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CHAPTER 4—ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This chapter evaluates the environmental impacts of implementing each alternative described in Chapter
2. Chapter 3 describes the existing conditions of the resource topics that would be affected by the
alternatives. The organization of this chapter parallels that of Chapter 3. Because resource topics are
often interrelated, one section may refer to another.

4.1 INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to analyze and disclose potential significant impact of the “federal action”
on the “human environment.” The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for
implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) state that the human environment shall be
interpreted comprehensively to include the natural and physical environment and the relationship of
people with that environment [40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) §1508.14]. The federal action is
the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) selection of an alternative plan on which future land use
actions would be based.

Many BLM-proposed actions are common to all alternatives or are the same for two or more alternatives.
Impacts are discussed by alternative under each resource topic. Some BLM management actions may
affect only certain resources and alternatives. If an activity or action is not addressed in a given section, it
is because no impacts are expected or the impact is minimal.

Acreage figures and other numbers used in this analysis are approximate projections for comparison and
analytic purposes only. They do not reflect exact measures of precise calculations.

411 Types of Impacts

Analysis of the alternatives focused on identifying types of impacts and estimating their potential
significance. Throughout this chapter the terms “impact” and “effect” are synonymous. Although
impacts may be perceived as positive (beneficial) or negative (adverse), those determinations are left for
the reader of this document to decide. An overview of types of impacts is presented below. Cumulative
impacts are defined and discussed in Section 4.20.

Table 4-1. Types of Impacts

Direct Impacts
These are effects that are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place. Examples include the
elimination of original land use because of the erection of a structure. Direct impacts may cause indirect impacts,
such as ground disturbance resulting in re-suspension of dust.

Indirect Impacts
These are effects that are caused by the action but occur later in time or are farther removed in distance, but are still
reasonably foreseeable and related to the action by a chain of cause and effect. Indirect impacts may reach beyond
the natural and physical environment (e.g., environmental impact) to include growth-inducing effects and other effects
related to induced changes to resource users (e.g., non-environmental impact).

Cumulative Impacts
These are effects that result from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or nonfederal) or person undertakes such
other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions that take place
over time.
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4.1.2 Determination of Significance for the Purposes of this Impact Analysis

Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts may be significant. The concept of significance requires
consideration of both the context and intensity of the impact. The magnitude of change—existing
conditions and the likelihood that the change will occur are also considered. Context relates to the
environmental circumstances at the location of the impact, such as the immediate vicinity, affected
interests, and the locality. Intensity refers to the severity or extent of impact. Both short-term and long-
term effects are relevant.

Determining significance is complex. The significance of a resource or impact is dynamic and may
change during the planning period. Significance can be real and supportable by fact, or perceived and
perhaps not fully supportable even with rigorous study. For this analysis, the approach to establish
significance criteria was based on legal issues, public perception, and professional judgment. Specific
significance criteria are presented for each resource topic. Each resource topic also ends with a summary
statement regarding the significance of effects.

The significance criteria are intended to provide thresholds for comparison of the impacts of the planning
alternatives but are not necessarily thresholds which would individually trigger the need to prepare an
environmental impact statement (EIS) as required by Section 102 (C) of NEPA. The significance of the
impacts of implementation level decisions will be made based on more site-specific analysis and further
consideration of the context and intensity of impacts as explained in CEQ’s Significance Criteria found in
40 CFR 1508.27.

41.3 Methods and Assumptions

Impact analysis is a cause and effect process. To evaluate the context of an impact, an affected resource
is compared with the available area or quantity of that resource. For this study, analysis methods
identified resources that would be subject to change based on the proposed activities and then predicted
changes to these resources. The magnitude or scale of the resource change was defined and a judgment
about the significance of that change was made based on the significance criteria. Additional information
regarding specific methods of analysis is presented for each resource topic.

Environmental impacts associated with the alternatives are caused by land use activities. Certain
assumptions are made regarding level of land use activity, resource condition, and resource response.
Potential impacts are determined based on these assumptions. The analysis considered the following:

« Restrictions or prohibitions on activities in specific areas to protect sensitive resources

- Mitigation requirements that prevent or limit direct impacts associated with land use activities or that reclaim
the land after the activity has been completed

- Standards and guidelines that assess rangeland health and provide strategies to achieve resource
conditions and management objectives

»  Projections of the level of activity for land use based on historical trends, existing land use agreements such
as leases or permits, and statements of interest in land use by individuals and industry organizations

« Impacts of land use activities that occur regardless of location of the land use and impacts dependent on the
location of the activity and potentially affected resources

¢ The availability of funding to implement the alternatives described in Chapter 2.

Additional assumptions are presented within the Methods of Analysis section under each resource topic.
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BLM manages public lands for multiple uses in accordance with the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA). Land use decisions are made that protect the resources while allowing
different uses of those resources, such as livestock grazing, energy development, and recreation. When
there are conflicts between resource uses, or when a land use activity may result in unacceptable or
irreversible impacts to the environment, BLM may restrict or prohibit some land uses in specific areas.
To ensure that BLM meets its mandate of multiple use in land management actions, the impacts of the
alternatives on resource users are identified and assessed as part of the planning process. The projected
impacts on land use activities and the associated environmental impacts of land uses are characterized and
evaluated for the each of the alternatives. It is important to note that all management prescriptions for
each resource and resource use directly and/or indirectly relate to each other; therefore, impacts of other
prescriptions and guidance may apply to each resource management activity.

