comments: Grand Junction Resource Area Draft Re- Re:  Draft Resouree Management
source Management Plan and Environmental lnput Plan and EIS

Statement, March, 1985.

The Tndependent Petroleum Associatoin of Mountain Dear Mr. Littrell:
States (IPAMS) approaches the opportunity to comment.
TXO Production Corp. hes reviewed the referenced Cocument and provides the

The difficulty in arriving at solutions that will following comments. As an o1l and gas operator active in the Rocky Mountamn
balance the needs of all users of public lands are arca, TXO has drilled numerous wells on BILM lands in Colorado, Utah and
obvious. The Draft RMP ig an inpreseive efforr to ineluding several wells on federal lands managed by the CGrand
achieve the goal of balanciug the needs of all users. Junction Resouree Arca and affected by the proposed Plan. TXO is generally

supportive of the thoughtful and well written nature of the document and with

! IPAMS nembers were encouraged to attend the the bal resouree P of the Preferred Alternative.

! briefings you have held, They have been active in The comments presented below locus primarity on the mincrals (oil and gas)
explering the mesnings of the Draft RMP and have aspeets of the document.

responded in geparate statements.
The Preferred Allernative (PA) offers o middie gromd between the Com-

The concerns voiced by our members are supported by modily and Protection Alternalives, particuliaely with regard to lessing
1PAMS as an association. We are taking action to be re- restriction recommendations. While this middle ground approach is more
sponsive to your efforts to understand the seeds of the reasoneble than the Proteetion Alteenative, an inspection of Tuble 2-6
0il and gas producers. We hope that the comments of suggests that some of the acreage restrictions in the PA may be unwarrented.
TPAMS member Walter S. Fees will be given particular Nost restrietions, for insty sre te¢ with soils (speeif
notice. We will look forward to receiving your ically steep slopes) and visual resource menagement concerns. ‘Fhe steep slope
responses to the industry concerns raised by their stipulation, as presented in Appendix E, sppears o be overly restrietive with
comments . the 10 pereent cutoff.  As an active operator in the Book Cliffs region in

Colorado and Uleh, TXO has, out of necessity, constructed rosds on slopes in
40 percent that have resulted in well site ace for cnergy

Sincerely \ N w5
40 development on suitable terrain and without excessive, unacceeptable environ-
N !
ot AL

mental impaets.  Although the stipulation provides for a waiver under eertain
conditions, our experiencee hus been that such waivers are difficult to oblain
at the staff level beeause of the written "peliey Since the 40 pereent
restriction has the potential to restriet access Lo lease areas with more level
terrain. we strongly recommend either lessening the restriction (to 50 pereent)
and/or providing pol dircetion to allow sufficient flexibility with the waiver
statemenl so that oil and gus leuses ean be fully developed where suitable
terrain exists for well pads. In part, this would require use of this stipulation
' during the APD (development) stage rather Lhan in the leasing stuge.

Francis C. Wilson, II
Executive Director

Mr. Forest Litireit

U.5. Burcau of Land Mansgement

duly 17, 1985 NORTHWEST PIPELINE conm‘r/aﬂ”}
Page Two ONE O INE WHLIAMS (DVFANIES -

St o e
Also, the large acreage restrictions in the PA associated with visual resource
eoneerns seem unjustified.  Oil and Gas wells ean be drilled in scnsitive

39 environmentul setlings without disrupting unique geologie features or ad-
versely affeeting visually prominent arcas. Agdin, a number of the
restrietions may be more suitably applied at the APD stage than in the leasing 3

uly 15, 1985
slugl. thus giving the operator flexibility in well placement and access rond
design required for lease development.

The PA recommends dropping the Demaree Canyon, Little Book C. und the
Palisude @ crness  consideral TXO supports this aetion.
perticutarly for the Demaree Canyon and Little Book Cliffs WSA's, beeause of
the recognized high mineral potential of these areas. TXO has had severs!
well prospeets on the Demaree Canyon WSA. none of which has been drilled,
in part due to the restrictions associated with the wilderness IMP.  Returning
areas to multiple use as deseribed would [ucilitate resource develop=
ment.  However, much of the natural eharacter of these areas would nol be
adversely affected due to use of appropriate surfuce protection stipulations,

Bureau of Land Management
Grand Junction District

764 Horizon Drive

Grand Junction, Calorade 81501

Appendix C presents standard design practi Dear Farest:

design, reelamation snd other proee

s (SDP's) regarding project
dures as potential stipulations in the
jproject (APD) approval process. While most of these SDP stipulations are well
lhcught out and presented und can facilitate oil and gas development without
i able 1mpaets, their use needs to be enviroumentally justifiable, )
cconomlcull) reasonnble, and prudently imposed. For instance, removal and

i osul of drilling [Muids, recontouring a well pad to original contour,
54 hauling in topsoil, and reseeding with a seed mix that includes pinyon and
juniper seedlings represents an extreme end for rehabilitation of a wellsite.
Such estreme mcasures should be employed only in unusual cirenmstances
involving particularly sensitive cenvironmental setlings.  Tmposition of re

Please accept the below 1isted comments 'n regard to the Grand Junction
Resource Management Plan; March, 1985 Draft.

To outline the entire surface exposure of the Morrison and Wasatch
Formations in the Grand Junction Resource Area and then classify this
433,760 acres as a Class | paleontological area can be termed unrealistic
and overly restrictive to a multiple use planning approach. To try and
strietive stipulutions and SDP's on # proposed well should be eonsidered on o ::::::;;hr:m::zgri,":o;f;m p‘asle?:t:lgs'{‘paird;r;ti::p\let:r t:vzr:a"sg‘lﬂ-]armtaoﬂ::re
case-by-case basis with opportunities for diseussion of the restrietions rather words the two resources and their depositional environments are
thun a carte blanche approach associated with u selected alternative in the 73 d\sth‘utly dissimilar, including the laws, regulations and policy for

RMP. administration.

