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BY ELECTRONIC MAIL
February 15, 2013

Juan Palma

Utah State Director

Bureau of Land Management
440 West 200 South, Suite 500
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101-1345

Re:  February 2013 Oil and Gas Lease Sale and Wilderness Character of Coyote
Wash Area

Director Palma,

The Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance (SUWA) happared a thorough wilderness character
submission of the Coyote Wash area in southeabliatm Please find that submission
accompanying this letter. Because this wildermbssacter submission contains significant new
information that the Bureau of Land Management (Blbds not considered previously, the
BLM should withdraw parcels 246, 247, 248, 249,,288), 252, and 253 and withdraw, or
modify slightly to exclude wilderness charactemgess 201, 254, and 255 from the proposed
February 2013 oil and gas lease sale. These pareetlap with this identified area of
wilderness characteristics.

The BLM’s past wilderness character inventoriethef Coyote Wash region were only cursory
assessments of the area. As SUWA'’s wildernesactersubmission demonstrates, this region
satisfies the qualifying requirements of both thiédéfness Act and BLM Manual 6310.

SUWA'’s wilderness character submission constitatgsificant new information for three
reasons. One, the boundaries and cherry-sterhssadrea are different than that of the BLM’s
1979, 2007, and 2013 reviews. The major humansidns identified in those previous reviews
are excluded from this present proposal. Two, B& bast wilderness character reviews failed to
acknowledge or consider the Colorado BLM's ideaéfion of wilderness character in Coyote
Wash on the Colorado side of the canyon. The &oWwadsh wilderness character area
submission prepared by SUWA is contiguous to tgenay-identified wilderness character area
in Colorado. Finally, this submission includestbe-ground photographic and documentation
and narrative descriptions of the wilderness cliarag the area and the insignificance of the
few human-related disturbances in that area. iffismation overrides the improper aerial-
photography-based analysis previously preparethé Bt M.
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In order to fully comply with the BLM’s obligationsnder the Federal Land Policy Management
Act, BLM Manual 6310, and the National EnvironméRalicy Act the agency should withdraw
from consideration parcels 246, 247, 248, 249, 25Q, 252, and 253 and withdraw, or modify
slightly to exclude wilderness character, parcéls, 254, and 255 in the February 2013 oil and
gas lease sale.

| appreciate your consideration of this materRlease feel free to contact me with any questions
or concerns that you might have regarding this enatt

Sincerely,
/s/ David Garbett

David Garbett
Staff Attorney



Coyote Wash Wilderness Character Unit

A. Coyote Wash Wilderness Character Unit Boundary Mip and GIS Data

The Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance (SUWA) follsnaubmits
substantial new information regarding the wildemeisaracteristics of the Coyote Wash
unit, including several detailed maps (AttachmesE)) photographic documentation of
the scenic values of the area (Attachment B) artiepotential impacts or lack of
impacts and naturalness, and a detailed analykis ke efforts to assist the Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) in meeting its mandates utidei~ederal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA) 88 201 and 202. This infation is precisely the sort of
“citizen-submitted information” that the BLM mustwiew under its own manual
(Manual 6310). As that manual explains, BLM isuieed to maintain an inventory of
wilderness characteristics and this obligationtexXisegardless of past inventory.”
Manual 6310.06.A. SUWA asks that the BLM revievs tinformation and fully consider
the wilderness resource that does exist withifbgote Wash area and utilize this
information in correctly identifying the presendemlderness characteristics.

The detailed information and maps contained inghlsmission provide the Moab
BLM with significant new information regarding tleetent of a wilderness resource and
wilderness characteristics present within the Cewwash wilderness character unit.
This information is provided to the BLM for the wpuing February 2013 oil and gas
lease sale and informs the environmental analysgmped for that lease sale: the Moab
Field Office, February 2013 Oil and Gas Lease Jatwjronmental Assessment DOI-
BLM-UT-Y010-2012-0190-EA (Sept. 2012), and the Moelio Field Office, February

2013 Oil and Gas Lease Sale, Environmental Assegdb@|-BLM-UT-Y020-2012-



0038-EA (Sept. 2012). This new wilderness charanfermation supplements BLM's
current information regarding this area. As pdrthis wilderness character submission,
BLM must evaluate this new information prior to uigscoming February oil and gas lease
sale. SUWA also provides the BLM with an update® @ata file, in ARC View format,
that represents the data (boundaries) for the @dWatsh wilderness character unit.

B. Detailed Narrative — Coyote Wash Wilderness Chaxcter Unit
1. Area Description

The Coyote Wash wilderness character unit, as gtéais located along the
Colorado/Utah state boundary and includes landsagethby the Moab field office of
the BLM. While not known extensively by the visdi public, this landscape consists of
many of the redrock features that are present@mdd throughout southeast Utah.
Containing multiple deep and incised canyons exi#itis wilderness character area
including the main landscape feature of Coyote Waghits many side canyons of
Snyder Water Canyon, Lisbon Canyon, Bullhorn Canyast Coyote Wash, Spring
Canyon, and Horsethief Canyon, the lands remauralan appears inside the unit
boundaries. See Photographs #1-7. These dramaticigged landscape features are not
easily seen from Highway 191 to the west or Highwéyo the north. Elevations range
from 7,200 feet in the north and higher locatian$,600 at Coyote Wash as it enters
Colorado. Extensive locations are covered by gguinuniper forest cover, with large
expansive benches consisting of sage and natigsega Canyons display several
riparian areas that include willow and cottonworaks. See Photograph #3. The
naturalness and vastness of the landscape cab@sigen, and evaluated, by entering
along one of the many dirt routes that enter tiggore Natural characteristics do indeed

exist despite the many human impact features tivabisnd the Coyote Wash area and



that have been noted in past BLM reviews. Todagre remains a large core area devoid
of significant human impacts and locations whergdantact areas are absent of any
human features at all. See Photographs #1-7. pragent naturalness has yet been fully
indentified by BLM, either in the late 1970’s teetimore recent cursory reviews in 2007
and again in 2013.

The Coyote Wash area was first assessed by Blikkitate 1970’s as UT-060-
140. See Attachment D. However, BLM’s inventorgaappeared to sweep in many
human impacts along the periphery of the wild adrthis region. As a result, it did not
recommend the landscape for further wildernessveviThis nearly thirty-three-year-old
cursory wilderness review failed to make warrariiedndary adjustments that could
have resulted on a more thorough and detailed mié$s character inventory of a core
wild area that includes Coyote Wash and is mang s&hyon features.

The next known wilderness character review of #nesa took place in 2007 when
the Moab BLM was revising its resource managemkamt. pSee Attachment D. The
wilderness character review, like the 1970’s reyidaes not appear to have involved
adequate on-the-ground visits of this region. Battine BLM performed a less-than-
thorough review with GIS data and aerial photogsapimce again concluding none of the
landscape possessed wilderness characteristi¢act)nn the 2007 wilderness character
review, BLM noted that there may have been a cora that was free of significant
impacts, but the area was of insufficient size emage as a stand-alone unit. This too
failed to accurately identify the wilderness resauthat was and is now indeed present
within the center of this region as well as somés$ide canyons. Furthermore, instead

of performing a more in-depth field review, BLM aaed to skip the identification



guestion and focus instead on a manageability mi@tation. However, such a questions
does not address whether this area possess witdecharacter.

Finally, apparently in conjunction with the Febryp&013 oil and gas lease sale,
the BLM produced a one-page Staff Report on theo@Wash wilderness character
area on January 31, 2013. See Attachment D. répwt is a summary of a prior
inventory and staff member visits to the regiomisTreport noted that the other BLM
staff reported that the potential lease parcel&weected by existing roads, and were
not in a condition to posses wilderness charatiesis There appears to be no
documentation of this wilderness character evatnato photographs of the routes in
guestion, and no evaluation forms or attemptséatifly if some or portions of the
evaluation area may retain a wilderness resourfbes report contains no information
regarding where these BLM staffers visited or wioates they found detrimental to
wilderness character. Further, BLM's recent extimeseview of 2011 GIS-
incorporated aerial photos is a good desk exetoibelp identify potential lands that
may have a wilderness resource but is not defmitiv this case, these aerial
photographs have been misleading regarding theemiéss character of the Coyote
Wash area.

As SUWA will highlight and detail throughout thiglsmission, these previous
wilderness character reviews have been inadequdtbave overlooked important
information. BLM has yet to identify the importanild core of the Coyote Wash area.

See Photographs #1-7.



2. Wilderness Characteristics

a. Size

The Coyote Wash wilderness character unit, as gtéahhere, is approximately
17,500 acres of contiguous Utah BLM public landj #mus meets the minimum 5,000-
acre size requirement of the Wilderness Act Se@ia)(3) and BLM Manual 6310.
Further, the Coyote Wash wilderness character asisubmitted, is not a stand-alone
unit as Moab BLM noted in its March 2007 cursoryiesv. During the Moab BLM 2007
review, the Coyote Wash wilderness character uag,\and is today, contiguous to an
exceptionally large natural area in Colorado. 8itiee 2007 review, Colorado BLM has
recently identified wilderness characteristics aatlies up to the Colorado/Utah state
line. See Colorado BLM, Tres Rios Field Officenda with Wilderness Characteristics
(identifying wilderness character in Coyote Wagsinfrthe state boundary east in unit
C0-030-290H)available at

http://www.blm.gov/co/st/en/fo/sjplc/land_use_plamgilwc_inventory.htmklast visited

on Feb. 14, 2013); Colorado BLM, Tres Rios Fieldicg Document of BLM
Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Finding of &ég¢ Unit CO-030-290available at

http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/co/fieloffices/san juan public lands/doc

uments/lwc.Par.9208.File.dat/Lower_Dolores_LWC _hteey%206x.pdflast visited

Feb. 14, 2013). This new situation alone repressighificant new information
compelling BLM to perform a new wilderness charaetesessment on the contiguous
BLM lands in Utah. In total, there are well oved®0 acres of contiguous BLM lands
associated with entire Coyote Wash (Lower Dolorasyon Lands with Wilderness
Character (LWC)) wilderness character unit, whiohtains the Dolores Canyon

Wilderness Study Area as well.



b. Naturalness

The Wilderness Act of 1964 Section 2(c)(1), stdétes a qualifying area
“generally appears to have been affected primasilyhe forces of nature, with the
imprint of man’s work substantially unnoticeableBLM Manual 6310 further describes
BLM'’s naturalness evaluation for areas. When dmreectly and with significant and
several cumulative impact areas being excluded th@wnit boundaries properly, the
Coyote Wash wilderness character unit meets th@nesticriteria for naturalness.
Overwhelmingly, natural values do indeed remain thiglcharacteristic is easily
discernable and present when viewed from any nusmueicountless vantage points
within the area. See Photographs #1-7. The appe@ of naturalness is demonstrated
to those who visit this unit and undisputedly windiserved along one of the many
canyon rims or deep within a canyon system thatidata the landscape. Natural
processes, rather than the work of man, continlee tthe dominant force in the area,
thereby maintaining the Coyote Wash wildernessastar unit's outstanding natural
character.

To emphasize, the wilderness character unit baieglaf Coyote Wash in this
submission is significantly different than the ar&L.M assessed in 1979, 2007, and in
2013 These differences result from recent boundary adjeists that exclude many
noticeable impact areas along the periphery ofahdscape’s northern, western and
southern areas. These adjustments include signtflmoundary modifications and a few
cherry-stemmed routes from the lands BLM has regtefor a wilderness resource in the

past three reviews. Further, for the lands witbayote Wash wilderness character unit,



many of the significant human features noted by BhNhe three reviews are now
outside the proposed boundaries and do not ddtoantthe naturalness the unit retains.

We would recommend the following steps to the MB&aM in assessing the
natural appearance and naturalness of this landstapthe area submitted here today as
the Coyote Wash wilderness character unit.

