Moab Master Leasing Plan Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

This Moab Master Leasing Plan and Draft Resource Management Plan Amendments/Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Moab and Monticello Field Offices (Moab MLP/Draft EIS) has been prepared by
the United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Canyon Country
District.

The BLM Washington Office (WO) Instruction Memorandum (IM) No. 2010-117: Oil and Gas Leasing
Reform — Land Use Planning and Lease Parcel Reviews (May 17, 2010) and BLM Handbook H-1624-1:
Planning for Fluid Mineral Resources (January 28, 2013) outline the process and criteria for preparing a
Master Leasing Plan (MLP). Although the IM and the Handbook pertain to oil and gas leasing decisions,
the BLM determined that the MLP concepts are also applicable to potash leasing decisions. An MLP is a
mechanism for completing additional planning, analysis, and decisionmaking that may be necessary for
areas meeting the criteria for preparing an MLP. Through the MLP process, the BLM will reconsider
mineral leasing decisions in a portion of the Moab and Monticello Resource Management Plans (RMP) that
are covered in the designated Planning Area. The planning effort is to prepare the Moab MLP, potential
amendments to the Moab and Monticello RMPs, and a single Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The
scope of the decisions in the Moab MLP is limited to oil and gas and potash leasing and development within
the Planning Area. This planning effort is not a full RMP revision, but rather is focused on the issues of oil
and gas and potash leasing and development in portions of the Moab and Monticello Field Offices.

The majority of the public lands within the Planning Area are managed by the Moab Field Office.
Approximately 581,624 acres are managed by the Moab Field Office and 203,943 acres are managed by
the Monticello Field Office. An additional 124,295 acres of land in the Planning Area are managed by the
Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA), and 4,377 acres are managed by Utah
State Parks.

The geographic area being considered in this planning process includes a portion of BLM-administered
public lands and Federal mineral estates managed by the BLM’s Moab and Monticello Field Offices in
Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah (Map 3-1). The Planning Area includes approximately 785,567 acres
of public lands in east-central Utah south of Interstate 70. The area adjoins the town of Moab and Arches
National Park. The western boundary is the Green River and the northeastern boundary of Canyonlands
National Park. To the south of Moab, the Planning Area includes the Indian Creek/Lockhart Basin/Hatch
Point area between Canyonlands National Park and Highway 191.

The Planning Area encompasses a mix of land uses including developed and dispersed recreation, oil and
gas development, and a potash facility on State and private land. There is interest in potash exploration and
development in the area. Table ES-1 shows the total acreage within the Planning Area including private,
state, and other Federal ownership.

Table ES-1. Land Ownership within the Planning Area

Moab Field Office | Monticello Field Office Planning Area
Land Status
Acres Acres Total Acres
BLM 581,624 203,943 785,567
State 91,805 32,490 124,295
State Parks 4,337 40 4,377
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Moab Field Office | Monticello Field Office Planning Area
Land Status
Acres Acres Total Acres
Private 17,855 14,375 32,230
Split Estate* 9,855 5,281 15,136
Total 695,621 250,848 946,469

*Acreage not additive
Source: BLM Canyon Country District

The Moab MLP/Draft EIS was prepared using the BLM’s planning regulations and guidance issued under
the authority of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976. An EIS is incorporated
into this document to meet the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA),
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA (40 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508) and requirements of BLM’s NEPA Handbook 1790-1.

PURPOSE AND NEED

Purpose

The MLP process will provide additional planning and analysis prior to new leasing of oil and gas and
potash within the Planning Area. The MLP will enable the Moab and Monticello Field Offices to 1)
evaluate in-field considerations such as optimal parcel configurations and potential development scenarios;
2) identify and address potential resource conflicts and environmental impacts from development; 3)
develop mitigation strategies; and 4) consider a range of new constraints, including prohibiting surface
occupancy or closing areas to leasing. The outcome of the MLP process may result in new mineral leasing
stipulations and development constraints accomplished through amendments to the existing land use plans
(Moab and Monticello RMPs). The EIS will analyze likely development scenarios and land use plan
alternatives with varying mitigation levels for mineral leasing.