4.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts are the effects on the environment that result from the impact of implementing any
one of the alternatives in combination with other actions outside the scope of this plan, either within the
planning area or outside it. The CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA defines cumulative impacts as:

“...the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to
other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or Non-
Federal) or person undertakes such actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.” (40 CFR 1500-1508)

Cumulative impact analysis is required because the environmental conditions are the result of many
different factors that act together. The real effect of any single action cannot be determined by
considering that action in isolation but must be determined by considering the likely result of that action
when acting in conjunction with many others. Management decisions may well be influenced by
activities and conditions on intermingled nonpublic lands and on adjacent lands beyond the planning area
boundary. Therefore assessment data and information may span multiple scales, land ownerships, and
jurisdictions. These involve determinations that are often complex and are, to some degree, subjective.

4.2.1 Cumulative Analysis Methodology

The cumulative impacts discussion that follows considers the alternatives in the context of the broader
human environment and specifically actions that occur outside the scope and geographic area covered by
the RMP. Due to the programmatic, broad-scale nature of this RMP, this assessment is broad and
generalized to address potential effects that could occur from a hypothetical management scenario when
combined with other activities or projects. This assessment is primarily qualitative for many resources
because of lack of detailed information that would result from project-level decisions and other activities
or projects.

Cumulative impact analysis is limited to important issues of national, regional, or local significance.
Therefore, not all issues identified for direct or indirect impact assessment in this EIS are analyzed for
cumulative effects. Because of the wide geographic scope of a cumulative impact assessment and the
variety of activities assessed, cumulative impacts are commonly examined at a more qualitative and less
detailed level than are direct and indirect impacts presented previously in this chapter. This analysis
includes discussion of factors that have created the current environment. These past actions are
considered cumulatively with the alternatives of this RMP. Factors that could be expected to influence
that environment in the future are also considered.
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Spatial boundaries vary and are larger for resources that are mobile or migrate compared to resources that
are stationary. In some cases spatial boundaries may be contained within the PFO or an area of the PFO.
Evaluation of potential impacts considers incremental impacts that may occur from the proposed project,
while also considers impacts from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions (RFFA).
RFFAs are those future action activities that have been committed to or that are known proposals that
could take place within the 20-year planning period. RFFA scenarios are projections made only for the
prediction of future impacts; they are not actual planning decisions or resource commitments.

Projections, which have been developed for analytical purposes only, are based on current conditions and
trends and represent a best professional estimate. Unforeseen changes in such factors as economics,
demand, and Federal, State, and local laws and policies could result in different outcomes than those
projected for this analysis.

The following factors were considered in this cumulative impact assessment:

Federal, nonfederal, and private actions

The potential for synergistic effects or synergistic interaction among or between effects
The potential for effects to cross political and administrative boundaries

Other spatial and temporal characteristics of each affected resource

e The comparative scale of cumulative impacts across alternatives.

422 Projects and Activities Considered

Projects and activities were identified through review of available information. The following general
types of projects were identified as having the greatest likelihood to generate potential cumulative impacts
when added to the Price RMP alternatives:

Regional minerals and energy development and operations
Water projects

Public lands planning and management outside the PFO
Wild and scenic river designations

Road improvement projects

Actions on private lands

Minerals and energy activity presents the greatest potential for significant impacts in the area. Oil and gas
development, which includes tar sands, comprise the largest development potential, consisting of 1,100—
1,900 wells developed over the next 20 years. Two additional coal mines (the Lila Canyon and North
Horn mines), 10 CO2 wells, one new gypsum mine, and one new humate mine may be developed over
the next 20 years. No helium or oil shale development is anticipated for the life of the plan. Table 4-2
presents existing and reasonably foreseeable minerals and energy development and associated surface
disturbance on lands throughout the PFO regardless of jurisdiction. These numbers represent allowable
development under each of the alternatives and do not represent actual wells that would be drilled.
Subsequent NEPA analyses would be required for mineral and energy exploration and development with
more detailed information and analysis.
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Table 4-2. Price Minerals Reasonable Foreseeable Development (RFD)

Oil and Gas Development

\Well Location No Action Alt A Alt B Alt C Alt D

IAnnually Life of PlanjAnnually [Life of PlanlAnnually [Life of PlanjAnnually |[Life of PlanjAnnually |Life of Plan
Emery/Book Cliffs Play 35 700 45 900 40 800 35 700 40 800
Tavaputs Plateau 30 600 35 700 20 400 15 300 20 400
Oil and Gas Wells in the Remaining PFO [12 240 15 300 10 200 5 100 12 240

Total Wells

Type of Activity

Annually Life of PlanjAnnually [Life of PlanjAnnually [Life of PlanjAnnually |[Life of PlanjAnnually |Life of Plan
Roads and Pipelines 493 9,856 608 12,160 448 8,960 352 7,040 461 9,216
Drill Pads 116 2,310 143 2,850 105 2,100 83 1,650 108 2,160
IAncillary Facilities 10 200 10 200 10 200 10 200 10 200

Total Surface Disturbance Over 20 Years

(Acres) 618

Type of Activity
Annually Life of PlanAnnually [Life of PlanjAnnually |Life of PlanjAnnually [Life of PlanjAnnually [Life of Plan
Roads and Pipelines 139 2,772 171 3,420 126 2,520 99 1,980 130 2,592
Drill Pads 77 1,540 95 1,900 70 1,400 55 1,100 72 1,440
/Ancillary Facilities 10 200 10 200 10 200 10 200 10 200
Total Surface Disturbance Over 20 Years 206 76 06 164 212
(Acres)
IAssumptions:

Roads and pipelines average an initial 70 feet total width disturbance for 3/4 mile per well (6.4 acres). After reclamation, average disturbance of 20 feet total width
disturbance for % mile per well (1.8 acres). Assume reclamation is complete after 3-5 years.