First, confirm the recent wilderness characterawwthat was performed by the
Tres Rios BLM on the Lower Dolores Canyon LWC. Aolledge that the Lower
Dolores Canyon LWC was identified to the Coloradafstate line. (Note: the
Uncompahgre field office has yet to assess potentiderness characteristics north of
the Tres Rios field office boundary)

Next, evaluate the area directly west of the dtageand acknowledge that
wilderness characteristics and naturalness doearhibtarily end at the state line, but
indeed continues into Moab BLM managed lands. @artmoving west and up Coyote
Wash until a human feature is encountered thatne#ld to be assessed on its impact on
the overall naturalness of the area in questiont éaluation indicates that this may be
the past vehicle route feature labeled as “A” andhbmitted map (“Coyote Wash
Wilderness Character Unit Boundary Map and Routdufe Labeled ‘A™) at
Attachment C. This feature does not detract froenrtaturalness of the area. Our
evaluation of this feature included a site visitangby we traversed the entire path and
also observed the feature from different vantagetpo The photographs taken during
this on-site field inventory, demonstrate thasiiminor human feature, not a significant
impact on the naturalness of the immediate arsaiwounding landscape. See

Photographs # 1, 6 and 19-25. This way clearlysdm detract from the roadless



character of this area as defined in Manual 634€esit has been improved or maintained
by mechanical means. It is not discernable ortanitially noticeable from countless
locations surrounding the immediate area, nor fobimer locations, whether up on rims

to the west or deep within one of the many canydns not a feature that detracts from
the roadlessness or naturalness of the area. phesegraphs demonstrate that this
feature, although potentially visible from aeriéilogpographs, is not as significant when
viewed from the ground. Moab BLM must performatsn evaluation of this feature,
taking into account the significant new informatjgnovided here and with a highly
recommended site visit opposed to the past deskisgesvaluations.

Next, if BLM concludes, as we did, that this sengbute feature “A” is not a
significant impact individually or in context oféloverall extensive landscape, continue
moving west and up Coyote Wash with a naturalrgesstification. However, if the
BLM were to identify this reclaiming, seldom-usedyas significant feature detracting
from the naturalness of the area, it should utiliie feature as the westernmost boundary
of the contiguous Lower Dolores Canyon LWC and teealuate the remaining lands
west of the way in this submission as a stand-a@mgte Wash wilderness character
unit.

The landscape west of route feature “A” is the cengystem’s central core of the
Coyote Wash wilderness character unit. See Phapbgr#1-6. It is large and expansive,
free of any significant human impacts. The huneaiures that are present on the rims
are not extensively visible, nor are they significen character to justify that the
landscape lacks naturalness. Evaluate the natssbf each of the side canyons,

including Snyder Water Canyon, Lisbon Canyon, BuithCanyon, East Coyote Wash,



Spring Canyon, and Horsethief Canyon. Importaniigre is no human feature,
significant or not, that would affect the naturas®f each canyon confluence or up into
to these natural canyons. Continue up each ragpetitural canyon and include in the
naturalness identification all natural lands.

Next, begin evaluating the mesa tops or rims oheanyon system. While this
is where several human impacts are present, castiould be used in assessing the
effect of relatively minor human impacts on theunalness. See Photographs #9-18 and
35-39 for several typical past human activities had they appear relatively minor
today.

Affected Primarily by Forces of Nature

When this area is experienced by the averagewisite overwhelming
impression is that nature itself has been the aaleitect at work in the Coyote Wash.
See Photographs #1-7. The rich and varied topogrtatt is present within the Coyote
Wash wilderness character unit, one that is blatkby dense pinyon and juniper
vegetation, clearly displays the evolution of natyorocesses unadulterated by
significant human intervention. Expansive viewslistant, largely untrammeled
landscapes further enhance the impression of nagsswithin the unit. Detailed in
greater context below, the Coyote Wash wildernbssacter unit has had all significant
human intrusions excluded from the unit throughateom and boundary adjustments or
by a few cherry-stems. The few remaining humarugitms, primarily the old and
infrequently-used vehicle routes, are now fadeantansignificant degree, and are today
substantially unnoticeable in the unit as a wh@ege Photographs #9-39. Taken

singularly or together, these few faint human fezgudo not impact the area’s naturalness



and impression that the wilderness character miins natural. The region’s rugged
topography and thick vegetation adequately scréese few faint reclaiming human
imprints from view within the immediate area antbtighout the unit. See Photographs
#1-7. Whether the landscape is viewed from a catadtom or ridgeline, only the
forces of nature shape the views.

Human I mpacts

While many areas outside today’s Coyote Wash wileles character unit
boundary display numerous human impacts and festtive lands that remain inside the
current area lack any significant impacts that waldtract from a naturalness
appearance. Further and a result of these signifisoundary adjustments, many of the
human impacts that BLM relied on to exclude thereratrea from being identified for
wilderness values are no longer included withinitiventory unit. This new adjusted
wilderness character unit boundary differs subgliytfrom the information in the
previous BLM reviews.

As mentioned above, all significant impacts thata or are present today have
been either excluded by the boundaries and/or gls¢emmed features. The use of the
current unit boundaries, exclude many BLM land$ tiere part of the BLM’s late
1970’s, 2007, and 2013 reviews and any significapacts within these areas are not
part of the lands within the current Coyote Wasld&ress character unit. We conclude
that BLM should review this new information and rederward on assessing this area as
presented within this wilderness character subwomissi

Below, we will provide substantially new information BLM’s 2007 and 2013

analysis of the Coyote Wash wilderness charactérand where either the situation
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significantly differs or where we have informatitivat is not supported by BLM'’s record.
We will also thoroughly document and describe #we femaining faint and insignificant
features that remain within the unit boundaries lao these have a minimal impact on
the overall impression of naturalness.

BLM’s 2007 Wilderness Character Review
BLM 2007 Commentn the case of Coyote Wash, the proposed areardiiesdjoin any
other area evaluated as possessing wildernessctdrégtcs. As such, it must possess
such characteristics on its own.
SUWA Comment Todayhe Coyote Wash wilderness character unit, as dtduriere
runs along the Colorado/Utah state line and is=floee contiguous to BLM lands
managed by Colorado BLM. This was the situatioB007 when BLM performed its
review and should have been acknowledged. TodayCblorado BLM has identified
wilderness values up to the state line and thia srércluded within the Lower Dolores
Canyon LWC. Today, this represents significant m&armation in which BLM must
assess the Coyote Wash wilderness character irecbom and as being contiguous to

identified BLM wilderness character lands.

BLM 2007 CommentCoyote Wash includes lands that have been heiavggcted by
past mining activities, especially during the utemiboom of the past century. The area
is riddled with substantially noticeable mining tes, mining-associated disturbances,
and seismic exploration lines.

SUWA Comment TodayWhile we acknowledge that there are many humatufes that

surround the Coyote Wash wilderness character {agyificant boundary adjustments
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exclude all significant impacts from the unit boands. BLM fails to provide any
physical documentation, field maps, inventory plyaaphs or other evidence in the
records on the location of these substantial ingpatherefore, we can only provide new
information on the known features that remain watthie unit today and how each of

these are not substantially noticeable impactfierutit as a whole.

BLM 2007 Commenifhe San Juan County road inventory, verified byvBindicates
approximately 76 miles of interior routes on pulléinds within the proposal.

SUWA Comment Todayhe San Juan County road inventory alone doesepoésent

any information on the condition of the route iregtion, its impact to the naturalness, or
whether these routes have succumb the forces wfenaBLM provides no evidence that
the mere fact that San Juan County has an inverdooyd of the route that it constitutes
a significant impact. Further, the Coyote Wasldeihess character unit as submitted
here excludes many of the miles noted by BLM in7280d this represents a
substantially different situation than when BLM iewed the area in 2007. In addition,
we have provided multiple photographs that dematesthe condition of many of the

routes San Juan County includes within their inegnt See Photographs #9-36.

BLM 2007 Commen#erial photographs from 2006 indicate many morkesof
constructed routes above and beyond the Countyiame

SUWA Comment Todaserial photographs are a useful tool and a goad $itep in
assessing an area for the potential wildernessactarstics, it should not be the only

step undertaken by the BLM when inventorying amdoe potential wilderness values.
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This step can indicate where to begin an inventouyjt does not represent the current
condition of the feature on the ground, whethéai reclaimed to a substantially
unnoticeable impact or how this impact appearglation to the overall inventory area.
Regardless, SUWA recently reviewed all aerial phphs of the area as well. This was
not a singular exercise, but was done in conjunatith our on the ground inventory

files and photographs of each of these featuresnyNmpacts that appear on aerial
photographs are not indicative of their characteemvwiewed from the ground. SUWA
also have performed significant boundary adjustsxemthe unit area and now includes
BLM lands that are dramatically different that #irea BLM reviewed in 2007. Without
any BLM record indicating where each of these fesatuwere located during the 2007

review, it's difficult to provide site specific infmation.

BLM 2007 Commen#s shown in the aerial photos, the areas encoragasphotos 1
and 2 show numerous impacts. Only a portion ofatlea encompassed by photo 3
appears natural, by this area is of insufficiené $0 manage as a stand-alone unit.
SUWA Comment Toda¥his small documented sampling of the entire inognarea

and is insufficient to determine whether wildernelsaracteristics are present. Further, if
BLM would have assessed the landscape betweeroé#oh three aerial photographs
closer, they may have determined that there isnglessignificant feature that physical
separates or impacts each of the aerial photogfammsbeing contiguous from one
another. Further, several photographs are inclati@ddtachment B that view into the
areas of each of these BLM aerial photograph dhedslemonstrate that large areas

retain natural values. See Photographs #1-6.

13



BLM’s 2013 Wilderness Character Review Staff Report
BLM’s CommentOn August 2, 2012, BLM personnel visited the p&@otentially
being offered for lease in the February 2013 predasale. Rock Smith (FO Manager)
and Katie Stevens (Outdoor Recreation Planner)tegoo me that the parcels in
guestion were bisected by existing roads, and wetén a condition likely to posses
wilderness characteristics.
SUWA'’s Commentt is unclear exactly where BLM staff visited awdather BLM staff
were reviewing the proposed lease parcels or panfgy a detailed on the ground
wilderness character review. No evidence is pravigdeconfirm any wilderness review
was performed, whether on the routes traveledrathientire Coyote Wash area. In
fact, given that the latest wilderness report wapared after the BLM'’s decision to
offer parcels for lease inside of the Coyote Wasla ahis review concerning Coyote
Wash'’s potential wilderness characteristics waategkafter the fact. Further, just
because some parcels were bisected by “roads’rdngmeclude the central core area of
Coyote Wash and its multiple side canyons from @ssigag wilderness characteristics.
As detailed in this submission, multiple boundadjuatments have been made to exclude
much of the areas along the north, west and sbatheppear to have some significant
impacts or where a number of smaller old seismiediare present. This adjustment has
excluded impacted areas while identifying a langiestantial area that retains an
overwhelming natural appearance. Photographs gmaoyrthis submission that further
details the natural characteristics of the landguestion. See Photographs #1-7. BLM

to date has yet to produce a single photographyfiald inventory map outside the
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initial office exercises to highlight field reviework performed within the Coyote Wash

wilderness character area.

BLM’ CommentPrior to field trips, parcels that overlappedzeihs’ proposed wilderness
in the Big Triangle and Coyote Wash areas weretifieth

SUWA'’s CommenThis cursory exercise does not provide any arsabfsthe potential
wilderness characteristics of each area. It coald BLM identify where a public citizen
group advocating for the identification of wildessecharacteristics may be located
within the field office, but it does not account towilderness character review. In
addition, BLM has not provided any of this purpdrgtep and field review packets to

justify a thorough wilderness review has ever bgemormed in the field.