TXO Production Corp. appreciates this opportuni

¥ to comment on the Drafl
! . As stated in IM. No. 85 68, one of the objectives of paleontological
RMP and supports the basie tenor of the doeum 3 ; y

it and the selection of the

; . resource management is to protect paleontological resources considered to be

Preferred Alternative 45 rational and defensible.  We feel that some of significant sclentific interest. the delineation of the entire surface

adjustments need o be made wilh certain restrietions, ineluding no surface exposure of the Morrison and Wasatch formations as Class I and then require

ocelpancey, steep slope, and visual resource protection stipulations as well as surveys for all surface disturbing activities is unrealistic Far the below

the manner in which the SDP’s and other s|||>ulz|l|un~ are imposed.  llowever, Tisted reasons:

the PA generally appears 1o provide reasonable flexibiltiy for economie il and

gas development without eompromising important environmental vaiues. . Cconomics:  Will industry or the BLM be required to pay for the
) survey and report? There is 1ittle doubt that industry and the
Very truly yours, public will foot the b1}

T'’XO PRODUCTION CORP.

(/X PrEIvE 4 /;a,o&-t— -

Charles K. Curlee
Environmental \Manager

GRC/gbp

298 CHPLTA WAV 41T LAXE CITY YTAN 84208
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Letter to BLM-Grand Junction istrict
July 15, 1985
Page 2

. As stated on Ppage 152
areas have a very high probabtlity of fossil occurrence".

Impacts on Paleontological Resources "Lhese
This may

or may not be a true statement; however, the probability of finding a
significant fessil 1s ext e]y rare. Possibly the planning document

could be more specific - what 1s the probability of finding a
significant paleontological resource in the 433,760 surface acres of
Class 1 destgnatton? Does this infinitesimal probabiltty justify the
cost and time delays for both the BLM and industry?

. Rather than delineating the entire 433,760 acres of Wasatch and
Morrisen as Class I, can the BLM utilize gualified paleontological
spectalists to delineate areas of probable significance? The Fruita
and Rabbit Valley designations are good examples. Site specific
dreas that produce an abundance of fossils are relattvely well known
by both the BtM and public. The site specific approach would serve
as a more viabte solution for all concerned.

. Industry has become more educated and cooperative cencerning all
resources and their specific needs for protection, mitigation, etc.
However, an unrealistic approach and impiementation of such a program
can result in a great deal of frustration and distrust for hoth
industry and the BLN. A simple shutdown stipylation generally
achieves the protective results for significant fossil finds. Many
of the recent significant finds have been produced by construction
personnel that have shut down operations and reported the resource on
their own accard.

. The designation of the 433,760 acres as Class I may provide the
greatest dedree for proteciion of al) surface fossils regardless of
significance. However, 1t 1s unlikely that this blanket designation

¥s a workable approach that will protect buried significant fosstls.

B) wWilderness Study Areas

If an operator-producer 1is allowed to drill and indeed completes a
producing well in a WSA (pre-FLPMA Jjease); a pipeline will be required.
The plan addresses the drilling of the wells; however, the required
pipelines should also be addressed. As BLM has no option but to approve
APDs on pre-FLPMA leases, pipeline routes must also be approved in order
to market the resource in a timely manner, Again this issue should be
addressed.

The Resource Management Plan 4s comprehensive, well written and does
address most of 4ndustry's concerns for mineral and utility development.
However, the paleontological program is of primary concern due to the
nonspecific and open- ended approach. Thank you for the opportunity to comment
concerning this important document.

S\ncere\y,

g bt

Gary Réberts
Property Rights Specialist
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:\t this 15 unlilely to happen., we would like to war with the «L.M.
1 Ltiato the Freferred Altorrative, with soveral revisions thet

GRAND JLNE”(‘IN CYCLE BOARD (D.J.C
R £ _FROFOSAL FOR THE GRAND
BR7 .JD uLN_TIDf« RESOURCE AREA
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RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

Table 3 responds to comments identified during the
public comment period. The response numbers cor-
respond to numbers in the margins of the hearing
transcripts and comment letters. The commenter
numbers correspond to the numbers in Tables 1
and 2. The commenter numbers indicate the source
of the comment—either letter or transcript.

Responses are arranged by resource. Responses
explain why a particular issue was or was not ad-
dressed, state whether a text change was made,
and refer to the section on text changes, when ap-
plicable. The responses must be read in conjunc-
tion with the comments.

Table 3. Responses to Public Comments

Response | Commenter
No. No.

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 Nazaryk, 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 I
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 | area
and has been recommended for PSD Class | redesignation.”

The following criteria established 18 Category | 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 |.

“a. All existing National Parks;

“b. All existing National Monuments of at least 5,000 acres in size;

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

On 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 164c¢). 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 52.21g). 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 |l
increment may become fully allocated, preciuding 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 | 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

Response
No.

6

Commenter

No.

Response

73

86

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 272 Road to Mount Garfield area.

SOILS MANAGEMENT

10

11

12

57

62

86

86

86

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. _

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.

Best management practices (BMPs) are presently being applied as part of the land management program
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
through the range trend analysis.

The Mesa Verde Formation in which the coal fies 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 siump area. The effects from potential mining on soil slump would aiso
be reevaluated during tract delineation.