Drill pads average initial disturbance of 1.5 acres including pits, cuts and fills per well. After reclamation, average disturbance of 1.0 acre per well.

Ancillary facilities average initial and long-term disturbance of 20 acres per facility (e.g., compressor stations and power lines).
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Initial disturbance is based on 6.4 acres of roads and pipelines, 1.5 acres for drill pads, and 20 acres per ancillary facility.

Long-term disturbance is based on 1.8 acres of roads and pipelines, 1.0 acre for drill pads, and 20 acres per ancillary facility.
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Past, present, and potential future actions that are reasonably foreseeable over the life of the RMP for the
planning area to be considered include the following list of projects.

Power Plants

« Existing Power Plants. Continued operation of the Hiawatha cogeneration project composed of the
American Syngas Project and the Carbon County cogeneration project; the Questar Pipeline Dew Point
Plant; the Sunnyside cogeneration facility; and the coal-fired PacifiCorp Hunter, Huntington, and Carbon
Plants are sources of NOx emissions near the PFO and provide a stable source for employment in local
communities. Operation of these plants also places a demand on water quantity, stress on water quality for
steam generation, and plant cooling.

¢ Potential expansion of the PacifiCorp Hunter Plant. The Hunter Coal-Fired Plant in Castledale may add
a fourth unit to its current operations. The expansion would increase current NOx and SOx emissions,
demand on water quantity, and stress on water quality. The proposed project would increase local jobs
during plant construction and provide approximately 350 additional long-term jobs in the region.

Coal Mines

. Lila Canyon Coal Mine. This mine is located on BLM lands in the Book Cliffs, south of Price, Utah. Utah
American Energy Inc. plans to build approximately 4.7 miles of road and begin mining coal near the canyon.
This underground coal mine has a potential to yield approximately 800,000 to 1 million tons of coal per year.
Operation of the mine would place greater demand on US-6 with an estimated 550 round-trips per day from
the mine north to a drop off point near the town of Wellington. Approximately 150—200 new jobs are
anticipated from the coal mine operation. This project is sponsored by American Coal Company and is
currently in the permitting stages through the Utah Division of Oil, Gas, and Mining (UDOGM). Approvals
are expected in late 2004; construction would depend on marketing and permit approval. The area for the
proposed mine and portal facilities has been identified by BLM as having wilderness characteristics. The
area contains bighorn sheep populations and may fragment wildlife habitat. The Turtle Mountain WSA is
above the mining activity and may also experience surface disturbance. The springs in Lila Canyon could
experience interrupted flows and discharge would reduce water quality in Coleman, Washington.

+  North Horn Coal Mine. The proposed North Horn coal mine is sponsored by PacifiCorp/Scottish Power
and is located on approximately 10,000 acres of U.S. Forest Service (USFS) land west of Castledale.
USFS is currently conducting an EIS for the mine. A lease is proposed for the underground coal mine by
both SITLA and BLM with consent of other federal agencies. Approximately 2—4 million tons of coal per
year is anticipated during operation. Construction of roads to the mine, power lines, and other related
infrastructure is expected as part of the project. Increases in air emissions are anticipated and discharge
would degrade water quality. The area contains known populations of threatened and endangered plants
and elk and mule deer habitat.

*  Willow Creek Coal Mine. The Willow Creek coal mine is located on BLM and private split-estate state land
and minerals along highway US-191, 4 miles north of Helper, Carbon County, Utah. Several hundred million
tons of reserves are projected in the area. Approximately 15,000 acres of coal lease areas at 2—4 million
tons of coal production per year could be realized. An additional 250-300 jobs may be created with
operation. This underground coal mine is not currently leased because it is challenging to mine and
presents miner safety issues because of the amount of coal bed natural gas present. However, as coal
demand increases, the possibility of the mine being leased increases. Surface disturbance from the mine
may impair viewsheds on the plateau, alter existing raptor habitat, cause ground subsidence, and degrade
water quality in Willow Creek.

Coal bed Natural Gas Projects
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«  Price Coal bed Natural Gas Project. An EIS was completed for this project and was approved in 1997.
Construction, drilling, completion, and simulation of approximately 545 CBNG gas wells and associated
access roads, pipelines, and electrical distribution lines is anticipated over approximately 10 years on 290
square miles near the City of Price, Utah. Wells and facilities would be proposed in 1,609-acre subdivision
to minimize disturbance to wildlife corridors. Approximately 20—70 jobs would be created. Operation of the
compressor stations would cause an increase in NOx and carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations, but
approval is required from the Utah Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ). Nitrogen oxide emissions
from the compressor stations would contribute to regional haze and reductions in visibility. Impacts to mule
deer populations and winter habitat in the North Manti and Manti herds is anticipated, which would reduce
regional big game populations, habitat carrying capacity, and hunting opportunities. Surface water quality
would be degraded from CBNG construction activities and reduced flow from springs is anticipated where
the Ferron Sandstone is exposed.