Need

The BLM introduced the MLP process as part of its 2010 Oil and Gas Leasing Reform effort (IM 2010-
117). The BLM determined that the Planning Area meets the criteria for preparing an MLP and therefore
additional planning and analyses are necessary prior to new or additional mineral leasing and development.
Furthermore, the BLM has identified a need to evaluate mineral leasing decisions as a result of changing
circumstances, updated policies, and new information.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Public involvement has been an integral part of BLM’s MLP effort. The public scoping period began with
the publication of the Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register on March 5, 2012. The scoping period
included three public scoping meetings held in Moab, Monticello, and Salt Lake City, Utah. The formal
scoping period ended on May 7, 2012. There were 319 comments extracted from the 181 individual
comment submissions. The majority of comments pertained to policy and administrative actions,
socioeconomics, water and soil resources, fish and wildlife and special status species, air resources, and
visual resource management and noise.
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Planning Issues

Planning issues were identified during the public scoping process and have been considered during the
preparation of the Moab MLP/Draft EIS. A summary of the planning issues are highlighted below,
organized by resource category:

Air Quality: Emissions, pollutants, impacts to air quality, and how BLM will address those issues.

Climate Change: Minimizing greenhouse gas emissions.

Cultural and Paleontology Resources: Protecting cultural and paleontological resources from damage,
and protecting the Old Spanish National Historic Trail segments and the associated viewsheds.

Lands and Realty: Protecting high use filming locations, utility corridors, roads; and had questions about
stipulations for mineral withdrawals and addressing private inholdings.

Lands with Wilderness Characteristics: Protecting lands with wilderness characteristics.
Minerals (oil and gas and potash): Impacts of oil, gas, and potash leasing and development.

Recreation: Protecting viewsheds and recreation opportunities; and conflicts between mineral
development and recreation use.

Socioeconomics: Economic impacts from mineral development and revenue from recreation.

Soil and Water Resources: Protecting water resources, such as water quality, springs, watersheds, and
aquifers. Minimizing impacts to soils and reducing erosion.

Special Designations: Protection of special designation areas (areas of critical environmental concern
[ACEC], Wild and Scenic Rivers [WSR], and National Historic Trails).

Special Status Species: Protection of special status plants and animals.

Vegetation: Vegetation protection, reclamation and Best Management Practices, and invasive species and
noxious weed control.

Visual Resource Management and Auditory Management: Protecting viewsheds, visual quality,
soundscapes, and night skies.

Wildlife and Fisheries: Protecting wildlife and fisheries, including water quality, habitat fragmentation,
and lease stipulations to protect habitat and species.

COOPERATING AGENCIES

The BLM extended cooperating agency status to government entities and agencies throughout the Planning
Area. The following is a list of the cooperating agencies that have actively attended the cooperators
meetings leading to the development of the Moab MLP/Draft EIS.

* Grand County
e San Juan County
» State of Utah
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* National Park Service (NPS) (U.S. Department of the Interior [DOI])

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service are also actively
involved in the planning process.

As part of the planning process, the BLM initiated consultation with culturally affiliated Native American
Tribes. The Hopi Indian Tribe accepted BLM’s invitation to become involved in the MLP process.

MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives Development Process

The three action alternatives were prepared by BLM in conjunction with cooperating agencies. In addition,
a preliminary range of alternatives was presented to the public at an open house meeting and on the Moab
MLP website on May 14, 2014. Feedback from the public on the preliminary range of alternatives was
taken through May 28, 2014. This feedback, as well as that of cooperating agencies, was used to assist the
BLM in finalizing the alternatives for development of the Moab MLP/Draft EIS.

Summary Description of the Management Alternatives

Alternative A (No Action Alternative—Continuation of Existing Management)

Alternative A is the No Action alternative and represents the continuation of existing mineral leasing
management (oil, gas, and potash) under the Moab and Monticello Resource Management Plans (2008).
This alternative is the least restrictive to mineral leasing and development; however, current management
provides protection for special designations and constraints for sensitive resources. Alternative A allows
for oil, gas, and potash leasing and development to occur on the same tracts of land where it is consistent
with the leasing decisions in the RMPs. The No Action alternative is required by the Council on
Environmental Quality.