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

13

14

15

16

24

51

i 62

62

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

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. Instream 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
possible. 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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Table 3. Responses to Public Comments—Continued

Commenter

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.

Little Dominguez 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

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

The areas in question are now under leases and are being developed. Coal unsuitability criteria were not

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

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 oi! 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

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. !f 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-

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

BLM responded to this comment under separate letter to the Fish and Wildlife Service.

: Resources such as primitive recreation and outstanding natural features were considered during multiple
| use tradeoifs. The concern that could not be addressed without further information was the impact of
: surface facilities on the wild horse herd, the reason for the study.

Response
No. No.

17 86
18 86

benefit cost ratio.
19 86 Saline seep areas for sediment control are not proposed.
20 86

i

21 A10

Chapter 4.
22 A10

applied to existing leases through this plan.
23 A10
24 A10

, mitigation would make coal mining very expensive.
25 A10
i document).
26 | A13, 59
27 C9, C10,
10, 73

262).

appropriate’” coal tracts for leasing.
28 51 !
29 59
30 60

I 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-
tion for leasing may be modified.
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Table 3. Responses to Public Comments—Continued

Response

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

141

OIL AND GAS MANAGEMENT

59

59

59

59

59

62

64, 72, 73,
76

64, 76, 90

64,71, 72,
76, 78,
81, 82,
83, 87,
90

64

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 leve! 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 2,800 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 move 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 economic 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

Response
No.

Commenter
No.

Response

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

64, 72, 78,
81,87
64, 71, 81

7

71

7

71,82

7

71,76

72,76

76

76

76, 78, 81,
82, 87

77,78, 81,
82, 90

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-1. 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 dependlng 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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Response
No.

Commente
No.

Response

55

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

63

64

65
66

67

68

78

78, 81

81

: 82

82
g2

82, 87

83, 91

87

87

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.

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 inciuded 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-1, 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, inciuding 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

| 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 BLM 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 125-foot 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
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-1, Draft RM_P 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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70

14!

No.

No.

Response

59

|73

i The Gunnison River corridor would be managed as a VRM Class Il area. Any mineral materials sales or
free use permits would have to meet the VRM 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 management areas were evaluated for mineral material disposal potential and impacts to
those sites from development. Areas were closed using those criteria.

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

72

73

74

C9

83, N

84

|

i 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 | 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
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

75

76

77

+ 73

73

73

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
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

78

79

80

81

82

83

A5

AS
A5
| A5
A5

A5

T

l 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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84

85

86

87

88

89

89A

90

91

92

93

94

94A

| . .
. Commenter

No.

Response

44

44

44

51

. 51

51

51

51

51, 62

51

51

51

51

| 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 financia! support of programs such as through the nongame
state income tax checkoff can only help to increase the focus of habitat management upon nongame
(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 probabiy 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. /nfluence of grazing on plant succession of rangelands. The Bot. Rev. 26(1): 1-78).

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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95

96

97

98
99

100

101

102

103

104

105
106

107

108

109

62

62

62

62

62

62

62

62

62

i 70

70
73

| 86

86

86

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 100-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 11930 (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; Plaleau—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—1.5; 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 Wildlite 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 Valley Desert Watershed Management Plan
has been completed. This document outlines most of the specific projects planned in the desert area.
Also, see response 101.
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THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES MANAGEMENT
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110 A13
111 22, 40, 62,

73
112 | 22

|
113 22
114 i 20
115 22
[

116 22
117 22
118 22
119 51
120 51

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 EIS 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 16th 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 fand. 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 BMP. 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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51

51

51

51
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51
51
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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 Wildiife 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).

Astragalus 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.

i 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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148
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. We are communicating with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Grand Junction) on raptor surveys that may

v 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 Environmental 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

154

155

156

157

158

A5

A5

C9o

62

| 73, 86

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
(see p. 44, draft RMP EIS, Livestock Management).
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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 BLM, 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

159

160

161

162

163

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 2-11 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

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

164

165

166

167
168

Commenter
No.

A5

A19, 26

62

68

68

At4

59, 84

70, 75, 84

70

70

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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169

170

171

172

Commenter
No.

Response

||70
|

75

84

84

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

173

174

175

176

177

A6
A7, 17

A9

i A13, A4,

59

A13, A16,
C1, Cs,
cs, C11,
C14,
C18, 3,
7,14, 15,
20, 27,
28, 35,

39,45,
47, 53,
56, 59,
75,79

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, 1983. 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 Gongressional
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 BLM 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
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c10

C10

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

51

51, 62

51

55

59

75

| 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.

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 Il 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.

Under 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...”

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 lll 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

188

189

190

29

56

59

1

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.

Under BLM policy (8400) the VRM Class | designation is generally used only in special designation areas
where strict preservation of natural landscape character is appropriate and necessary to meet special
are management goals (e.g., wilderness areas, wild and scenic river corridors, some outstanding natural
areas). Not all wilderness study areas were recommended for wilderness designation in the Preferred
Alternative.

The VRM Class Il designation along the bottom of Unaweep Canyon is intended to accommodate
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.

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE MANAGEMENT

191

192

193

194

195

196

A15, 92

A15, 11, 23

C9

29

57

62

The draft RMP EIS has been changed to clarify how proposed competitive off-road vehicle (ORV) events
would be handied 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 &pen areas in other parts of the western U.S. All
three of the open areas respond to the needs and cohvenience 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 cross-country 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 8372.061). However, signs will be placed in some areas based on

i 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 avaitable 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 ORY 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
boundaries. Your comment will be considered 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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197

198

199

68

73

73

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.