BLM’s Commentln addition to the field reviews undertaken bg thultiple disciplinary
ID team...

SUWA'’s Commernt$n as much as BLM is suggesting that staff penked several
wilderness character reviews of the Coyote Wash, aoedate, no evidence in the record
supports this purported review. If BLM staff, diit the area and did perform an on-
the-ground wilderness character review it shoukkrenalyzed whether the entire area
has wilderness characteristics whether portiortk@firea may have wilderness values
and then included that information in a record kde for public review. With a no
wilderness character determination, it appearsth®atwvilderness review failed to
perform any documented inventory in the centratipnrof Coyote Wash and its many

side drainages.
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BLM’s Commentl personally performed an exhaustive review diRGIS-incorporated
aerial photos of the area in question, and obsemvadge number of roads and other
impacts, including an operating copper mill tailjpgnd.

SUWA'’s CommenWhile performing a detailed review of aerial pbgrtiaphs can help
BLM in identifying potential impacts and areas fade@mpacts, BLM should not
exclusively rely on this step. It is a cursoryic#fexercise that should then be taken into
the field to determine the character of the impercthe ground. As BLM knows,
features visible on aerial photographs appear sigreficant than when observed on the
ground. Many times these features appear on adrégiause of contrast with existing
vegetation; however, when observed directly orfélgures could be weathered and
reclaimed with erosion and vegetation regrowthrtitar, the determination of wilderness
characteristics is to the average visitor as egpegd on the ground and within the area,
not to the average aerial photograph tour. As SU8/Aotographs demonstrate, this
was the case here; features that may stand oetim photographs are clearly not as
substantial when viewed on the ground and do nisackefrom the naturalness of the
area. See Photographs #9-39.

BLM'’s overly exclusive use of the aerial photograpbr the Coyote Wash area
does not constitute a wilderness review and isanaccurate representation of on-the-
ground conditions.

Regarding the “operating copper mill tailing ponttiis feature is located along
the periphery of the area and as operations hawinced of the past few years the
impact has expanded. Our detailed review acknayegdhis feature and extensive

boundary adjustments have excluded this featureelisas many others in this

16



immediate area. This feature and many other BLMcdhanpacts are no longer within
the area that retains wilderness values and ther&bM should not continue to asses
this feature has an impact on the lands to theagmktieep within the canyon systems.
Further, the fact that this tailing pond or othautes exist outside the boundaries should

not diminish the naturalness of multiple locatiss@ated by topography and vegetation.

Naturalness Conclusion

The Coyote Wash wilderness character unit, as dtémrand detailed above,
does not contain significant impacts that wouldatgtor diminish the inherent
naturalness that is clearly present when visitetherground. The landscape within the
unit boundaries are not impacted nor diminishethleyunit’s boundaries or cherry-
stemmed areas, thus, BLM must discontinue analyzirety routes or features as
“significant impacts” to the area's naturalnessithif these recently submitted
wilderness character boundaries remains a larggediand natural landscape. This
natural appearance is overwhelming and would biéyeiscernable to the average
visitor whether viewing the Coyote Wash wildernelsaracter unit from a boundary
route, on a short walk along the many rims, orrgkand exploring more extensively to
more remote vantage points, prominent rocky ousmeep within the multiple
canyon systems. The landscape (See the attachedamdgPhotographs #1-7), of
abundant pinion juniper and rugged terrain retagiessential natural qualities.

In summary, SUWA has provided the BLM with signéit new information,
through photographs and analysis, regarding thetedyash wilderness character unit's
present natural character and wilderness resokttdiuman features that remain

significant today have been excluded from the wildss character unit, while the few
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insignificant features that do not detract from ia¢uralness of the unit have been
properly included within unit boundaries. Colord8loM has identified wilderness
characteristics to the Colorado/Utah state line@dtath BLM has yet to evaluate the
contiguous lands in conjunction with this new imf@tion. The single route that runs
north to south (Labeled as “A” in Attachment C) lyasto be evaluated on the ground by
BLM as well. The naturalness and the impressionadfiralness is overwhelmingly
present and SUWA'’s assessment of the area wasrfy@gsessed and inventoried in the
area, on the ground and away from a vehicle andnetisonducted as an office or paper
exercise. SUWA continues to conclude that wildssneharacteristics and a remarkable
wilderness resource are present in Coyote Washmegi

C. Outstanding Opportunities for Solitude or Prmitive Recreation

The Wilderness Act of 1964 Section 2(c)(2) stabed &an area must “have
outstanding opportunities for solitude or a prisgtand unconfined type of recreation.”

Outstanding Opportunities for Solitude

Because the Coyote Wash wilderness character ecesves relatively few
visitors, it holds major appeal to visitors seekaxgeptional solitude. The likelihood of
encountering another individual within the unieigremely low. Several attached
photographs demonstrate that visitors to the Cowdsh wilderness character unit can
easily achieve an outstanding experience of sa@isamewhere within the unit
boundaries: along one of the area’s multiple fa@esitr rocky ridgelines, deep within an
isolated canyon bottom or within the many isoladed hidden rock outcrops. See
Photographs #1-7. This outstanding potential &itigde is maintained throughout the

unit by its diverse and rugged topography, thicgetative screening provided by
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pinyon-juniper forests in much of the area, anaisrall remoteness. SUWA, during
field inventories, located countless secluded aa@dsample screening that further
enhance the unit’s outstanding solitude opportesiéind is demonstrated in several of
the attached photographs.

Besides the vegetation screening and topograpliét tieat affords many
opportunities for solitude, the expansive vistad @wews of countless distant ranges adds
to the sense of isolation. The visitor to the GeywYash wilderness character unit is
dwarfed within the context of the immediate langiecand surrounding vastness. This
exceptional solitude is maintained throughout tteaavith little interference by other
factors. See Photographs #1-7.

Outstanding Opportunities for Primitive Recreation

Like the assessment of the outstanding solitudealfility for a visitor to engage
in outstanding primitive recreational activity witlthe unit is readily available.

SUWA's exploration of the area identified multigikes along the area’s ridges and rims
easily provided the outstanding primitive recreadilcactivity required by the Wilderness
Act. See Photographs #1-7. Visitors who enterctrdral core of the area and explore
one of the many side canyons engage in a primiggeeational activity by just the mere
fact of wandering through this rugged landscapleesé€ hikes reveal the sense of
isolation and enhanced the primitive experienceaameeasily achieve somewhere within
the unit boundaries. On the scientific studieepbél, geologists or amateur geologists
will find the Coyote Wash wilderness character atsb affords interesting geology for a

primitive scientific outing. Our evaluations fuethconcluded and indicated that
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opportunities exist for hunting, sight-seeing, h@atking, camping, photography, as well
as other primitive type recreational activitieghe Coyote Wash area.

To summarize, Moab BLM has yet to fully assesspibtential for visitors to find
and achieve an outstanding solitude or primitiyeetyecreational experience within the
area, notably the main canyon system of Coyote Wtsskide canyons or along one of
the multiple ridges and rims. It's important tkaowledge that not every acre needs to
provide an outstanding solitude or primitive reticazal experience. BLM’s 1979
inventory files (UT-060-140) noted that there isapportunity for potential primitive
recreation in the unit due to its configuratioroday, our knowledge of primitive
recreation activities is not limited to an areasfiguration alone, but whether there are
indeed locations for outstanding opportunitiesdolitude or primitive activities due to
multiple other influences. The Coyote Wash wildssicharacter unit is remote and
seldom visited, with its landscape easily lendiisglf to countless locations that
influence outstanding solitude and primitive ad¢ies. The topography and vegetation of
this area is abundant and rugged, dramaticallyremhg these wilderness characteristics.
Therefore, the lands provided as the Coyote Waklewiess character unit are not
devoid of these or potential outstanding primitigereational opportunities. Visitors can
easily achieve an outstanding solitude and primitecreation experience. With this
information, and the fact BLM lacks any currententory information, the agency must
utilize this wilderness character submission tdwat&, inventory and identify the
resource of wilderness that has not been accurnatedntoried. This assessment must be
from an on-the-ground field survey that assesseatba on its own character, opposed to

the all too common working office meeting that extds actual field work.
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d. Supplemental Values

According to the Wilderness Act, an area “may @gotain” supplemental
values. Thus, the BLM shall determine if a unihtzons “. . . ecological, geological, or
other features of scientific, educational, scemihistorical value.” Although such values
are not required for wilderness designation, thessence, if any, should be documented.
The Coyote Wash wilderness character unit contgneral supplemental values that
may have not been documented in the past BLM wileles character inventories. First,
as the attached photographs illustrate, this avksiscenic values. Views from the
uplands are expansive and include vistas of thdlaviountains and into Colorado to
the San Juan Mountains. The unit also containlgioal values in its critical, high-
value, and substantial habitat for several semsgpecies: Burrowing owl, Lewis’
woodpecker, peregrine falcon, sage grouse, bale eadow flycatcher, Western red
bat, ringtail cat, spotted ground squirrel, Virgliver montane vole, dwarf shrew, fringed
myotis, Townsend’s big-eared bat, black-footeddgeiGreat Plains rat snake, many-lined
skink, Utah milk snake, and mule deer. This infation is derived from the Utah GAP
Analysis data and Utah DWR Mammal Habitat Coverdafa.

Investigations of the area’s archaeological resssidid not reveal anything
substantive, but our inventory of the unit was exitaustive in this regard, therefore the
potential for this resource still may exist.

C. Photographic documentation

The photographs and descriptions in Attachmentd@@iprovided the BLM with
extensive new photographic documentation. To d&t®)’'s past three wilderness

character reviews have not produced a single omxtbiend photograph, only aerial
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photographs have been utilized. This photographidence demonstrates the unit's
wilderness characteristics including its naturadreesd opportunities for an outstanding
solitude or primitive recreation activity somewharighin the unit. Further, many
photographs demonstrate that several of the husetares that remain inside the Coyote
Wash wilderness character boundaries, as presgrday, are not significant impacts
and have succumbed to aging or are becoming dreaiigtiess evident on the immediate
landscape. See Photographs #9-39. This photdgregbbrmation presents the BLM
with significant new information regarding the welthess resource of the Coyote Wash
wilderness character unit and represents the napailedd information ever received to
date by the BLM either internal or external.
CONCLUSION

While BLM'’s past three wilderness character evatunst have yet to identify the
presence of the wilderness resource in the Coyatshdrea, there is such a resources in
this region. This submission, constituting sigrafit new information, contains
information demonstrating the presence of thesdesiess characteristics. From the fact
that SUWA has performed an extensive on-the-groowehtory and submitted
photographs and detailed information, to the ndarimation from the Tres Rios BLM
field office that has identified wilderness chasaistics up to the Colorado/Utah state
line, to SUWA'’s recent wilderness character evatumaand inventory, we conclude that
there remains a large core of the Coyote Washthegaetains an undocumented
wilderness resource. See Photographs #1-7. Wermbthat the Coyote Wash
wilderness character unit, as presented here,das been evaluated, inventoried, or

accurately assessed with regards to the preseseméss characteristics. This wilderness

22



character submission reflects the most up-to-dadedatailed information concerning the
wilderness characteristics identified as the Coytesh wilderness character unit. This
new information and the wilderness characteristage never been verified in any BLM
assessments or documents, either in the late 19Wldsrness inventory evaluations, the
current resource management plan, or within thestatursory 2013 evaluation.
Therefore, this wilderness character submissioa,tbat represents significant new
information on an undocumented resource oblige8iltid to review this area.