«  Ferron Natural Gas Project. An EIS and ROD was completed for this project. The project is located in
Carbon and Emery counties in the vicinity of Price and Castle Dale, Utah. The project area encompasses
111,782 acres of mixed federal, state, and private lands. Four private companies proposed to produce and
transport natural gas. The approved project would involve construction, drilling, completion, and simulation
for approximately 335 natural gas wells drilled into coal beds of the Ferron Formation over a 5-year period.
Associated access roads, gas and water pipelines, electrical distribution lines, compressor stations, disposal
wells, and related facilities would also be constructed. Emissions of nitrogen oxides from the compressor
stations would contribute to regional haze and reductions in visibility. Impacts to mule deer populations and
winter habitat are anticipated, which would reduce regional big game populations, habitat carrying capacity,
and hunting opportunities. Surface water quality would be degraded from CBNG construction activities and
its quantity reduced.

Water Projects

+  Gooseberry Narrows Dam. The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation prepared a Draft EIS to develop additional
supply of municipal water to support population growth in north Sanpete County, Utah. The proposed
Narrows dam would be located in the Upper Price River drainage basin between the lower Gooseberry
Reservoir and the Fairview Lakes. The reservoir capacity would be approximately 17,000 acre feet and the
project would divert 5,400 acre feet per year from the Price River basin to the San Pitch River basin for the
Sanpete Water Conservancy District. This would create an average annual depletion in the Price River
drainage of 5,709 acre feet per year. The project proponent, Sanpete Water Conservancy District, is
applying for financing under the Small Reclamation Projects Act of 1956. The project is anticipated to
reduce water flows in Upper Fish Creek, reduce downstream flows in the lower Price River below
Wellington, decrease quality of Blue Ribbon Fisheries, alter habitat for fish species of concern, and alter
affected stream morphology on BLM-managed lands between Price and Castle Gate.

+ Reauthorization of Flaming Gorge Dam. Flaming Gorge Dam, located on the Green River in northeastern
Utah, is an authorized storage unit of the Colorado River Storage Project. The Bureau of Reclamation is
preparing a Draft EIS to adjust operation of the Flaming Gorge Dam to protect and assist in recovery of
populations and designated critical habitat of four endangered fish species. The Dam, in combination with
grazing and stream flow depletion and regulation, contributed to a change in the riverine environment, which
contributed to the decline of both native fish species and native vegetation along the Green River.

* Gordon Creek Dam. A dam is proposed on Gordon Creek in Carbon County below Gordon Creek Wildland
Management Area. This project would result in an additional Price River water storage facility that proposes
to store 15,000 acre feet. Water quantity and quality may be reduced below Wellington, which may affect
stream morphology and fish and wildlife species.

Neighboring Public Lands Planning
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* Vernal RMP. The BLM Vernal Field Office (VFO) is preparing a new RMP to provide planning guidance for
public land and federal mineral estate managed by the VFO in Daggett, Duchesne, and Uintah counties in
northeastern Utah as well as a small portion of Grand County. Active fuel load reduction (approximately
51,000-55,000 acres per decade), rangeland improvements (approximately 35,000-51,000 acres), and
forest treatments (290,000-585,000 acres) under new RMP direction would reduce the potential for wildland
fire and improve vegetation and forest health, but would increase particulate emissions and contribute to
regional haze. Special designations (approximately 150,000-610,000 acres) provide protections for natural
resources, but would limit motorized access and development activities. There is a potential for 4,300 gas
and 2,000 oil wells on approximately 2.9-3.2 million acres, which would provide socioeconomic benefits and
increase surface disturbance, visual intrusions, and air quality emissions. AUMs allotted for livestock
grazing (187,000-246,000 AUMs) would provide socioeconomic benefits, but would increase surface
disturbance, riparian damage, and vegetation damage. Restriction of OHV use to designated routes (1.1—
1.6 acres) and closing areas to OHV use (51,000—406,000 acres) would reduce surface disturbance and
impacts to cultural resource while providing recreation opportunities.

Wild and Scenic River Designations

* 39 Eligible Stream Segments in the PFO. Should Congress designate any of the eligible/suitable
segments into the NWSRS, protection of the outstandingly remarkable values, tentative classifications, and
free-flowing nature of these rivers would continue, but to a greater extent. In addition to BLM’s protection of
the values to the extent of its authority, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) would not be
able to license any hydropower projects within a designated segment. Public lands within river segments
designated into the NWSRS, with a tentative classification of wild would automatically be withdrawn from
mineral location and public land laws. Congress may choose to provide a federal, reserved water right for
in-stream flow purposes for rivers it designates into the national system, but it would be junior to existing
water rights.

Road Improvement Projects

+ US-6 Roadway Improvements. The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is proposing improvement
projects to improve safety and increase capacity along US-6 between Green River and Spanish Fork over
the next 20 years. An EIS is being prepared for the project and is anticipated for completion in February
2005. These proposed improvement projects include constructing a new interchange in Helper, adding 2
miles of eastbound passing lanes north of the Port of Entry, renovating the Port of Entry bridge over the
railway, widening and extending the bridge at the Sunnyside intersection, extending passing lanes south of
Sunnyside Junction, adding passing lanes from Soldier Summit to Price, continuing to widen US-6 from
Price to Wellington, and beginning a 12-mile asphalt overlay project near Green River. The road
improvements would increase access to the PFO, which may lead to increased recreational use. Impacts
may affect water quality, fragmentation of wildlife corridors, damage to cultural resources, and may increase
particulate emissions during construction.