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

=

200

201

202

203

some protection from public vehicle related resource damage.

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT

A1, A2, A8,
A7

A3

AB, 66

A13, A14,
A186, C1,
C2, C10,
C11,
C14,
C16, 3,
9, 14,17,
20, 27,
28, 35,
36, 38,
39, 41,
45, 47,
53, 55,

56, 75

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 benetficial impact to
the National Wilderness Preservation System. Closure of the WSAs to motorized rockhounding would
also help prevent unauthorized removal of paleontological and archaeclogical 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 218.

The Preferred Alternative suitability recommendations for Dominguez Canyon have been changed (see
Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). A total of 17,263 acres, primarily along the
Gunnison River and Escalante Creek, formerly recommended as nonsuitable are now recommended as
suitable. The new recommendations are 2,232 acres nonsuitable and 73,568 acres suitable.
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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 Guich 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.

204 A13, At4, The primary reason for the nonsuitability recommendations in these WSAs is potential loss of high mineral
C2, 9, values. The Demaree Canyon and Little Book Cliffs WSAs contain KGSs, are considered prospectively
14, 25, valuable for oil and gas, have high development potential for oil and gas, and contain known coal
27, 35, deposits. BLM estimates that the Demaree Canyon WSA contains 125.3 million short tons of coal and
39, 47, 21,050 acres of high potential oil and gas lands. The Little Book Cliffs WSA contains 349 million short
59, 84 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.

205 A14, A16, BLM acknowledges the significant scenic, geologic and natural values present in The Palisade WSA. The
B1, C10, unit’s ecological diversity and geologic history were major considerations in designating a part of the
C11, WSA as an outstanding natural area (ONA) in the Grand Junction Draft RMP EIS. Based on strong
C12, public support for protection of The Palisade’s values (through wilderness designation) and BLM's
C14, 14, reevaluation of the geographic extent of these values in The Palisade WSA, the ONA boundaries have
25, 27, been expanded from 1,920 acres to 19,178 acres (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this
28, 30, document). The expanded boundaries generally follow those identified in the Wilderness Manageability
35, 38, Alternative, Appendix I, Grand Junction Draft RMP EIS.

39, 40,
45, 53,
56, 59,
65, 75

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 zoologica! 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
i 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.

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 lega! 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 |, 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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T i
Response . Commenter ;
No. ; No.

1

Response

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 sfill 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 prevent duplication of
management designations.

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 .

206 Al4 See draft RMP EIS, page 270. See also response 204.

207 B1 i The 1964 Wilderness Act 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.

208 C2, C8, 13, | The cherry-stemmed road to the arches was recommended to facilitate recreational day use in the

! 59,75 Rattlesnake Canyon/Pollock 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

i from the Rattlesnake Canyon Arches and does not directly impact the arches.

i Although this road and trailhead do present some management problems, BLM believes the wilderness

i values can still be maintained while enhancing recreation use of the unit.

209 C3 A 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.

210 'Cc8s 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
i Bang's, Rough, Hunter and Garvey Canyons. See also responses 26 and 205.

211 : C8 Bang'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 fack 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.

In reference to the comment on South Shale Ridge, see response 205.

212 c10 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.
213 C11, 30 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 Gongressional action. No
authority presently exists to study the U.S. Forest Service land for wilderness.

214 C14 The primary 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 2 All the wilderness areas were evaluated for mineral potential by either the U.S. Geological Survey or the
BLM.
216 2 After eight years of debate, Congress passed the Wilderness Act in 1964. In 1976, Congress passed the

Federal Land Policy and Management Act. It mandated that BLM review all public land it administers
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.

217 3,7,12, See responses 204 and 205.

18, 20,
36
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Response

218

219

220
221

222

223
224

225

226

227

228

229

15

19
24

25, 27 53,
39

28
29, 43

53

53

56

56

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 /nterim Management Policy and Guidefines 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 1880 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
determcijne if the existing withdrawals are compatible with wilderness determination. See page 360 of
Appendix |.

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
probiem 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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230

231

232

233

234

235

236

237

238
239

59

59

59, 75

59

59

59

59

62

84
86

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 Knowie's Canyon were proposed to provide for legal access into
the respective WSAs. Specifics of traithead 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

240

241

C10, 22

{22

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

242

243

A12, A18,
24, 29,
51, 59,
62

A13, 56,
59, C9,
29 59

The text has been changed (see changes to Draft RMP EIS section in this document). Lands along the
Gunnison and Colorado Rivers that were identified for disposal have been placed in a cooperative
management agreement (CMA) category. Tract 416 has been placed in a retention category because it
is within the Colorado Scenic River Study Area (see Changes to Draft RMP EIS section, Map Changes,
in this document).

| 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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244

245

246

247
248

249

250

251

252

253

254

255

256

257

258

259

260

A13, 56, 59

C9, 29, 56,
59

C9, 29, 59

C10
C10, 56, 59

16

16

i 16

16

16

16

17
. 22, 40, 44,

51, 62,
73
23

24

24

29

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 RMP 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.

i 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 fand 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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iComnwnmr
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261 29
262 37
263 37, 44
264 37
265 37 ,
266 37 ;
267 37
268 37
269 51
270 51
271 51
272 51
273 51, 62
274 51
275 56
276 57
277 59
278 | 59
279 59
280 62
281 62
282 62

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

i contains the acquisition criteria that will be used to identify suitable private lands for acquisition.

i 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-1 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.

=gSee 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 iry 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

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

No. No. | Response
283 67 |
retention or disposal.