As documented throughout this submission, SUWAis imdormation identifies
through photographs and analysis, the unit’s “redh@ss,” “outstanding opportunities for
solitudeand a primitive type of recreation,” as well asesaV"supplemental values" for
the Coyote Wash wilderness character unit, as redjloy the 1964 Wilderness Act. We
note that in order to properly assess the unitldemess characteristics, the BLM must
conduct an on-the-ground field inventory. A cuysmview, such as those recently
performed by the field office’s review for the resoe management plan and again in
2013, is not an acceptable “inventory,” but ratier first step in assessing an area’s
potential wilderness characteristics. Therefdris, type, or any other “inventory”
method, such as an aerial photograph interpretagonadequate and likely misleading.
Further, we request the opportunity to visit thedawithin the Coyote Wash wilderness
character unit, as presented here with the agenieglp assist in interpreting and

evaluating the information we have provided.
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Coyote Wash Wilderness Character Unit Boundary Map
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Coyote Wash Wilderness Character Unit Photographic Documentation

Photograph #1 —Taken high along the rims of Coyote Wash, this phatph demonstrates the extensive naturalnese tdnidscape within the
central core canyon system. It highlights the reditharacter of the topography and vegetationcies®al with the area, and landscape devoid of
any significant impacts that would detract fromaaerage visitor's impression. Importantly, thiofiigraph also displays the north-south
running route (Labeled as “A” at Attachment C) thats along the Colorado/Utah state line. It isdiscernable nor does it demonstrate a
significant impact on the landscape that would pally separate the identified Lower Dolores Cany®iC from the entire Coyote Wash

wilderness character unit.

A
-

Photograph #2 —The landscape within the Coyote Wash wildernessatiter area contains many rugged and naturatisidieages that drain

into Coyote Wash and eventually into Colorado. Heafthese natural side canyon systems are fraayo$ignificant human impacts that
physically separate one from another when detemginihether wilderness characteristics exists. BiMtee aerial photographs analysis is not
a valid wilderness character review procedure Adehment D) because it does not evaluate theslaptiveen each aerial photograph where
there are no significant impacts, among other jerobl Visitors are afforded many remote landsghatide experiences with exceptional and

outstanding solitude, heightened by the topograptaynatural environment as seen here.



Photograph #3 —Looking up Coyote Wash and towards the snow-cappe8lal Mountains, the canyons demonstrate an safme of
naturalness. The benches and canyon bottom dHicoextensive natural vegetation associated wittimiinfluence of man or the impression
that significant impacts mar the lands. This patér vast vista point provides visitors with igaa and dramatic openness within the large and
natural landscape which overwhelmingly enhancesgipertunities for an outstanding solitude expergesomewhere within the unit.

Photograph #4 —-BLM’s past two assessments of the naturalnedsi®irea does not rely on either ground inventanesvaluations within the
boundaries of the unit. Here, as clearly demotesirahe canyon system of Horsethief Canyon remaiitsof any visible significant impact and
if visited would make an impression of naturalneBsundaries exclude many human features that BaMrfoted and areas remain where
extensive natural values continue. In additionaegrage visitor who enters from this point or dtass other locations would have an easily

afforded primitive recreational hiking opportunity.



Photograph #5 —Looking down into the heart and core area of thgaBe Wash wilderness character unit, it clearindestrates a rugged
topography with vast covered forested areas wiimdtic vistas to the San Juan Mountains of Colardttwsingle significant imapct is visible
viewed from this particular location or one of theltitide of other natural locations. Further, tlest Coyote Wash canyon system does not
appear to be so severly impacted that nowhere hatuealness appearance or characteristic. BLEFmbevaluations (this photograph looks
into BLM’s AP3 at Attachment D) do not contain egbtnformation to determine this impression to alverage visitor.

Phtograph #6 —Another exceptional vista point overlook the cealteore area of Coyote Wash wilderness chacatémithi views into

Colorado as well. The expansive rugged canyonateéathout the significant influence of man. BL#&4nventory records are incomplete to
accurately reflect that any on the ground wildesresarcter inventories were ever completed. If BtiMed this particular location, natural
values and character are easily seen and expetiefit® reliance on impacts seen in aerail phatits o account for the vastness and scenic
naturalness that exists. Without question, theeewilderness resource present within the areaftat is contiguous to Colorado and Colorado
BLM'’s recent wilderness character determinatiohede wilderness values do not arbitrary end adttite line, but unequivably continue up into

the upper drainages of Coyote Wash.



Photograph #7 —The presence of outstanding solitude and an oppibytfor a primitve recreational activity withinehCoyote Wash area is
easily achieved. As seen here, a visitor canreit@der along the natural rugged and rocky rirthisf side canyon, or hike down deep within
the canyon. Either choice, or the countless atpportunites within the unit, unquestionably affetbe either an outstanding solitude
excperiance or a primitve type recreatiuonal acWtjth regards the naturalness eveluation, Moab Ridvitinues to rely on only a simple and
cursory office excercise of performing an aerialleation. BLM has noted that this was exhausttvenntinues overlook the resource of
wilderness that is clearly present. Moab BLM’'saete soley on aerial photograpsh does not cotestitod accurate wilderness review. BLM's
recent evaluation of the proposed leases was witlarness character review as no information &vijofe in the record to validate any

wilderness character determination of the area.
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Coyote Wash Wilderness Character Unit Human Feature Photographic Documentation

Photograph #9- Proceeding into the extreme western edge o€thmte Wash wilderness character area, this fedtge not significantly
impact the immediate area or substantially affieetrtaturalness of overall large unit as a whalés riot a maintained route and receives only
occasional vehicle use, lending to its fading adaiming condition. Under Manual 6310 it is nohsidered a “road.” When reviewed directly
on this feature or from countless other locatiovisether within the nearby canyon systems or fraimao the east, it does not appear to be
substantially noticeable. It has been includetthénunit as a faint primitive way and should naqude the larger core area as being identified

as retaining wilderness characteristics.

Photograph #10- Further along the same route as the previoutoghaph, this feature displays less use and magetagon reclamation within
the track. Its unmaintained character and lackxténsive use continues to lessen its impact aadicter on the naturalness of the unit and
immediate area. Singularly, or taken in contexhefentire Coyote Wash unit, it does not congtitusignificant impact on the naturalness of

the area.



Photograph #11- Taken near the end of the route, vegetation tiramthe track is extensive. Its location is isethin the western portion of the
unit and has minimal impact on the natural charaaftéhe area and unit as a whole. It does natifstgntly impact the naturalness of the area
and this is enhanced by some of the area's topligreglief and screening as seen and demonstnatinisiinventory photograph.

Photograph #12- This short linear feature is part of the routeeintory BLM received from San Juan County. Thet faat it appears on this
inventory does not account for its physical chamaet its impact on the naturalness of an arease®&s here, it is located along a sage brush
bench, but when viewed and assessed on the grbdnaracter is quite different than that as obsfu@m aerial photographs or as a line on a
map. Today, it appears to receive little to noisletuse and has been reclaiming over the past iymang. This fact has lessened its impact on
the naturalness of the immediate area and unitd®&e. It is not a significant impact and is ltxhwithin the boundaries of the Coyote Wash

wilderness character unit.



Photograph #13- Another small and isolated feature that appearSan Juan County's inventory. Its characteiingnmal on the landscape and
is reclaiming due to the natural erosion procésis not visible from the nearby rim of Lisbon Gem to the west. Its substantially unnoticeable
presence does not impact the naturalness of th@mthiBLM should perform its own wilderness chagaatventory on the ground.

Photograph #14- This route, proceeding past a stock pond reseieey little use and is no longer a maintainedeodt is located here within
an abundant forested covered area which enhareegdgetation screening of this feature. It wolldvg up on aerial photographs, but this
evaluation alone does not correctly asses thisifeaimpact to the surrounding landscapes natataés.



Photograph #15- Further to the north of the last photograph,rthete appears to receive less use. While grazipgars to continue to impact
the vegetation, lack of maintenance and the red¢lamparocess continues to lessen its impact otha and naturalness of the overall
landscape. Today, it would be a primitive routd ahould not be evaluated as a significant impadhe natural values of the Coyote Wash
wilderness character area. Its impact on the bbetlieen Lisbon Canyon, Snyder Water Canyon an@t€df/ash is minimal when taken in
context of the landscape and its topographic relief

Photograph #16- No permanent feature was located at the endi®fading route. It displays signs of succumbimgatural erosion and
vegetation regrowth as it receives very little Ws#en inventoried on the ground (rather than inaffiee using aerial photography) its impact
on the naturalness is minimal and it is locatedrirarea with significant vegetation screening wieichances its unnoticeable character to an
average visitor to the area.



Photograph #17- Taken at the junction of two routes, the righeds an excluded cherry-stem with the left rowtim@ an even-less-evident and
seldom used route. It is located along a sagehtivench and is only visible when one stands imntelgian the track, from the nearby benches
or from a vantage point to the east or west mvésible. It does not significantly impact the iniete area. Vegetation regrowth continues and
each season of rain and snow lessens its impabeamturalness of the area.

Photograph #18 -Naturally rehabbing due to the lack of vehicle\dttiand vegetation regrowth, this past human irhggoo longer a
significant impact on the area’s naturalness. &&a®an Juan County’s route inventory, its presanmcthis inventory does not automatically
affect the natural values of the unit, but an @gtound evaluation should be performed prior téBiutomatically discrediting that any

wilderness resource due to its existence.



Photograph #19 —The following several photographs detail the caadibf the only route that crosses north to sobttugh Coyote Wash
itself. (Labeled as “A” at Attachment C). This reuhust be analyzed by the Moab BLM in conjunctmnéw information provided by SUWA,
here, and due to the recent Colorado BLM's wildesngharacter determination to the Colorado/Utate$itee. Its current condition does not
indicate that it is a significant impact that wotitd any unit boundary nor would it lead to an @ledetermination that no part of the Coyote
Wash wilderness character unit, as submitted laeslthe naturalness required to be identifie@@sning a wilderness resource.

Photograph #20 -While evidence is present of past constructiomenent evidence indicates that the old reclaimide receives significant
vehicle activity or the feature receives continusintenance. Its character continued to becorseelgglent each time significant rains fall due
to erosion as well as new vegetation growth. BLk&¥ance on only an aerial evaluation performethaoffice does accurately assess this
route’s condition on the ground. (Labeled as “A'Attachment C)



Photograph #21 -At the Coyote Wash crossing itself, the conditiéthis past human impact is become less evidensabdtantially
unnoticeable. The Moab BLM'’s determination thas ik a significant impact is not supported byta sisit. Further, and as demonstrated in
Photographs #1 and #6, this minor linear featuresacthe larger landscape is not so significamtairant exclusion for the large and expansive
surrounding natural landscape. (Labeled as “A&teachment C)

Photograph #22 —This route is part of several past mineral exploratoutes in the area and the current conditiohefroute continues to
succumb to the natural erosion process. Whileitieeby cows outnumbers the amount of vehicle usemains a fading route subject to the
shifting sands and vegetation regrowth. It is fedand isolated in a landscape of extensive t@ptue relief and is invisible to the average
visitor unless he or she is standing directly gnabthe route. The presence of this past humaadtis minimal and substantially unnoticeable
on the naturalness of the area. (Labeled as “Rt@chment C)




Photograph #23 -This old and fading route appears on both the 7nit@ topographic map, as well as San Juan Courdytg inventory.
These two factors are not evidence of its currentltion and is not an accurate assessment tolély selied upon by the Moab BLM. Without
any records to support BLM continued no wilderndstermination and that this feature is a signifiéampact, BLM must rely on the submitted
new significant information here. This on-site witdess character and route assessment found itheduke does not constitute a significant
impact. It continues to be subject to the fordasature and as such has and will continue to becaubstantially less noticeable. (Labeled as

“A” at Attachment C)

Photograph #24 -Concerning its presence on the naturalness, itlaay factors that render it an insignificant impaccthe landscape. Firstis
its reclaiming nature though the natural processeaonal rains, lack of extensive vehicle use patutal revegetation of native plants. Second,
and an important component to the entire landsdagéjere in the immediate area, the location efféiature is well surrounding by topography
and vegetation that extensively screens the faatufe. BLM aerial evaluations alone do not penftite warranted site specific evaluation that
has been done by SUWA or physical information nemgsto evaluate this route properly. (Labeletifdsat Attachment C)



Photograph #25 -This photograph details the route as it continyesto an even more rugged and rocky landscapentiiie Coyote Wash
wilderness character unit. As before, it is netgamificant human impact that would exclude thérentnit from retaining wilderness
characteristics. The landscape throughout the asgecially here, demonstrates an exceptionagtapbic screening of the route which
continues to enhance the presence of naturalidd. should avoid an overly cramped and inaccuraskdapproach to assessing and
evaluating the presence of these few featurestaiddverall affect on the naturalness. The besluation of these is an on-the-ground visit
opposed to an office map exercise or aerial ingtgpion. (Labeled as “A” at Attachment C)

Photograph #26- This isolated route is located just west of @lwdorado/Utah state line. Vehicle use is largelp-existent here as well as any
recent mechanical maintenance which has allowasdttiroute to begin to erode and reclaim. Scregisirelatively extensive here by the
rugged and rocky topography and by more extensgetation in the northern areas of the unit. Totay feature has a minimal impact on the
naturalness of the unit and should not be congidasesignificantly impacting the area or detracfimogn naturalness. Our field inventory
indicates that it is a substantially unnoticeabipact.