¢ SR-10 Corridor Study. UDOT is preparing a Corridor Transportation Plan for SR-10 from Stake Farm
Road to SR-6 near Price, Utah. The project length is 5 miles from range post 62.8 to 67.8. An EIS is
planned for the project but is not yet under way. Potential options or plans for this segment would include
widening the existing segment and alternative routes. Water quality, air quality, cultural resources, wildlife
fragmentation, and increased traffic impacts are likely to be associated with this project.

Actions on Private Lands

- Logging on Private Land. Logging for Douglas fir, white fir, and ponderosa pine occurs frequently on
private lands adjacent to the PFO. Harvests often do not account for best management practices or
sustainability, which leads to increased erosion and sediment loading in streams. These actions lead to
increased habitat fragmentation and spread of noxious weeds.

. Elk Ranching. Private elk ranching occurs near the PFO in Castle Dale, Willow Creek, Ferron, Emery, and
potentially on the Tavaputs Plateau for private hunting and production of antlers and meat. Elk ranches may
increase disease transmission to wildlife. High fences are often erected around these operations, which
sometimes cuts off wild, big game migration routes and limits movement on adjacent public and private
lands.
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Other potential future actions have been considered and eliminated from further analysis, because there is
only a small likelihood of these actions being pursued and implemented within the life of the plan or
because there is so little known about the potential action that formulating an analysis of impacts is
premature. In addition, potential future actions that protect the environment (such as new, potential
threatened or endangered species listings or regulations related to fugitive dust emissions) are unlikely to
create significant, adverse environmental effects alone or in combination with this planning effort.
Federal actions such as species listings would require BLM to reconsider the decisions created from this
plan because the consultations and relative impacts may no longer be appropriate. These potential future
actions may have greater capacity to affect the resource uses within the planning area. However, until
more information is developed, no reasonable estimation of impacts can be developed.

New management plans for resources on neighboring public lands are anticipated for the Richfield,
Monticello and Moab Field offices and Fishlake, Dixie, and Manti-LaSal National Forests. However,
these projects are in the early stages or have not yet begun the planning process and little information is
known about their proposed management direction. Appropriate NEPA documents would be prepared for
these projects, and further consideration would be required regarding the cumulative effects from the
management action alternatives associated with these plans and the management actions decided on
within this RMP.

Continued surface disturbing activities are foreseeable actions anticipated for the planning area. Some
management actions related to these uses have been considered within the range of the alternatives, but
the continued existence of these activities is driven by the multiple use mandate and will occur unless
another legislative action intercedes. The potential cumulative impacts of these land uses are then
inherent and are not clearly identifiable as these uses are historically connected to the condition of the
land.

Data on the precise locations and overall extent of the resources within the planning area are considerable,
however, they vary according to resource type and locale. Further, understanding of the impacts on and
the interplay among these resources is evolving. As knowledge improves, management measures
(adaptive or otherwise) would be considered to reduce potential cumulative impacts in accordance with
law, regulations, and the final RMP for the PFO.

4.2.3 Collective and Cumulative Impacts by Alternative

For each alternative—No Action, A, B, C, and D—a summary of the overall, collective impacts for that
alternative is provided below. Following the summary is the cumulative impacts for the alternative,
which incorporates the impacts associated with other past, present, and foreseeable future actions
described in Section 4.20.2.

4.2.3.1 No Action Alternative

Under current management practices, projects would be mainly considered case by case. As a result of
this management, more conflicts between uses would likely result and it would be more difficult to
achieve landscape scale management goals for the PFO. Seventy-five percent of the PFO would be
subject to impacts from surface-disturbing activities, including open cross-country OHV use and mineral
and energy development, and these impacts would likely increase as demand increases. These activities
would place a greater demand on resource management, increase potential for damage to resources,
increase traffic, and increase conflicts among uses. Piecemeal management may lead to significant
degradation of cultural resource systems and visual quality.

Collective Impacts From No Action Alternative
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Prescribed burning activities, dispersed recreation, and mineral and energy development would continue
to lead to particulate matter, CO, and nitrogen oxide emissions below regulatory thresholds. Surface
disturbance may be more widespread leading to decreased quality of vegetation and soils; and riparian,
wetland, and water resources, which may place greater demands on management. Lack of adequate
vegetation treatments; soil, water, and riparian improvements; and a timber program eventually could lead
to a decline in quality and health of range and riparian vegetation, increase in soil erosion, and decrease in
water quality. Fuels accumulations would increase the potential for uncharacteristically intense wildfires,
which would increase potential damage to cultural resources, vegetation, soil crusts, and water quality.

Vegetation, soils, and water quality conditions would most likely be maintained by management
prescriptions but may not be improved over the long term. As a result, competition may increase between
livestock, wild horses and burros, Special Status Species, and wildlife that are reliant on habitat, forage,
and water. Continuing livestock use in sagebrush communities alters vegetation structure and species
composition over the long term, which may indirectly decrease Special Status Species and wildlife habitat
quality. Continuing without a timber or woodland commercial harvest program would deny potential
benefits to local communities from this resource and increase forest density and decadence, which leads
to increased risk of fire or insect infestation in northeastern portions of the PFO.