284 68

285 74

- _ .. management.

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

286 A5

: The analysis of environmental impacts includes only those elements likely to be significantly affected by
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

288

289

290

291

202

293

294

295

296

297

208

85

CAT1
17

I34

51

51

51
54, 61, 63,
85

57
62

62

64

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.

BLM 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
value for the access and enter into an easement to protect the rights of the landowner.
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PUBLIC UTILITIES MANAGEMENT

299

300
301

302

22

51

78

84

Sensitive plant locations, Cryptantha elata 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

303
304

305

306

307

37
68

73

86

86

The methodology for developing the emphasis areas is described in detail in Appendix A, draft RMP EIS.
Qil 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.

It 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. .

Decisions 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
response to comments or internal review by BLM.
The large number of changes listed is due to the
ripple effect of several major changes (those listed
in the Introduction section). While every effort was
made to catalogue effects of these major changes,
there may nevertheless be instances where a re-
sultant change was not noted. Any change noted
once, however, should be considered as applicable
in all instances when the affected resource is dis-

TEXT CHANGES

Table 4 shows text changes made in response to
public comments. Changes are arranged by re-
source, chapter number, paragraph and sentence
number.

cussed.

Table 4. Text Changes to Draft RMP EIS

Location of Change

Change

LOCATABLE MINERALS MANAGEMENT

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

Page 28, Table 2-3, Open to location, PA
column

Page 28, Table 2-3, Closed to location,
item “b”, PA column

Page 29, Table 2-3, item ‘1.
column

Page 29, Table 2-3, Total, PA column

Page 29, Table 2-3, Total Existing and
Additional Withdrawals, PA column

Page 29, Table 2-3, Total Existing and
Additional Withdrawals

Page 28, Table 2-3, footnote

a.”, PA

Page 418, first column

Change “CA” to “PA.”

! Change “1,180,881" to “1,163,628"

Change *154,067" to “171,320"
Change ‘56,315 to “73,568"

Change “154,067" to *“171,320"
Change “278,510" to "295,763"

Add a footnote “b” behind the totals for this entry, i.e., 192,843 124,843°, 566,062",
and 295,763".

Add a footnote “b” following footnote “a”; “*This includes 24,480 acres covered under
PL 359.”

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.”

Page 30, Table 2-4, item “b. 4.”, CA and
PA columns

Page 201, second column, Impacts from
Coal Management, second paragraph,
third sentence

Page 201, second column, Impacts from
Coal Management, third paragraph, first
sentence

COAL MANAGEMENT
Change %0 to “'424,421"

Add at the beginning of this sentence: “In the short term,”

Delete the phrase *(identified as unsuitable).”

OIL AND GAS MANAGEMENT

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

Page 31, Table 2-5, Total, PA column

Page 31, Table 2-5, Closed to leasing, PA
column

Page 35, Table 2-6, Visual Resource Man-
agement, Subtotal, PA column, Others

Page 35, Table 2-8, Recreation Resource
Management subsection, The Palisade
ONA entry, third column from right

Page 35, Table 2-6, Recreation Resource :

Management subsection, Subtotal entry,
third column from right

Change “624,701" to “'641,601"

Change “1,309,851" to “1,293,051”
Change “149,087" to "'166,340"

. Change 121,420 to “115,420"

Change “1,920" acres to “19,178” acres.

Change “5,420” to “22,678.”
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Table 4.

Location of Change ' |

Changes to Draft RMP EIS

Text Changes to Draft RMP EIS—Continued

Change

Page 35, Table 2-6, Wilderness Manage-
ment subsection, Dominguez Canyon
entry, fourth column from right .

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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 “56,315" to “73,568.”

Change 149,087 to *166,340.”

Change “0" to “166,340"

Change “149,087" to *'166,340"
Change 131,340 to *'148,598.”
Change **—360,220" to *—354,220"
Change “149,087" to “166,340"
Change 131,340 to "'148,598"

Change “624,201" to “641,601.”
Change “1,309,711" to “*1,293,051."”
Change 149,087 10 *166,340.”

Delete the phrase “BLM 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.

Add the following new paragraph and insert an “x™ 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.”

Begin 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.”

Delete 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 1/4 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.”

Replace 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

Page 38, Table 2-7, Wilderness Study :
Areas entry, (item p), PA column

Change 149,087 to “166,340.”
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Table 4.

Text Changes

Text Changes to Draft RMP EIS—Continued

Location of Change

Change

Page 38, Table 2-7, Total entry, PA column :

Page 65, Table 2-23, Mineral Materials
Management, Closed to sales and free
use permits, item “b”, PA

Page 65, Table 2-23, Mineral Materials
Management, Total, PA

Page 68, Table 2-23, footnotes 2 and 3

Page 418, first column

Change 288,176 to “305,429.”
Change “282,341” to “299,241"

Change “288,176" to “305,429"

Change “149,087" to *166,340" and “45,419" to “47,525,” respectively. Insert the word
“nonsuitable” between ‘“recommended” and “for” in footnote 3.

Add the following new entry: “MINERAL MATERIALS. These minerals include but are
not limited to sand, stone, gravel, pumice, and clay. These minerals are disposed of
under the Mineral Sales Act of 1947 though either sale or free use permits.”

FOREST MANAGEMENT

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 woodtands
unsuitable for management entry, PA

__column

Change “15,717" to “17,167.”

Change 428,840 t0''426,290.”

Change “424,840" to “426,290.”