Alternative B

Alternative B provides for mineral leasing and development outside of areas that are protected for high
scenic quality (including public lands visible from Arches and Canyonlands National Parks), high use
recreation areas, special designations, and other sensitive resources in a manner that minimizes surface
disturbance and associated potential resource impacts. Alternative B provides a limited number of specific
exceptions to leasing stipulations. Mineral leasing decisions are divided into two options specified as
Alternative B1 and Alternative B2 (Tables 2-5 and 2-6). The stipulations devised for the protection of
specific resources in Alternative B apply to the leasing decisions in both Alternative B1 and Alternative
B2.

Alternative B1 provides for both oil and gas leasing and potash leasing. In Alternative B1, surface impacts
would be minimized by separating the new leasing of the two commodities (oil/gas and potash), limiting
the density of development in a manner that would not dominate the landscape, and locating potash
processing facilities in areas identified with the least amount of sensitive resources. Separating leasing of
oil/gas and potash would eliminate redundant infrastructure and ensure orderly development by setting
apart the competing objectives of the two commodities. Potash leasing would involve a phased approach
and would initially only be issued within identified areas. A phased approach to potash leasing would
provide the opportunity to lease a limited portion of the Planning Area in order to determine the feasibility
of potash development and methods for reducing resource conflicts.
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Alternative B2 provides for only oil and gas leasing; no new potash leasing would occur. Qil and gas is a
proven economic commaodity in the Planning Area while the feasibility of developing deep potash deposits
with solution mining methods has not been established on public lands within the Planning Area. Leasing
for oil and gas alone would meet the objective of minimizing surface impacts by eliminating the potential
for redundant infrastructure associated with co-development of oil, gas, and potash and eliminating the
potential for potash processing facilities. Alternative B2 would also minimize surface impacts by limiting
the density of oil and gas development in a manner that would not dominate the landscape.

Alternative C

Alternative C emphasizes resource protection over mineral leasing and development. Alternative C
provides for only oil and gas leasing; no potash leasing would occur. This alternative affords the greatest
protection to areas with high scenic quality, recreational uses, special designations, BLM lands adjacent to
Arches and Canyonlands National Parks, and other sensitive resources. Alternative C provides minimal
exceptions to leasing stipulations. In areas open for oil and gas development, surface impacts would be
minimized by limiting the density of oil and gas development in a manner that would not dominate the
landscape.

Alternative D (Preferred Alternative)

Alternative D is the BLM’s preferred alternative and provides for both oil and gas leasing and potash
leasing. Mineral development would be precluded in many areas with high scenic quality, in some high
use recreation areas, specially designated areas, and in other areas with sensitive resources. Outside of
these areas, surface impacts would be minimized by separating leasing of the two commodities (oil/gas and
potash), locating potash processing facilities in areas with the least amount of sensitive resources, and
limiting the density of mineral development. Potash leasing would involve a phased approach and would
initially only be issued within identified areas. Alternative D provides operational flexibility for mineral
leasing and development through some specific exceptions and closes BLM lands adjacent to Arches and
Canyonlands National Parks to mineral leasing and development.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The purpose of the analysis of environmental consequences is to determine the potential for significant
impact of the “Federal action” on the “human environment.” The CEQ regulations for implementing the
NEPA states that the “human environment” shall be interpreted comprehensively to include the natural and
physical environment, and the relationship of people with that environment (40 CFR 81508.14). The
“Federal action” is the BLM’s selection of a MLP on which future mineral leasing and development will
be based.

The environmental consequences that could result from implementation of the management actions
included in the four management alternatives are described in Chapter 4 and are summarized and compared
in Table 2-21, (Comparative Summary of Impacts). These potential environmental consequences are
discussed for each resource program, providing a comprehensive analysis of environmental effects. The
analysis identifies impacts that may enhance or improve a resource as a result of management actions, as
well as those impacts that have the potential to impair a resource. The analysis of the alternatives is focused
on identifying the types of impacts anticipated to occur and estimating their potential intensity. The analysis
is organized by resource program and discloses the potential impacts on each resource program from
implementing each of the proposed alternatives. The analysis also includes an assessment of cumulative
effects, which are defined as the impacts that result from the incremental impact of an action when added
to other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions.
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