Continued grazing, recreation, and minerals and energy activities would support jobs and income in the
local economy. However, conflicts between these uses may occur in the long term from case-by-case
management, and quality of recreation experience may decrease. Current management prescriptions do
not adequately address the type and intensity of recreation uses that would continue to occur in the San
Rafael Swell and Nine Mile Canyon areas, which would lead to greater potential for conflicts among uses,
damage to natural resources, and detraction from scenic quality and recreation experience. Management
prescriptions for other resources and resource uses are not entirely compatible with recreation use of
Desolation Canyon, Labyrinth Canyon, or Cleveland-Lloyd Dinosaur Quarry SRMAs. Applying
protective management of all 39 eligible river segments would indirectly protect riparian, vegetation,
soils, paleontological, and cultural resources and reduce salinity on 144,254 acres of BLM lands within
641 miles of river corridors, but is not anticipated to impose restrictions on current uses.

Cumulative Impacts From No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative has the potential to cumulatively affect the following resources and resource
uses when combined with effects of other actions beyond the scope of the RMP: air, water, vegetation,
wildlife, cultural resources, lands with wilderness characteristics, and infrastructure.

Reasonably foreseeable development in the PFO in combination with existing power plants, proposed
coal mines, and coal bed natural gas development would lead to a cumulative increase in air emissions
and regional haze. Criteria pollutants of interest resulting from BLM activities in the PFO are nitrogen
dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SO,), CO, and particulate matter (PM,o). Coal-fired electric generating
stations and power plant operations contribute 96 percent of the NO4 emissions in the area. Permitted
stationary sources of air emissions would continue to contribute to cumulative impacts of regional air
quality. Regional scale modeling was not conducted to determine air quality impact resulting from BLM
activities in the PFO because emissions from normal BLM actions would not require regional scale
modeling. Emissions would primarily come from industrial operations and would most likely be modeled
by the company seeking to conduct the action. Fostering the continued expansion of new oil and gas
leases would increase NOy emissions and increase regional haze. However, implementation of the
electric power compressors reduces effects to within the Utah Ambient Air Quality Standards (UAAQS)
or allowable Class I and Class II increments.
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Although temporary, area emissions of fugitive dust are not subject to state air quality permitting
procedures. Utah Air Conservation Rule R307-205-4 does not require dust control on unpaved roads
when the average daily traffic level does not exceed 150 vehicles averaged over a 5-day period. Fugitive
dust from minerals and energy construction activities, unimproved roads, and increased use of OHV on
trail systems would lead to increases in fugitive dust that would be localized and temporary. The
combination of fugitive dust emissions from coal mine operations and construction of roadway
improvement projects would lead to cumulative increases in fugitive dust emissions that may have
localized, visible dust clouds, but the emissions are expected to have minimal effect on regional haze in
the long term. Wildland fires and prescribed burns in the PFO and adjacent public lands would result in
temporary, short-term emissions of particulates and polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) as well as reduced
visibility. However, the impacts from increased particulate matter related to fire would be reduced
because fuels treatments, including prescribed fire, reduce fuel loading and the associated potential of
unplanned wildland fire.

Reasonably foreseeable development, power plant operations, coal mines, water projects, road projects,
and logging on private lands reduce water quality and quantity in the field office. Mineral development
and livestock grazing would also place a greater demand on water supply as use increases. Surface
disturbing activities within and adjacent to the PFO disturb vegetation, cause soil compaction, channel
overland flows, and increase sediment and nutrient loads to stream channels. Significant, cumulative
losses of vegetation could occur from case-by-case management in areas of intense surface disturbance
making it difficult to achieve management goals. In combination with continued surface-disturbing
activities and resource management, conditions of water quality and quantity may decline or be
maintained, but not improved. Actions outside the PFO, particularly upstream water projects, have
altered stream hydrology and morphology. Management actions for the PFO are directed toward
improving stream corridors; however, management goals may become more difficult to achieve as these
projects are implemented.

Groundwater quality could decrease from a combination of existing mineral and energy development with
reasonably foreseeable development. Impacts would dependent on the quality and maintenance of wells
and the overall level of activity. Improper casing and cementing of wells, undetected spills, or leachate
from produced water or mud pits could introduce contaminants to the groundwater.

Existing and reasonably foreseeable coal bed natural gas and oil and gas well development would result in
cumulative, crucial elk and deer habitat losses, habitat fragmentation, and displacement of bighorn sheep
herds as development increases. Habitat fragmentation could be significant combined with habitat losses
from coal mines, actions on private lands, and road improvement projects. Management of development
within the PFO would attempt to minimize or reduce the impacts to important habitat areas, but regional
habitat loss would occur as development continues to increase. The increased amount of roads, oil and
gas wells, and rate of vegetation treatments proposed would convert more habitats to unsuitable or
marginal for Special Status Species.

Case-by-case management combined with roadway improvements, increased recreation demand, and
reasonably foreseeable mineral development could increase inadvertent damage to or loss of cultural
resources in the region. Any damage or loss of significant cultural resources would constitute a
significant impact. Although management would be directed to limit resource impacts, the extent or
potential for this impact is difficult to determine.

Operation of the Lila Canyon coal mine; development of existing mineral leases in Desolation Canyon,
Jack Canyon, and Turtle Canyon WSAs; and increased recreation demand may result in degradation of
wilderness study areas and lands with and likely to have wilderness characteristics. Solitude, naturalness,
and opportunities for primitive recreation may decrease in these lands with wilderness characteristics.
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Greater demands would be placed on infrastructure in the PFO from reasonably foreseeable mineral
development, increased recreation demand, existing minerals and energy operations, power plant activity,
and coal mines. Increased demand would create additional infrastructure and improvements, which could
have significant, cumulative impacts on other resources as a result of case-by-case management.