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Page 39, first column, first paragraph under
Implementation

In the first and second sentences, change ‘‘surface surveys” to ‘“clearances.” In the
third sentence, insert “significant” between the words “Any fossils.”” In the fourth
sentence, insert “{or a diagnostic portion thereof)” between the words "fossils would.”

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT

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

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

Pages 95, 98, 100, 101, 102, 104, 106,

and 108 under Wildlife

Page 124, second column, last paragraph

Page 208, second column, first full para-
graph

Page 282, Table F-4, Bang’s-Dominguez,
fourth column

Page 282, Table F-4, Wilderness, Priority

column
Page 418, between sixth and seventh en-
tries

Under CCMA column, change “761,043” to “1,020,783.” Under the ProA column,
change *731,697” to “729,137.” Under the PA column, change *1,011,859” to
*1,010,389.”

Change the numbers “792,033” and “1,018,059” to “1,051,773” and “1,016,589”"
respectively.

Delete the sentence that concern maintaining ripariang habitat to favor the tallest native
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.”

Change the numbers ““11,400,” “1,000,” “25,400,” and "“2,800” to *12,800,” “850,"
*25,700,” and “2,750" respectively.

Change “big game population games” to ‘‘big game population goals.”

Change acres from “133,035” to ““131,565.”
Change the priority from “15" to *“16.”
~ Add: “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 volition.”

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES MANAGEMENT

Page 43, first column, Threatened and En-
dangered Species Management, be-
tween first and second paragraphs

Add a new paragraph: ‘Under all alternatives, stipulations to protect the areas of
concentration of bald eagles, peregrine falcons, and two federally listed cacti would be
added to permits in these areas.’
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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 triglochidiatus inermis.”

Add the scientific name to this entry: "Lygodesmia doforesensis.”

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: “Astragalus lutosus.”
Add the scientific name to this entry: “ Thalictrum heliophilum.”

Add the scientific name to this entry: “Astragalus linifolius.”

. 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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Table 4.

Text Changes

Text Changes to Draft RMP EIS—Continued

Location of Change

Change

Page 175, first column, first paragraph, first
sentence

Page 175, first column, first paragraph, last
sentence

Page 191, first column, second paragraph,
last sentence

Page 209, second column, second para-
graph

Page 209, second column, second para-
graph, first sentence

Page 2089, first column, second paragraph,
last sentence

Page 209, second column, fourth para-
graph

Page 210, first column, fourth paragraph

Page 211, first column, third paragraph,
second sentence

Page 255, first column,
number 2

Page 282, Table F-4, Colorado River entry,
acres column

Page 282, Table F-4, first column following
the Pyramid Rock entry

subparagraph

Page 282, Table F-4, Wilderness entry,
acres column

Page 317, second column, second full

__paragraph, seventh sentence

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.”

Change “may affect the species” to ““may concern the species.”

Delete the phrase “with a very high potential for existence.”

Replace “areas (sites)” with “‘ranges.”

Change “may affect the species” to ‘“might influence the situation of the species.”

Delete this paragraph and replace it with: “Implementing four habitat management plans
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.”

: Add a new sentence to the end of this paragraph: “However, at the time of application

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.”

Change “three wilderness study areas” to ''four wilderness study areas.”

Change “December 15" to “February 15.”

Change acres from “12,136" to "24,272.”

Add the following new entry: “Rough Canyon, 15 (Priority column), 1,470 (Acres column),
Spineless hedgehog cactus, sensitive plant and animal species (Key Species Empha-
sis column).”

Change acres from “102,240" to ““90,104.”

Delete “The order of endangerment for” and ‘“razorback chub” from this 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.”

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

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

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.

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-
graph, second 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.
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Location of Change

Table 4. Text Changes to Draft RMP EIS—Continued

— T

Changes to Draft RMP EIS

Change

Page 50, Table 2-14, Wilderness study
areas entry, (item a), PA column

Page 51, Table 2-14, Class Il (item b) and
undesignated (item d) entries, PA
column

|

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Change “149,087” to “166,340.”

Change 106,879 to *'124,131” and “'838,499” to "821,241.”

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE MANAGEMENT

Page 51, Off-Road Vehicle Management,
Proposed Management Actions, second
column, second full paragraph, first sen-
tence

Page 52, Table 2-15, Closed entry, last
column (PA}

Page 52, Table 2-15, Open entry, last .

column (PA)

Page 52, Table 2-15, Intensive/competitive
use areas, last column (PA)

Page 67, Table 2-23, Off-Road Vehicle
Management subsection, Closed entry,
PA column

Page 105, first column, Off-Road Vehicles,
second to last sentence

Page 105, first column, Off-Road Vehicles

Delete “all alternatives” and replace with “Continuation of Current.Management, Com-
modity and Protection Alternatives.”

Add following the first sentence: “Under the Preferred Alternative, three areas would be
provided for cross-country vehicle use and competitive events.”
Change “159,274" to ““176,527."”

Change “479,870" to “462,612.”
Change “(10,240)” to “(11,240).”

Change 159,274 to *176,527."

Delete the sentence beginning "The area north of I-70..."” and and replace with the
following: “Three areas would be designated open to cross-country vehicle use and
competitive events: (1) The area north of 1-70 and south of the Book Cliffs from the
east branch of 27-1/4 Road (Carpenter Road) east to 32 Road (10,240 acres); (2) A
600-acre area on the east side of 25 road about 1-1/2 miles north of the Highiine
Canal, and (3) A 400-acre area on the east side of 18 Road immediately north of
where 18 Road crosses the Highline Canal.

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
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.”