Photograph #27- Proceeding through an opening in the landsdaipedute continues to receive little to no usetlpaue to the impassable
nature of some of the surrounding routes. It destrates vegetation regrowth in this relatively agdion which indicates the lack of
maintenance in many years. It will continue tdaiu if not used or maintained and due to its igmdocations and rugged landscape that
surrounds it, it does not have a significant imgacthe apparent naturalness of the area.

Photograph #28- Another faint and reclaiming route near the Cadiw/Utah state line. This feature is locatednireea of topographical
screening. Without question it is does not detirach the vastness of the remaining Coyote Wastesiless character unit. This on-the-ground
inventory better reflects its impact on the wildess character of the region (which it does not) BaM's cursory aerial evaluations. We would
expect the BLM to discontinue its aerial only assesnt and visit the expansive natural landscaperform a more thorough inventory.



Photograph #29- With little to no vehicle use and no maintenaribe route that proceeds north to south withinGbgote Wash wilderness
character unit demonstrates a minimal impact. &edhg by erosion and only passable by cows, theeris located within a landscape that
provides extensive topographical screening. Thatggraph, taken while in the field, highlightsbthe substantially unnoticeable character
route and the rugged topography that surrounds it.



Photograph #30- An old dugway cut shows evidence of erosion lackl of any mechanical maintenance of decadeseasidtouction. Today,
with the northern portions of the route being ingadse, it continues to reclaim and has becomeignifisant human impact o the naturalness of
the areas. It constitutes a primitive route anitlhe included in the larger Coyote Wash wilderngsaracter unit.

Photograph #31 -As this old route climbs to the north; it contisue show evidence of little vehicle activity anmmaintenance. Its immediate
location is isolated from the large core area ef@oyote Wash area and has a minimal affect onaheal integrity of the large landscape. It
does not constitute a significant impact regardtess it appears on aerial photographs.



Photograph #32 -While performing an on the ground physical inveptof this route, many photographs were taken tudtent the character
of this feature. BLM lacks any on-the-ground wildess character or route inventories for any@fhbyote Wash wilderness character unit.
This photograph provides and documents the physigdénce on the minimal and substantially unnatite character of this feature. While it
would appear in aerial photographs, this alone doégrovide enough information for BLM to determithat there are no locations within this

vast landscape that retain wilderness charactegisti

Photograph #33- While some snow covers the route, it is appatteattnatural erosion and lack of maintenance xistthis route. It continues
to be located within a rugged canyon area with dhntivegetation screening. Visitors to the inteofcthe Coyote Wash area would be
completely unaware that this reclaiming old rosteven present. BLM's continued reliance on aphiatographs does not accurately inventory
this route nor does it appear that BLM staff in 2@ild any route inventory along this particularteofor the lease sale evaluation.



Photograph #34- Near the top of Moosey Point the route demonessdraevere erosional rutting creating an impassabiearly impassable

route. Thus, the route to the south receives Mgligyor no vehicle use. BLM's past 2007 and 2@%8essments make no acknowledgement that
the main north to south route in the Coyote Wash &as becomes very eroded and perhaps impassakleidle activity. This photograph

alone represents significant new information os th¢ation and route in general.

Photograph #35- Just above Spring Canyon is located two paseralmoutes. This one is the main travel routeomtiv the bench or rim area
and displays a lack of significant vehicle activitymaintenance. It further displays significaagigtation regrowth within the track lessening its
direct impact on the naturalness of the immediega.aScreening through the topography of the andavegetation drastically affects the
appearance of natural characteristics through@htirthern area. A determination from aerial plgotphy that this feature is significant is not

an accurate assessment of conditions as theyaextbe ground.



Photograph #36- While present on aerial photographs and asgh&@an Juan County's route inventory, no otherimédion in BLM records
indicate that an assessment of this route wasmeefdh This field photograph clearly demonstrates rovides BLM with information on the
character of this route as it appeared during ield ¥isit. As seen, it displays significant veafiin regrowth along its path and it is located
within an extensive forested area. These facadosg with several others, lend to the visual pneseof the route being substantially
unnoticeable. It does not impact the immediate aignificantly nor does it affect the natural grigy of the core canyon systems of Coyote
Wash.

Photograph #37- Located in the extreme Northwest portion of @wgote Wash area, the route demonstrates its mankinature and
substantially unnoticeable character. It no lorrgeeives significant vehicle use or maintenanckaana result continues to reclaim through the
natural process. Whether viewed in the immediedgvabr miles to the east, it does not rise to atuttially noticeable impact.



Photograph #38- This feature appears to be an old seismic liomfseveral decades ago in the area. It prochenisgh a bench and sage
brush area and demonstrates an extensive amotetlamation with regrowth of the sage brush diyesithin the track. When viewed only
from an aerial photograph (which the Moab BLM did2007 and 2013) its current on-the-ground charét@verblown. BLM's extensive
reliance on aerial photographs and no physical fietentories has led to BLM incorrectly determinthat the large Coyote Wash landscape
lacks wilderness characteristics. This photographesents several typical reclaiming old seisineslin the area as well as many that are well

outside the unit boundaries and cherry-stems.

Photograph #39- Another past seismic line feature within the GeyWash landscape. Again, the on-the-ground ecief the condition of

this and other past mineral exploratfeatures is drastically different than that frony anrsory aerial evaluation. BLM's reliance onialer
photographs is a good first step, but as cleanyatestrated here, features can appear dramatidatityaht on the ground. Further, the
determination of naturalness is done in contexhefsurrounding landscape and how the apparentatradss appears to the average visitor who
is not familiar with intimate detailed informatiorCaution should be used by BLM when assessingwebla minor human impacts, such as this
one, on the naturalness of the area. BLM's lackf@#ld record only further indicates the pitfadissuch an evaluation. BLM is tasked to
determine if all or portions of the area have witdess characteristics and to date, the Moab BLMhbasindertaken a proper evaluation of the

Coyote Wash wilderness character area.
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WILDERNESS INVENTORY
SITUATION EVALUATION

I. WILDERNESS UNIT IDENTIFICATION

Area/Island Name (if availab1e):.jigaprjo+e,ﬁthiq __:UQi:ngzggé_' i
‘Inventory Unit No.: UT- oo - uq? |

State ‘ Utzah District Moab
' Cimnd ZA

1I. UNIT ANALYSIS

ﬁesﬁribe the following applicable factors in a concise narrative;
use additional sheets if necessary; supplement with photographs.

A. Size of unit or number and size estimates of multiple units

G400 Ac .

B. OQwnership
B

C. Human Activitj . )
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I11. UNIT EVALUATION -

A. Select one of the following:

1. The area appears.to have potentia]’fér further wilderness
‘consideration. ‘ :

@ The area obviously and clearly does not have potential for
wilderness.

Explain your rationale. for selection.
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B. Is area or jsland of sufficient size? L1€f) .

C. 1s there enough pubijc support for intensive wilderness inventory
of the area or island or any part? wo

UNIT RECOMMENDATION (Check appropriate block. )

A. Area or island (or groupings) is recommended for jntensive
wilderness inventory..- - '

O =

8. Area or island (or groupings) is recommended as not qualifying
for further inventory and should be dropped from the wilderness
review process.
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. . OUTSTANDING OPBORTUNITY FOR PRIMITIVE AND UNCONFINED RECREATION (CONSIDER
- ACTIVITIES TH

. ROVIDE DISPERSED, UNDEVELOP‘QECREATION WHICH DO NOT -
REQUIRE FACILITIES OR MOTORIZED EQUIPMENT).

Very little opportunity for primitive recreation. The mudflats and

lake beds are hot, dry and dusty with no water, very little vegeta-

tion and few signs of animal life. Shéép use part of the area for

grazipg.

EXPLAIN SUPPLEMENTAL VALUES SUCH AS ECOLOGICAL, GEOLOGICAL OR OTHER FEATURE

OF SCIENTIFIC, EDUCATIONAL, SCENIC, OR HISTORICAL VALUES WHICH MAY BE PRESE!
IN THE UNIT).

Nonie; only the Fish Springs Wildlife Refuge has important ecological values,

ARE THERE ANY AREAS OF PUBLIC LAND LESS THAN 5,000 ACRES THAT SHOULD BE
INVENTORIED FOR WILDERNESS. CHPRACTEPISTICS’ NHERE ‘ARE THEY LOCATED, AND
WHAT ARE THE CHARACTERISTICS?




WILDERNESS CHARACTERISTICS REVIEW
Date of Submission: December 30, 2003
Date(s) of Field Office Review: December, 2006- February, 2007
Submitter:  SUWA
Name of Area to be Reviewed: Coyote Wash

BLM Field Office(s) Affected: Moab

EVALUATION
1.) Was new information submitted by a member of the public for this area?

YES . NO__ X .
2.) If new information was submitted, describe the submission. For example, did the
submission include a map that identifies the specific boundaries of the area(s) in
question; a narrative that describes the wilderness characteristics of the area and
documents how that information differs from the information gathered and reviewed in
prior BLM inventories; photographic documentation; etc?

The area reviewed was derived from a GIS Data Layer provided by the proponent. New
information such as maps, photographs, or narratives were not included.

3. As aresult of interdisciplinary review of relevant information (which may include
aerial photographs, state and county road information, road maintenance agreements,
documentation from prior BLM inventories, field observations, maps, master title plats,
evidence presented as new information by a proponent, etc.), do you conclude:

X a) the decision reached in previous BLM inventories that the area lacks
wilderness characteristics is still valid.

(or)

b) some or all of the area has wilderness characteristics as shown on the
attached map.

4. Describe your findings regarding specific wilderness characteristics and provide
detailed rationale.

See attached narrative



5. Document all information considered during the interdisciplinary team review (e.g.
aerial photographs, state and county road information, road maintenance agreements,
documentation from prior BLM inventories, field observations, maps, master title plats,
evidence presented as new information by a proponent, etc.)

During the course of the interdisciplinary team review, Moab BLM undertook the
following steps:

In late 2006 and early 2007, BLM used GIS information to identify potential impacts on
naturalness including county road data (previously verified as part of travel plan
formulation), and local BLM GIS data on range improvements, oil and gas wells,
vegetative manipulations (especially chainings), and community pits. Master Title Plat
data available from the State Office GIS was examined for rights-of-way.

BLM Moab next undertook a detailed review of high resolution aerial photos from 2006
to both verify information from the GIS review, as well as to look for additional impacts
not incorporated in GIS. These impacts could include such things as seismic exploration
lines not included in the county road inventory and other disturbances from past minerals
activities.