4.2.3.2 Alternative A

Alternative A provides the greatest potential for mineral and energy development activity in the northern
portion of the PFO, the greatest amount of authorized livestock use, increased management actions to
address recreation demands, and aggressive vegetation treatments. To accommodate these actions, the
existing road network throughout the PFO and land use changes would also increase. Impacts associated
with this increased activity include fragmentation and loss of deer and elk habitats, changes to vegetation
cover, potential indirect loss of Special Status Species habitat, the greatest amount of water diversion
from streams, and increased air emissions. Greater socioeconomic benefits would be realized under this
alternative; however, the visitor experience would be degraded for those who strongly value primitive
recreation opportunities or existing scenic quality.

Collective Impacts From Alternative A

Aggressive management of vegetation, intensive recreation, increased vehicular activity, and fostering
increased oil, gas, and coal bed natural gas development would collectively lead to increased particulate
matter, CO, and nitrogen oxide emissions, which may lead to reduced visibility in the long term. These
emissions would be particularly concentrated near local communities. More water would be diverted,
which would result in more severe loss of soils through erosion. Aggressive vegetation treatments would
impact vegetation, soils, and water resources in the short term, but long-term impacts would result in
more forage and reduced competition among livestock, wild horses and burros, and wildlife. Intensive
manipulation of forest resources would improve forest structure and reduce the potential for
uncharacteristically large or intense wildfires in the northeastern portion of the PFO. Maximizing
production values of forests and woodlands would provide short-term socioeconomic benefits; however,
the sustainability of these resources would be reduced in the long term by changing forest structure to
early- to midseral stages. Likewise, maximizing production values of range resources by aggressive
vegetation treatments would result in a short-term socioeconomic detriment as treatment areas recovered
from disturbance. In the long term, these treatments would favor early- to midseral stages, providing
increased forage production and socioeconomic benefits. Indirectly, removal of forest, woodland, and
range vegetation in the short term would result in increased siltation and sediment loading that would
reduce water quality and the vigor of riparian areas and wetlands. Reduced restrictions on oil and gas
leasing categories and other surface-disturbing activities decrease habitat quality and quantity for fish,
wildlife, and Special Status Species.

Continuing livestock grazing at the current rate of AUMs per allotment, maximizing recreational
activities, and increasing mineral exploration and development would benefit the local economy.
However, these actions would also place a greater demand on the resources, convert vegetation cover
types to early seral stages, damage biological soil crusts, increase erosion, damage riparian and wetland
areas, reduce water quality, and lead to greater potential for inadvertent damage to or loss of cultural and
paleontological resources. Management prescriptions for other resources would detract from the quality
and quantity of available recreation experiences. Minerals development traffic and recreation users in the
northern portion of the PFO, particularly the Nine Mile Canyon SRMA, may create conflicts between
these uses, place a greater demand on resources, and have a greater potential for damage to natural and
cultural resources. Protective management of six of 39 suitable river segments would indirectly protect
riparian, vegetation, soils, paleontological, and cultural resources and reduce salinity along 159 miles of
river corridors, but is not anticipated to impose restrictions on current uses.
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Cumulative Impacts From Alternative A

Alternative A has the potential to cumulatively affect the following resources and resource uses when
combined with effects of other actions beyond the scope of the RMP: air, water, soils; riparian,
vegetation, wildlife, visual, cultural resources; lands with and likely to have wilderness characteristics;
infrastructure; and socioeconomics.

Maximized mineral development combined with reasonably foreseeable development in the PFO, existing
power plants, proposed coal mines, and coal bed natural gas development would lead to a cumulative
increase in air emissions and regional haze. Electric power compressors would be implemented to reduce
effects, but emissions may become more significant as development activities expand. Fugitive dust and
particulate matter from minerals and energy development, aggressive vegetation treatments, construction
activities, unimproved roads, increased road network, and increased recreational use would lead to
increases in fugitive dust, which may result in decreased visibility and increased occurrence of haze.
Wildland fires and prescribed burns in the PFO and adjacent public lands would result in temporary,
short-term emissions of particulates and PAHs, as well as reduced visibility. However, the impacts from
increased particulate matter related to fire would be reduced as fuels treatments, including prescribed fire,
reduce fuel loading and the associated potential of unplanned wildland fire. This alternative would result
in the greatest increase of air emissions of the analyzed alternatives.

Reduction in water quality and quantity in the PFO would result from maximized mineral development,
increased livestock use, and increased recreation combined with reasonably foreseeable development in
the PFO, power plant operations, coal mines, water projects, road projects, and logging on private lands.
Mineral development and livestock grazing under this alternative would place the greatest demand on
water supply and water quality as use increases. Increased surface-disturbing activities within and
adjacent to the PFO would result in greater disturbance to vegetation, cause soil compaction or channel
overland flows, and increase sediment and nutrient loads to stream channels over more of the field office.
Combined with continued surface-disturbing activities and resource management, water quality and
quantity may decline and affect the health of water resources and species that rely on them. Groundwater
quality would also decrease from minerals and energy development because of improper well casing,
spills, and discharge, which would contribute to degradation of water quality in streams. If upstream
water projects are constructed, significant, cumulative impacts may occur to fish species, riparian
corridors, resource uses, scenic quality, and recreation experience. Management goals may be more
difficult to achieve and water allocation may be of significant concern as uses are maximized.