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT

Page 53, Table 2-16, Dominguez Canyon
entry, PA column

Page 53, Table 2-16, Total entry, PA
column

Page 62, Table 2-20, Gross Total and
Total entries at bottom of table, PA
column

Page 64, Table 2-22, Full entry, PA column |

Page 67, Table 2-23, Visual Resource
Management subsection, Class | entry,
PA column

Page 67, Table 2-23, Wilderness Manage-
ment, Recommended as suitable for wil-
derness, Black Ridge Canyons, Black
Ridge Canyons West,
Canyon, and Total entries, PA column

Page 101, second column, fourth full para-
graph, first sentence

Page 215, second column, first paragraph,
last sentence

Dominguez ;

| Change “56,315" suitable (S) to “73,568” and "19,495" nonsuitable (NS) to “2,232.”

Change *149,087” suitable (S) to *“166,340” and “94,688" nonsuitable (NS) to
“77,425."

Change “272,737" to “307,258" and *'267,737" to “302,258,” respectively.

Change “976,790" to "959,890."
Change "154,200" to *171,460.”

Change “19,830,” *'54,470,” 56,315, and “149,087” to “19,595,” "'54,342," *73,568,”
and ''166,340,” respectively.

Change “149,087 acres” to “166,340 acres”; change ‘“(54,342 acres)” to ‘(47,907
acres)”’; change 56,315 acres)” to (73, 568 acres)".

Delete “‘unless mineral development takes place.”
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Text Changes to Draft RMP EIS—Continued

Location of Change

Change

Page 215, second column, third paragraph,
first sentence

Page 218, 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 séntence

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 |-3, The Palisade WSA,
Wilderness, Preferred column, second
sentence

Page 312, Table I-3, The Palisade WSA,
Oil and Gas, Preferred column

Page 313, Table I-3, The Palisade WSA,
Recreation, Preferred column

Page 313, Table I-3, Dominguez Canyon 5

WSA, Forestry, Preferred column

Page 314, Table 1-3, 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, '
J

first sentence

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 /(148,087 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," “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
Guich/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 “..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
ORYV 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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Table 4.

Changes to Draft RMP EIS

Text Changes to Draft RMP EIS—Continued

Location of Change

Change

Page 390, first and second columns, Pre-
ferred Alternative Impacts

Page 396, first column, first paragraph

Page 396, first column, third paragraph,
second, third, and fourth sentences

Page 396, first column, last paragraph, first
sentence

Page 396, first column, last paragraph,
second and third sentences !

Page 396, second column, third paragraph

Page 396, second column, fourth para-
graph, first sentence

Page 396, second column, fourth para-
graph, third and fourth sentences

Page 396, second column, last paragraph,
first sentence

Page 407, first column, last paragraph, first
sentence

Page 407, second column, second para-
graph, first sentence

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 Qil and Gas. The area would be open to oil and gas leasing except the
ONA would be protected by a no surface accupancy 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 Il. 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.

Insert “major” between “a” and “portion of.” Change (56,315 acres)” to “(73,568
acres).”

- 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.”

Delete 6,522 acres™ and replace with “7,972 acres.”

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.”

Delete these sentences.

Delete “(56,305 acres)” and replace with *(73,568).”

Change 75,000 acres” to “75,800.”

Delete 6,522 acres” and replace with 7,972 acres.”

SP

Page 55, Table 2-17, first column, Pro-
posed for ACEC Designation (item g),

ECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS MANAGEMENT
Change acreage from 0" to *1,520.”

PA column
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Table 4.

Text Changes

Text Changes to Draft RMP EIS—Continued

Location of Change

Change

Page 55, Table 2-17, first column, Pro-
posed for ACEC Designation, Total, PA
column

Page 55, Table 2-17, first column, Pro-
posed for RNA Designation

Page 55, Table 2-17, first column, Pro-

posed for ONA Designation

Page 55, Table 2-17, Proposed for ONA

Designation, last entry

Page 55, Table 2-17, first column, Pro- :

Change acreage from 0" to **1,520."

Insert "‘and ACEC” between the words “RNA" and ‘‘Designation.”
Insert “‘and ACEC" between the words “ONA" and *'Designation.”
Change “'(scenic values)” to “(natural, geologic, and scenic values).”

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),

PA column

Page 67, Table 2-23, first column, Pro-
posed for RNA Designation

Page 67, Table 2-23, first column, Pro-
posed for ONA Designation

Page 67, Table 2-23, Special Management :

Areas, last entry (item a)

Page 67, Table 2-23, Special Management :

Areas, last entry (item a), PA column
Page 108, second column, Special Man-
agement Areas

| butterfiies.”

Page 56, first column, end of first full para-
graph before subheading “Acquisition”

Page 56, Table 2-18, Disposal, items “a”
and *‘b”, PA column

Page 56, Table 2-18, Proposed Manage-
ment Actions

Page 56, Table 2-18, columns 2, 3, 4, and

5 opposite the new category “Coopera- r

tive Management Agreements”

Page 56, second column, second para-
graph under Implementation, end of
second sentence

Page 56, second column, third paragraph

Page 57, first column,
second sentence

Page 68, Table 2-23, Land Tenure, Dispos-
al category, items “a” and “b”, PA

column

last paragraph,

Insert “and ACEC” between the words “RNA" and ‘‘Designation.”
Insert ““and ACEC” between the words “ONA" and ““Designation.”
Change “(scenic values)” to “(natural, geologic, and scenic values).”
Change acreage from 1,920 to “19,178.”

Delete this paragraph and replace with the following: “The Palisade (19,178 acres)
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 | while the remainder
of the ONA would be managed as a VRM Class I. 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
(37 acres) would continue to be designated a research natural area to protect rare

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENT

Add a new category: ‘“Cooperative Management Agreement. Under the Preferred
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.