The above steps enabled Moab BLM to prepare a map showing what remaining areas
were likely to possess naturalness. As described in the attached narrative, most of this
unit acreage is marked by a large number of roads and other impacts, mostly from past
uranium mining activities. The only lands in the unit appearing generally natural are
located in the center of the unit, but are of insufficient size to possess wilderness
characteristics.

Moab BLM convened an interdisciplinary review team meeting on January 11, 2007, to
review the findings from the above steps. Team members were asked to provide
information which either supported or refuted these findings, based on both specialized
resource expertise and field experience. Based on input from this review, Moab BLM
incorporated any necessary changes into its analysis.

The following specific documents and files were utilized:

San Juan County road inventory

Lisbon range allotment file

NAIP 2006 aerial photos (GIS)

Vegetative treatments (local GIS)

Range improvements (local GIS)

UWC Proposed Wilderness GIS Data Layer (2005)

U~ wh e

6. List the members of the interdisciplinary team and resource specialties represented.

Name Resource(s) Represented




Name Resource(s) Represented

Bill Stevens Wilderness, GIS, Recreation

Ann Marie Aubry | Hydrology, Soils

Brent Northrup Minerals, RMP Team Lead

Chad Niehaus Recreation

Daryl Trotter Botany, NEPA coordinator

Donna Turnipseed | Cultural, Paleontology

Katie Stevens Recreation, Planning

Lynn Jackson Geology, Minerals, Associate FO Manager

Pam Riddle Wildlife

David Williams Range

Maggie Wyatt Field Office Manager

Field Office Manager__/s/ Maggie Wyatt Date_ 3/9/07

This determination is part of an interim step in BLM’s internal decision-making process
and does not constitute a decision that can be appealed.



Analysis of Citizens’ Proposals for Wilderness Characteristics

Coyote Wash

The Citizens’ Proposal is a stand-alone unit along the Colorado state line; it is in the
southeast corner of the Moab Field Office.

To possess wilderness characteristics, lands must possess naturalness and outstanding
opportunities for solitude or primitive and unconfined recreation. According to the 1964
Wilderness Act, these outstanding opportunities generally require a land mass of 5000
acres or more. An exception to this are those lands which adjoin other lands already
judged to possess wilderness characteristics, as the opportunities need be present
somewhere in the larger unit. In the case of Coyote Wash, the proposed area does not
adjoin any other area evaluated as possessing wilderness characteristics. As such, it must
possess such characteristics on its own.

Coyote Wash does not have wilderness characteristics. Coyote Wash includes lands that
have been heavily impacted by past mining activities, especially during the uranium
boom of the past century. The area is riddled with substantially noticeable mining routes,
mining-associated disturbances, and seismic exploration lines. The San Juan County
road inventory, verified by BLM, indicates approximately 76 miles of interior routes on
public lands within the proposal area. Aerial photographs from 2006 indicate many more
miles of constructed routes above and beyond the County inventory. The only portion of
the area not completely bisected by substantially noticeable routes lies in the approximate
center of the unit. As shown in the attached aerial photos, the areas encompassed by
photos 1 and 2 show numerous impacts. Only a portion of the area encompassed in photo
3 appears natural, but this area is of insufficient size to manage as a stand-alone unit.
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Staff Report

Wilderness Characteristics Review
Coyote Wash

Bill Stevens, Outdoor Recreation Planner
Moab Field Office

January 31, 2013

As part of the analysis for lease parcels potentially being offered in the February 2013
sale, BLM personnel in the Moab FO undertook a review of earlier findings of the lack of
wilderness characteristics in the area known as Coyote Wash, and proposed for
wilderness by external groups. Moab BLM had reviewed this area earlier (2007) as part
of a Wilderness Characteristics Review leading into the 2008 Moab RMP. At that time,
Moab BLM determined that the area in question lacked wilderness characteristics due to
a large number of roads and other disturbances resulting from past minerals exploration
and development. The 2007 review procedures were consistent with the procedures
outlined in Manual 6310 and IM 2011-154 for wilderness characteristics review.
Because BLM determined that the area in question lacked wilderness characteristics, it
was not designated as a Natural Area in the 2008 Moab RMP.

As part of the Environmental Assessment accompanying the February 2013 lease sale,
Moab BLM staff undertook an additional review of the Coyote Wash area. The steps
undertaken as part of this review are consistent with current guidance on determining
whether an area possesses wilderness characteristics. This review had several
components:

1. On August 2, 2012, BLM personnel visited the parcels potentially being offered for
lease in the February 2013 proposed sale. Rock Smith (FO Manger) and Katie Stevens
(Outdoor Recreation Planner) reported to me that the parcels in question were bisected by
existing roads, and were not in a condition likely to possess wilderness characteristics.

2. Prior to field trips, parcels that overlapped citizens’” proposed wilderness in the Big
Triangle and Coyote Wash areas were identified.

3. In addition to field reviews undertaken by the multidisciplinary ID team, I personally
performed an exhaustive review of 2011 GIS-incorporated aerial photos of the area in
question, and observed a large number of roads and other impacts, including an operating
copper mill tailings pond. This review confirmed field office personnel’s overall
impression of the area in question.

We have received no additional information, either internally or externally, to call our
original conclusions into doubt. For this reason, it is appropriate to conclude on the EA
checklist that wilderness characteristics for those parcels being carried forward in the
February 2013 offering were “Not Present (NP)”. Oil and gas leasing is therefore
consistent with the management decisions of the 2008 Moab RMP.
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Appendix C - Interdisciplinary Team Checklist
INTERDISCIPLINARY TEAM CHECKLIST

Project Title: February 2013 Oil and Gas Lease Sale
NEPA Log Number: DOI-BLM-UT-Y(010-2012-0190-EA
File/Serial Number: Not Applicable

Project Leader: Lisa Bryant/Katie Stevens

DETERMINATION OF STAFF

NP = not present in the area impacted by the proposed or alternative actions

NI = present, but not affected to a degree that detailed analysis is required

PI = present with potential for relevant impact that need to be analyzed in detail in the EA

NC = (DNAs only) actions and impacts not changed from those disclosed in the existing NEPA documents cited in
Section D of the DNA form, The Rationale column may include NI and NP discussions.

For parcels 207, 209, 210, 211, 258, 259, and 260, Moab FO incorporates the checklist prepared by the Monticello FO
in EA DOI-BLM-UT-Y020-2012-0038,

RESOURCES AND ISSUES CONSIDERED (INCLUDES SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITIES APPENDIX 1 H-1790-1)

Grand and San Juan Counties are in attainment of the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for all
pollutants, Currently air quality in the area of the proposed
leasing meets State Department of Environmenta! Quality
and the Division of Air Quality Standards.

Leasing would have no impact on air quality. However,
there is some expectation that exploration could occur, Any
ground disturbing activity would have to first be authorized
as a lease operation but only through additional NEPA

anatysis,
1 Air Quality Activities which may be authorized on these parcels Ann Marie Aubry/ | o ) 010
subsequent to the lease sale may produce emissions of Leonard Herr

regulated air poliutants and/or pollutants that could impact
air quality related values at nearby Class 1 areas. Emissions
from earth-moving equipment, vehicle traffic, drilling and
completion activities, separators, oil storage tanks,
dehydration units, and daily tailpipe and fugitive dust
emissions could affect air quality.

Application of stipulation UTSO-8-01 is warranted. Lease
notices UT-LN-99 {ozone formation control) and UT-LN-
102 (air quality analysis) will also be attached to cach lease
parcel.

There are no Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
Areas of Critical wilhin any of the lease parcels {see Map 21. 2008 Moab

NP Environmental Concern | RMP). None of Lhe parcels are located within a Potential Katic Stevens b7726/12
ACEC identified in the Moab RMP process.
There are no BLM Natural Areas within any of the lease .
NP BLM Natural Areas parcels (See Map 16, 2008 Mogb RMP), Bill Stevens 07/26/12
NP BLM/State Sensitive Resource not present. Dave Williams 8/17112

Plant Species

As it authorizes no ground disturbance, the proposed lease
NI Cultural Resources | sale will have no direct effect on cultural resources. A Don Monloya 8/20/2012
Class I survey (existing literalure review) of the proposed

80
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sale (project number DOI-BLM-UT-9100-60005) indicated
that the areas around each offered parcel are of sufficiently
low site density that the avoidance of historic properties
potentially Eligible for the National Register of Histotic
Places will not preclude surface development within the
parcel and extraction of the leased minerals.

A 100% pedestrian survey has not been completed within
the APE; therefore, to assure appropriate consideration of
future effects from the lease sale, the BLM would add the
cultural resources protection stipulation as defined in WO
IM 2005-003 to all parcels. If additional, site specific
resource protection measures are needed to prevent
unnecessary or undue degradation; these would be
prepared at the APD stage,

Application of the Cultural Resources Stipulation from
WO IM 2005-003 is warranted. To address cultural site,
structure, object and traditional use area protective
measures, stipulation UT-8-322 (cultural resources) is
also applied to all parcels. Lease notice UT-LN-65 is
applied to parcel 119 for management of the Old Spanish
Trail,

The Utah Protocol Part VILA.B, has been applied to the
cultural resource review for this lease sale, Parcels with
potential for high density were deferred. The remaining
parcels have [ow to medium site density, providing
sufficient flexibility to avoid impacts to cultural resources
during subsequent exploration and development activities,
Thus the recommended detetmination for SHPO
consultation is “No Historic Properties Affected” due to the
ability to avoid cultural sites. SHPO concurrence was
received on September 19, 2012,

NI

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

In addition to the air quality information contained within
the FEIS, new information about greenhouse gases (GHGs)
and their effects on national and global climate conditions
has emerged since RMP was prepared, Without additional
meteorological monitoring and modeling systems, it is
difficult to determine the spatial and temporal variability
and change of climatic conditions; what is known is that
increasing concentrations of GHGs are likely to accelerate
the rate of climate change.

Determining GHG emissions, thelr relationship to global
climatic patterns, and the resulting impacts is an ongoing
scientific process. The BLM does not have the ability to
associate a BLM action’s contribution to climate change
with impacts in any particular area. The technology to be
able to do so is not yet available. The inconsistency in
results of scientific models used to predict climate change at
the global scale coupled with the lack of scientific models
designed to predict climate change on regional or local
scales, limits the abilily to quantify potential future impacls
of decisions made at this level and determining the
significance of any discrete amount of GHG emissions is
beyond the limits of existing science. When further
information on the impacts to climate change is known,
such information would be incorporated into the BLM’s
planning and NEPA documents as appropriate,

It is currently not feasible to know with certainty the net

impacts from leasing and any potential exploration on

Ann Marie Aubry/
Leonard Herr

8-21-2012
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change phenomenon, the specific effects of those actions
on global climate are speculative given the current state of
the science. Leasing the subject parcels would have no
direct impacis on climate as a result of GHG emissions.
There is an assurption; however that leasing the parcels
would lead to some type of exploration that would have
indirect effects on global climate through GHG emissions,
However, those effects on global climate change cannot
be determined. It is unknown whether the petroleum
resources specific to these pareels are gas or oil or a
combination thereof. Since these types of data as well as
other data are unavailable at this time, it is also
unreasenable to quantify GHG emission levels.

climate. While BLM actions may contribute to the climate

November 2012

NI

Environmental Justice

Minority and low income populations do exist in the Moab
FO area, The PRMP/FEIS, 2008 adequately assessed
impacts to environmental justice populations as defined in
Executive Order 12898 and it was determined that no BLM
action proposed across all alternatives or the Proposed Plan
would target or cause any disproportionate impacts to any
minority or low income segments of the population
(PRMP/FEIS, 2008 p. 4-253).