' “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.”

Change *“27,956 acres to 24,998 and “155” fracts to **140.”

Add a new entry: “Cooperative Management Agreements. a. Acres. b. Tracts.”

~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.

Add: “Withdrawals such as Bureau of Reclamation withdrawals, oil shale withdrawals,
and public water reserves would have to be revoked or modified by the holding
agency prior to disposai of any encumbered tracts.”

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.”

Change “27,956" acres to “24,998" acres.

i Change the acres from 27,956 and **155” to ‘24,998' and ‘140, respectively.
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Changes to Draft RMP EIS

Table 4. Text Changes to Draft RMP EIS—Continued

Location of Change ! Change

Page 68, Table 2-23, Land Tenure Add the following new entry: “Cooperative Management Agreement. a. acres, b.

tracts.”
Page 68, 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-
ment’”

Page 105, second column, Areas Gd: Em- | Change “155" tracts to 140" and “27,956" acres to *'24,998."
phasis on Land Disposal, last paragraph
on page, first sentence

Page 106, first column, first partial para-
graph, second line

Change “known not” to “‘not known.”

PUBLIC UTILITIES MANAGEMENT

I

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- |
tive plant species, PA column, Sensitive
column

Page 61, Table 2-20, first column, Threat-
ened and Endangered Species, Cryp-
tantha elata site, PA column, Sensitive
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 ,
column ;

Page 62, Table 2-20, Recreation Resource . Change *1,920” to “19,178.”
Management subsection, The Palisade
ONA, PA column, Unsuitable column

Page 62, Table 2-20, Wilderness Manage- | Change “56,305” to 73,568."
ment, Dominguez Canyon entry, PA
column, unsuitable

Page 62, Table 2-20, first column, Land | Change acreage from “27,956" to *24,998."”
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 .
column, Sensitive column :

Page 62, Table 2-20, first column, Land | Change acreage from 531,524 to “610,054.”
Tenure Adjustments, Total, PA column,
Sensitive column’

Page 68, Table 23, Public Utilities Manage- | Change acreage from “531,524" t0 “610,054.”
ment, Suitability Recommendations, Sen-
sitive (item b), PA column

Change acreage from “0” to “3,700.”

FIRE MANAGEMENT

Page 64, Table 2-22, Wilderness entry, PA | Change 149,087" 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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MAP 3
WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT
REVISED DOMINGUEZ CANYON WSA BOUNDRY
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This section consists of text and map corrections to

ERRATA

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)

Draft RMP EIS Page Number

)

Change

COAL MANAGEMENT

Page 117, Table 3-3, Book Cliffs subsec-
tion, Carbonera entry, thickness column

Page 150, second column, Impacts from
QOil and Gas

Change “7.5-3.5" to “7.5-8.5"

Deiete last sentence in first paragraph and replace with following: “Coal resource
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
considered.”

OIL AND GAS MANAGEMENT

Page 106, first column, Qil 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

Add to end of first sentence: , or appropriate stipulations.”

Following “Colorado Archaeological Society” add “Rocky Mountain Qil and Gas Asso
ciation” and “Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States.”

Add “(Table C-1)" 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 25-year
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.

“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.”

165



Errata

Table 5. Errata (Corrections to Text)—Continued

Change

Draft RMP EIS Page Number

Page 245, Table C-1, left column, General,
first paragraph

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

Page 269, Stipulations, number 15

{
Second sentence following the words “over the,” change “distributed” to “disturbed.”

Third sentence, change “to a depth of 3 inches” to “deeper than the depth to be
stripped.”’

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.”

. 9.“__"’1‘.‘_99“15" to “14.”

Page 241, first column, number 17

FOREST MANAGEMENT

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.”

Page 423

i 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

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

Change “VRM Class I to “VBRM Class 11.”

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

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

Change

Page 98, second column, fifth full para- ’:

graph (Off-Road Vehicles), third sen-
tence

Page 105, first column, third full paragraph
(Off-Road Vehicles)

Insert “and Demaree Canyon (21,050 acres)” between *“(13,440 acres)” and “‘would be
closed.”

Add at the end of this paragraph: “The Lands End area (6,400 acres) would be closed
from December 1 to June 1 to protect big game winter range.”

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Page 107, first column, Visual Resources

Page 108, second column, second full
paragraph (Visual Resources), third sen-
_lence

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).”

Insert the following between “(8,960 acres)” and “would be": “and the area around The
Palisade (16,000 acres).”

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENTS

Page 56, first column, end of first partial
paragraph

Map 5

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.”

NEY:NEY Sec. 17, T.10S., R.97W. shows as public land (yellow) but should show as
private land (white)

FIRE MANAGEMENT

Page 64, Table 2-22, PA 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

Replace “976,790" and “107,880" with “1."

Add the following footnote: “1The 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
Offices.”

Change “976,790" and “108,233" to “14."

Add footnote '+ “*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

Draft RMP EIS Page Number

i

Change

Page 100, second column, Fire

Page 101, second column, Fire

Page 102, second column, Fire

Page 104, first column, Fire

Page 105, second column, Fire

Page 1086, first column, Fire

Page 107, second column, Fire

Page 108, 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
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 tandscape 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

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
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
tall conifers; or (3) to improve forage conditions for livestock in areas to be burned
under prescribed conditions.”

MAP CORRECTIONS

Maps 13 through 15 are corrections to Map 5,

Draft RMP EIS.
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MAP 14

TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT
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MAP 15

TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT
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