As defined in EO 12898, minority, low income populations
and disadvantaged groups may be present within the
counties involved in this lease sale. However, all citizens
can file an expression of interest or participate in the
bidding process (43 CFR §3120.3-2). The stipulations and
notices applied to the subject parcels do not place an undue
burden on these groups.

Bill Stevens

07/26/12

NP

Farmlands {Prime or
Unique)

The Moab Field Offices FEIS did not identify any Prime or
unique farmland with the field office area, FEIS pg. 4.8.
The soils in these areas are not irrigated; therefore they do
not qualify as prime or unique,

Lisa Bryant

8/17/12

NI

Floodplains

At this stage (lease sale) there is no potential to affoct
floodplains. However, there is some expectation that
drilling and development could oceur, at which time
additional NEPA would be conducted. Potential project-
specific impacts relating to future authorizations will be
analyzed when an exploration or development application
is received, At that time site specific surveys will be
conipleted and measures Lo protect floodplains will be
applied as necessary.

Floodplains could be impacted by surface disturbance
within or adjacent to floodplain, inctuding roads, well pads
and pipelines. Requirements for pipelines crossing stream
channels are provided for in the RMP Appendix L
Stipulation UT-8-122 do not allow surface disturbing
activily within the 100 year floodplains ot within 100
meters of riparian areas.

UT-8-122 is warranted on all parcels.

Ann Marie Aubry

§-21-12

NI

Fuels/Fire Management

At this stage (lease sale) there are no impacts to Fuels/Fire
Management. Impacts (both direct and indirect) would
occur when the lease is developed in the fiture. The
potential impacts would be analyzed on a site-specific basis
at the APD stage prior to development. Fuels vary from
lease to lease but generally consist of Ponderosa Pine,
Pinyon Juniper, Sage Brush and simall shrubs and forbs,

Joshua Relph

8/8/2012
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Geology / Minaral
Resocurces/Energy
Production

The parcels are located within the Paradox Fold and Fault
Belt, Qi and gas resources in this avea of the paradox basin
oceur primarily in the Porous Carbonate Buildup Play
within the Paradox Formation and have a high potential for
oceurrence, Depending on the success of oil and gas well
drilling, non-renewable natural gas and/or oil would be
extracted and delivered to market. Production of oil and/or
gas would result in the irretrievable loss of these resources.
A Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario {(RFD,
2005) was prepared as part of the Moab RMP,
Environmental impacts of the RFD were analyzed and ate
documented in the RMP/EIS. The proposed action (one
well on each lease parcel) would not exceed the level of
activity predicted in the RFD,

Portions or all of parcels UT0213-119 and UT0213- 200

are undetlain by active uranium mine workings associated
with the La Sal Mines Complex. Lease notice UT-LN-108
{L.a Sal Mines Complex) would be added to these parcels,

Portions of parcels UT0213 - 209, and UT0213 - 255 arg
located within the mine permit boundary for the Lisbon
Valley Copper Mine. This mine is an active open pit
operation and parcels within the permit boundaty may have]
waste rock piles, heap leach pad operations, open pit mining,)
exploration and other activities related to the copper minin
operation. Lease notice UT-LN-109 (Lisbon Valley Coppeﬂ
Mine) is added to these parcels,

The FEIS adequately addresses the impacts of oil and gas
leasing. While conflicts could arise between oil and gas
operations and other mineral operations, these could
generally be mitigated under the regulations 3101.1-2,
where proposed oil and gas operations may be moved up to
200 meters or delayed by 60 days and also under the
standard lease terms {Sec., 6) where siting and design of
facilities may be modified to protect other resources, The
RFD remains vatid.

Rebececa Doolittle

08/06/2012

NI

Groundwater

As detailed in Appendix D, parcels or portions thereof,
which contained ground water protection zones, have been
deferred. As per public comments additional discussion
regarding groundwater is found in Appendix E and within
section 1.8. At this stage (lease sale) there is no potential to
affect groundwater. However, there is some expectation
that drilling and development could oceur, at which time
additional NEPA would be conducted. Potential project-
specific impacts relating to future authorizations will be
analyzed when an exploration or development application
is received. At that time measures to protect groundwater
will be applied as necessary.

Standard operating proceduces (SOPs) required by
regulation and site specific mitigation contained in an
approved APD would be sufficient to isolate and protect all
usable groundwaler zones. The SOPs include the
requirements for disposal of produced water contained in
Onshare Oil and Gas Order (O0GO) No. 7 and the
requirements for drilling operations contained in OCGO
No. 2. Potential fresh water aquifers would be cased and
cemented, The casing would be pressure tested to ensure
integrity prior to drilling out the surface casing shoe plug.
The lease parcels are not within any Sole Source Aquifers

Ann Marie Aubry

8-21-12
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or Drinking Water Source Protection Zones (DWSPZs).
These potential impacts will be addressed and mitigated
utilizing IM UT 2010-055 prior to APD approval,

e issuance of leases would not directly impact surface and
roundwater quality. Project-specific impacts to the surface
and groundwater quality relating to future authorizations
cannot be analyzed until an exploration or development
application is received. Management guidance and
tipulations in the Moab Field Office RMP provide for the
protection of surface water resources.

Ground water quality protection for oil and gas leasing,
exploration, and development is outlined in UT IM 2010-055
http:/fwww.utso.ut.blm.gov/Bulletin/lookupdetail.asp7ID=55
& Category=IMs&Field_Office=&theMonth). The purpose
of this IM is to enhance the existing process for the continued
protection of all usable ground water zones (< 10,000 mg/L
jas defined in Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 2) associaled
with oil and gas exploration and development, will be
followed. According to the 1M, Sole Source Aquifers (SSAs)

nd Drinking Water Source Protection Zones (DWSPZs) are

esignated drinking water aquifers, and require additional

alysis and protection. Additionally, prior to any drilling

activity, a rigorous engineering review will be conducted for
any down hole activities, and appropriate regulatory and
mitigation measures will be applied.

No known noxious plants occur within the parcels.
Invasive plants that occur throughout these parcels in
isolated pockets are cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), Russian
thistle (Salsola kali), Salt Cedar (Tamerix spp.} and
halogeton (Halogeton giomeratus).

At this stage (lease sale) there would be no impact (divect
or indirect) to Invasive Species/Noxious Weeds. However,
there is an expectation that development will oceur in the
g . . future, at which time additional NEPA would be
NI lnv%;%g?;%e?ﬁ?;l)ws conducted. At the development stage, mitigation measures Jordan Davis 8/2/12
and best management practices would be Incorporated to
avoid the spread of undesirable non-native plant species.
These BMPs/COAs include such activities as pressure
washing earth moving equipment prior to moving onto a
new conslruction location, and treatment and control of
weeds using integrated pest management techniques
according to BLM protocols. Therefore, invasive
species/noxious weeds would be addressed in more detail
during the APD process as a COA,

The ROD allows for oil and gas development with
associated road, pipeline and power line right-of-ways. Ofl
and gas leasing is not expected to affect access to public
lands. Leasing would be subject to all valid pre-existing
rights,

Any proposals for future projects within the oil and gas
lease area would be reviewed on a site-specific basis and
other right-of-way holders int the area would also be
notified, as per regulations, when an application for right-
of-way is received by this office.

NI Lands/Access Jan Denney 8/7/12

. ; There are no lands that BLM determined to have
v Idert .
Lands With Wilderacss wilderness characteristics (see Map 15 of the 2008 Moab Bill Stevens 07/26012
RMP), Scction 1.8.4 has been added 1o the EA based on

NP Characteristics
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NI

Livestock Grazing

At this stage (lease sale) there is no potential to affect (both
direct and indirect) current livestock operations, Existing
range improvements and studies within the proposed lease
parcels would need to be avoided by 200 meters during the
development of oil and gas facilities. In the future the
proposed action might include mitigation to avoid
harassment of livestock, stock watering facilities and the
repair of any fences damaged during the APD or
exploration processes.

Jotrdan Davis

8/20/12

NI

Native American
Religious Concerns

As summarized in sections 5.2 and 5.2.1, eleven tribes or
pueblos were contacted. Consultation letiers were sent to
the Tribes on August 17, 2012, Responses were received
from cne tribe, the Hopi. Partially as a resuit of this
consultation, six parcels were deferred for concerns about
cultural density, Thig correspondence is part of the record,
Native American Religious Concerns wete not identified
by these Lribes,

The issuance of leases would not divectly impact Native
American Religious Concerns, Project-specific impacts
relating to future authorizations cannot be analyzed until an
exploration or development application is received. At that
time site specific surveys and further consultation would be
completed and conditions of approval to protect Native
American Religious concerns could be added to the APD,

Donald Montoya

8/20/12

NI

Paleontology

The RMP did not identify oil and gas lease stiputations for
paleontological resources. However, one of the RMP goals
and objectives identified for paleontological resources
states “Profect paleontological resources from surftice-
disturbing activities (RMP, 79). Because of the high fossi]
potential in the Moab Field Office, it is appropriate to apply
a lease nolice to parcels with a moderate to high potential
fossil yield classification. This lease notice notifies thel
lessee that if they develop their lease, they may have to]
conduet paleontological surveys,

Using GIS data, the potential fossil yield classification for
each parcel was identified and the lease notice was

applied to those parcels that had a PEYC of 3 or higher.
Lease notice UT-1.N-72 is warranted on all parcels.
Attachment of this lease notice will adequately mitigate
impacts to paleontological resources.

Rebecea Doolittle

07/26/2012

NI

Rangeland Health
Standards

At this stage (lease sale} there is no impact (direct or

indirect). The potential to remove vegetation, disturb soils,
damage water resources, and affect water quality would be
addressed during the exploration and APD operations, and
would be analyzed during the exploration/APD processes.

Jordan Davis

8/20/12

Pl

Recreation

The area of the parcels is used for dispersed recreation such
as hunting and hiking, Five of the parcels are within
SRMAs,

Katie Stevens

07/26/12

NI

Socio-Economics

Oil and gas leases on Federal lands contribute to local
government revenues through mineral lease payments. In
Utah, these payments consist of bonus lease payments,
annual lease rentals and royalties based on production. Of
the total amount of mineral lease payments remitled fo

BLM, approximately 30 pet cent is returned to the state,

Bill Stevens

07726112
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The state then remits approximately one half of these
payments back to the counties in the form of direct
appropriations and grants and loans for specific profects
funded by the Perimanent Community Impact Board.

Bonus payments are one-time payments to the Federal
government for a leased parcel of BLM land for a ten-year
period. These payments contribute to state and local
economies because a proportion of the paymenls are
disbursed to state and local governments. Annual rental
payments—$1,50 per acre for the first 5 years and $2.00
per acre each subsequent vear—would also contribute to
state and local government revenues. Future production on
the proposed leases, should any occur, could conitibute
additional revenues to local governments in the form of
production royalties. The lease action, itself, however,
produces no such royalties.

November 2012

NI

Soils including
Biological Soil Crusts

Leasing these parcels would not impact soil resources.
However, there is some expectation that drilling and
development could occur, at which time additional NEPA.
would be conducted. BMPs and SOPs to protect soil
resources are defined in the Gold Book and in the Moab
RMP. SOPs, BMPs and site specific design features
including reclamation would be applied at the APD stage as
COAs, Leasing and exploration would have minimal impact
to soil resources.

To minimize watershed damage on fragile soils
(mederately to high saline soils) in parcel 15, stipulation
UT-8-109 is applied which restricts activities (no surface
disturbance) between December 1 and May 31 (see
Appendix A for full stipulation language). Lease notice
UT-LN-100 is also applied 1o parcel 015,

Steep slopes or fiagile soils occur on all of these parcels.
Stipulation UT-8-329 for Timing limitations and controlled
surface use on slopes greater than 30% are attached to
protect the soil resource,

Ann Maric Aubry

8-21-12

NI

Surface Water

At this stage (lease sale) there is no potential to affect
(either directly or indirectly) surface water resources.
However, there is some expectation that dritling and
development could oceur, at which time additional NEPA
would be conducted. Project-specific impacts to the surface
water resources relating to future authorizations will be
analyzed when an explovation or development application
is received. Surface water quality could be impacted by
surface disturbance {APD stage- well pads, roads and
pipelines) in or near perennial or intermittent streams or
springs. The Moab RMP provides for the protection of
surface water resources with decision #SOL-WAT #35/
“atlow no surface occupancy and preclude surface-
disturbing activities (see Appendix A) within 100 year
floodplains, within 100 meters of a natural spring or within
public water reserves (p. 102, ROD). SOPs including
interim and final reclamation required by regulation, and
BMP and COA for site specific APD approvals would
provide mitigation for potential indirect impacts to surface
water quality.

Stipulation UT-8-122 does not allow surface disturbing
activity within the 100 year floodplains or within 100
meters of riparian areas. Also, no surface-disturbing

Ann Marie Aubry

8-21-12
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activities are allowed within public water reserves or
within 100 meters of springs,

Application of stipulation UT-58-122 1o all parcels is
warranted.

NP

Threatened, Endangered
or Candidate Plant
Species

There are no known oceurrences of T&E and candidate
plant species within these parcels. While USFWS
identified potential habitat within these areas there are no
known occurrences of these plants on these parcels.
Additionally, the habitat for Jones cycladenia is steep
rugged terrain, not conducive to drilling and would be
further protected under soil related stipulations if
necessary. Navajo Sedge is also not expected to occur
within these parcels. The habitat is much further south and
ocours along riparian/floodplains which, in the event that it
was unexpectedly discovered, would be protected by NSO
in floodplains, stipulation UT-8-122, which is applied to all
parcels,

Dave Williams

8/20M12

NP

Wastes
(hazardous or solid)

Hazardous or solid wastes would not be created or stored at
the leaging stage. The construction, drilling, completion,
testing, and production of an oil and gas well produce
waste products including drilling and completion fluids angd
produced water., Standard operating procedures required by
regulation, BMPs, and COAs attached to the approved
APD would mitigate impacts and ensute proper
containment and disposal of wastes generated from oil and
gas activities.

Rebecca Doolittle

07/26/2012

NI

Wetlands/Ripatian Zones

At this stage (lease sale) there is no potential to affect
(either directly or indirectly) —wetland or riparian areas.
However, there is some expectation that drilling and
development could oceur, at which time additional NEPA
would be conducled. The Moab RMP ROD decision #RIP-
7 states “preclude surface distwbing activities within 100
year floodplains and within {00 meters of riparian areas,
public water reserves and springs” (ROD p.100).
Requirements for pipelines crossing stream channels are
also provided for in the RMP Appendix . To protect
Riparian Areas, application of stipulation UT-8-122 is
warranted on all parcels,

Ann Marie Aubry

8-21-12

NP

Wild and Scenic Rivers

There arc no suitable Wild and Scenic Rivers within any of
the proposed parcels (see Map 22, 2008 Moab RMP)

Katie Stevens

07/26/12

NP

Wilderness/WSA

There are no Wilderness Areas or Wilderness Study Arcas
within any of the lease parcels. Designated Wilderness and
Wilderness Study Areas are closed to mineral leasing per
Federal Onshore Ofl and Gas Leasing Reform Act of 1987
and 43 CFR 3100.0-3(2). Parcels proposcd for sale are not
located within designated wilderness or wilderness study
areas and activity outside of these areas will not affect
wilderness characleristics within the areas,

Bill Stevens

07726412

NI

Woodland / Forestry

Woodland production or restriction zones are or are not
present on these parcels. At this stage (Icase sale) there are
no impacts to Woodland / Forestry. Impacts (both direet
and indirect) would oceur when the lease is developed in
the future. The potential impacts would be analyzed on a
site-specific basis at the APD stage prior to development.

Jordan Davis

8/26/12

NI

Vegetation Excluding
Special Status Species

At this stage (lease sale) there are no impacts to vegetation
resources. Impacts (both direct and indirect) would occur

Jordan Davis

8/20/12
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when the lease is developed in the future, The potential
impacts would be analyzed on a site-specific basis at the
APD stage prior to development.

November 2012

PI

Visual Resources

There are no lands managed as VRM I within any of the
lease pareels. Approximately 1395 acres of lands managed
as VRM II are within the lease parcels UT0213-123 and
UT0213-174. However, controlled surface use stipulations
have been applied Lo those acres which would lessen the
impacts to their visual resources, Application of UT-S-138
is warranted.

Lease notice UT-LN-98 (Visual Resources and Natural
Soundscapes) is applied to all parcels.

Katie Stevens

7i26/12

N1

BIM/State Sensitive Fish
and Wildlife Species

Detailed information on the inclusion of the appropriate
lease notices and stipulations are contained in the 2008
Moab RMP. Sensitive species habitat and criteria were
identified for these species from GIS data layers developed
by the BLM, Utah Division of Wildlife Resources/Utah
Natural Heritage Program data and field office records.
These habitats are addressed in the RMP and provided
needed protections through stipulations or notices.

Stipulation UT-8-272 (CSU/TL Burrowing Owl and/or
Ferruginous Hawk Nesting) has been attached to parcels
15, 42, 119, 124, 171, 174, 200, 202, 209, 240, 246, 248-
253, 258, & 260. This is sufficient to protect burrowing
owl habitat at the leasing stage.

Kit fox habitat can be found throughout the field office and
Stipulation UT-5-298 (Kit Fox) is used 1o protect kit fox
habitat on all parcels,

White-tailed and/or Gunnison prairie dog habitat may be
found on parcels 15, 42, 119, 123, 124, 200, 202, 209, 246,
250-255 and 258-260. A lease notice (UT-LN-25) will be
applied to the appropriate parcels listed above. This notice
is used fo notify the lessee of the possible presence of
prairie dogs at the leasing stage,

Bald eagle winter habital can be found throughout the field
office, UT-8-275 has been attached te the appropriate
parcels 42, 119, 124, 199, 202, 209, 246, 248-260 to notify
the lessee of the possible presence of bald eagles at the
leasing stage.

Golden eagle habitat can be found on parcel 169,
Stipulation UT-8-273 has been attached to this parcel, to
notify the lessee of the possible presence of golden eagles
at the feasing stage.

Currently all Gunnison sage grouse habitats within the
Moab Field Office have been unoccupied over 15 years.
Three parcels contain minimal, potentially suitable habitat,
200 (21 acres), 202 (100 acres) and 240. These acreages
are located on the edge of larger, unoccupied areas and this
habitat is not substantially imporlant to the overall
suitability of the habitat, however a stipulation has been
attached to address this very limited potential habitat (UT-
S-215). Lease notice UT-LN~103 (Undetermined Gunaison
Sage Grouse Habitat) is applicd to these parcels.

Other sensitive species may also be found on all leases
therefore the Utah Sensilive Species lease notice (UT-LN-
49 has been atiached to all parcels to notify the lessee of

Pam Riddle

8/20/12
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the potential for Egnsitivgspecies habitat.

The appropriate stipulation or notice has been attached to
each of the above listed parcel for each of the named
species addressed above. Therefore leasing will not impact
the species. Site-specific effects cannot be analyzed until
an exploration or development application is received, after
leasing has oceurred.

Detailed information on the appropriate lease notices and
stipulations are contained in the 2008 Moab RMP. The
BLM works with Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
along with others to develop the stipulations and notices
as mitigation for the leasing stage. Further analysis and
mitigation may be required at the project stage. Wildlife
habitat and criteria were identified for these species from
GIS data layers developed by the BLM, Utah Division of
Wildlife Resources/Utah Natural Heritage Program data
and field office records. These habitats are addressed in
the RMP and provided certain protections through

Fish and Wildlife stipulations or notices,
NI Excluding Special Status| Habitat for deer and efk crucial winter range and fawning Pam Riddle 8/20/12
Species areas have been identified. UT-S-229 has been attached to

the parcels (42, 119, 124, 171, 174, 199-202, 209, 240,
246-255 and 258-260) to protect winter ranges from
November 15 through April 15" and UTU-8-246 to
protect fawning grounds from May 15 through July 30™,

Stipulation UT-S-246 is applied to protect fawning habitat
that occurs on parcels 199 and 240,

Thete is potential fawning habitat for pronghorn on parcel

15. In otder protect potential fawning habitat for
pronghorn lease notice UT-LN-15 for Pronghorn Fawning
will be added to this parcel.

The following documents are incorporated: Utah
Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy (CWCS),
Utah Partners in Flight Avian Conservation Strategy
Version 2.0. (2002), Birds of Conservation Concern {2002),
Executive Order 13186 Responsibilities of Federal
Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds, MOU between the
USDI BLM and USFWS to Promote the Conservation and
Management of Migratory Birds (4/2010), and Utalh
Supplemental Planning Guidance: Raptor Best Management
Practices {BLM UTSO IM 2006-096)
Migratory birds are present within all of the proposed
PI Migratory Birds parcels, Migratory birds would not be impacted by the act Pam Riddle 8/20/12
of leaging itself but il implies that development may follow
which may have an impact on migratory birds. Lease
notice (UT-LN-43) for migratory birds is warranted for all
parcels.

Raptors habitat, either foraging or nesting, may be found
on all of the parcels. Raptors would not be impacted by the
act of leasing itself but it implies that development may
follow which may have an impact on raptors; therefore a
raptor habitat lease notice (UT-LN-44) has been attached to
all of the leases to notify the lessee of the possible presence
of rapior habitats and nesling at the leasing stage.

Threatened, Endangered The Maab Field Office has concurrence from the U.S, Fish )
NI e(a: e:de. date A halg | [and Wildlife Service that leasing may move forward Pam Riddle 8/20/12
ortandidate Anmal | i out further consultation, based on consultation that
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occurred during the Land Use Planning Process. The
Biological Opinion issued on October 16, 2008 by the
USFWS concluded with a determination “not likely to
adversely affect” (ROD, Appendix B) with the application
of the appropriate lease notices. To ensure that the
information js current and all appropriate stipulations and
notices are applied, informal consultation confirming the
decisions made during that Land Use Planning process is
ongoing,

Consultation may be required at the time surface disturbing
activities are proposed either through an APD, pipeline
right-of-way or other oil and gas related surface disturbing
proposal. Site-specific effects cannot be analyzed until an
exploration or development application is received, afier
leasing has occurred. Until there is a site-specific proposal,
there is no action directly or indirectly cawsing
maodifications to the land, water, or air, therefore *no
effect” on any listed animal species or designated critical
habitat.

Mexican owl habitat is modeled aud therefore may be

present on most of these parcels. Lease notice T&E 06 will
be attached.

The Greenback Cuithroat Trout does not occur within any
of these parcels,

Habitat for the California Condor could occur on all
parcels; therefore, notice T&E-11 is attached.
Southwestern willow flycatcher habitat may be provided
by the riparian areas found in parcels 119, 169, 174, 199,
200, 202 & 240, Lease nolice T&E-08 has been applied to
these pareels,

Yellow-billed cuckoo habitat may be found on parcels 119,
169, 170, 174, 199, 200, 201 202, 240, and 249, Lease
notice UT-LN-33 is applied to these parcels.

Consultation with the USFWS is ongoing,

TINAL REVIEW:

Environmental Coordinaior

\s\ Katie Stevens 11/16/2012

‘ qUtah State Office staff may still
be conducting consultation with

USFWS. All recommended
stipulations and notices have
been added as of this date, If
additional stipulations or
notices are required they will
amend our recommendations,

Authorized Officer

\s\ Jeffrey R. Smith 11/16/2012

Utah State Office staff may still
be conducting consultation with

USFWS. All recommended
stipulations and notices have
been added as of this date. If
additional stipulations or
notices are required they will
amend ow' recommendations,
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