Should Congress designate any of the eligible/suitable segments into the NWSRS, protection of the
outstandingly remarkable values, tentative classifications, and free-flowing nature of these rivers would
continue, but to a greater extent. In addition to BLM’s protection of values to the extent of its authority,
the FERC would not be able to license any hydropower projects within a designated segment. Public
lands within river segments designated into the NWSRS with a tentative classification of wild would
automatically be withdrawn from mineral location and public land laws. Congress may choose to provide
a federal, reserved water right for in-stream flow purposes for rivers it designates into the national system,
but it would be junior to existing water rights.
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Maximized mineral development combined with existing and reasonably foreseeable coal bed natural gas
and oil and gas well development would result in significant, cumulative, crucial elk and deer habitat
losses, habitat fragmentation, and displacement of bighorn sheep herds as development increases. Habitat
fragmentation combined with habitat losses from coal mines, actions on private lands, increased
recreation, and road improvement projects could intensify already significant impacts. Management of
development within the PFO would attempt to minimize or reduce impacts to important habitat areas, but
regional habitat loss under this intense development scenario would reduce carrying capacity of lands in
the areas and reduce viability of their populations.

Maximized mineral development, increased livestock grazing, increased recreation demand, aggressive
vegetation treatments, and reasonably foreseeable mineral development would have much greater
potential for inadvertent damage to or loss of cultural resources in the region of the analyzed alternatives.
Any damage to or loss of significant cultural resources would constitute a significant impact. Although
management would be directed to limit resource impacts, the extent or potential for this impact is difficult
to determine.

Maximized mineral and energy development, operation of the Lila Canyon coal mine, development of
existing mineral leases for Desolation Canyon, Jack Canyon, and Turtle Canyon WSAs, and increased
recreation demand may result in degradation of wilderness study areas and lands with and likely to have
wilderness characteristics. Solitude, naturalness, and opportunities for primitive recreation would likely
decrease in these lands with wilderness characteristics.

Greater demands would be placed on infrastructure in the PFO from reasonably foreseeable mineral
development, increased recreation demand, existing minerals and energy operations, power plant activity,
and coal mines. Increased demand would create additional infrastructure and improvements, which could
have significant, cumulative impacts on other resources, increase user conflicts, create a greater extent of
resource damage and surface disturbance in the PFO, and detract from scenic quality, recreation
experience, and quality of life in local communities. Under this alternative greater cumulative,
socioeconomic benefits would be realized in local communities from increased employment and
economic activity.

4.2.3.3 Alternative B

Alternative B provides a balanced approach toward resource conservation and resource uses. Mineral and
energy resource use would be balanced with maintenance of ecological integrity in key ecosystems and
habitats. Existing livestock use would continue at a capacity that does not exceed rangeland health
standards. Recreation management would be concentrated in high-use areas that minimize impacts to
natural and cultural resources. User conflicts would be minimized and areas of high scenic quality would
be maintained. There are more vegetation treatments (190,000 acres over the life of the plan), but the rate
of treatment enables natural processes to adjust. As a result of balanced management, wildlife
populations and areas would increase and potentially expand in different areas of the PFO.

Collective Impacts From Alternative B
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Prescribed burning activities, dispersed recreation, and mineral and energy development would continue
to lead to particulate matter, CO, and nitrogen oxide emissions, but would be less than continuing the
current situation. Vegetation treatments would reduce the risk of uncharacteristically intense wildland
fires and result in increased forage over the long term, which would reduce competition among livestock,
wild horses and burros, and wildlife. Increases in forest health and productivity would increase the
sustainability of forest product use. OHV designations, oil and gas categories, and prescriptions for other
surface-disturbing activities would minimize conflicts with fish, wildlife, and Special Status Species.
Priority leasing of mineral and energy commodities would reduce surface disturbance including damage
to vegetation, soil structure, and water resources. This, in turn, would preserve cultural resources in place
because of surface-disturbance restrictions and protective designations.

Reducing the current rate of AUMs per allotment, increased restrictions on transportation and motorized
access, and restrictions in oil and gas development may impact employment and earnings in the local
economy. However, increased protection of wildlife and natural resources would improve local quality of
life and the visitor experience. NSO requirements, seasonal restrictions, controlled surface use
stipulations, and the absence of areas open to leasing, subject to the terms and conditions of the lease,
collectively limit the time and area available for drilling activities and increase operator costs. Protective
management of 14 suitable river segments would indirectly protect riparian, vegetation, soils, wildlife and
fisheries, paleontological, and cultural resources and reduce salinity through 319 miles of river corridors,
but is not anticipated to impose restrictions on current uses.

Cumulative Impacts From Alternative B

Alternative B has the potential to cumulatively affect the following resources and resource uses when
combined with effects of other actions beyond the scope of the RMP: air, water, soils, vegetation,
riparian, visual, wildlife, cultural resources, lands with and likely to have wilderness characteristics, and
infrastructure.

Balancing mineral and energy resource use with conservation goals would result in less mineral and
energy development and associated air emissions than currently experienced. Air emissions from existing
power plants, proposed coal mines, and coal bed natural gas development would continue to persist.
However, reduced potential for emissions in the PFO under this alternative would not likely exceed air
quality thresholds and the potential for regional haze would be reduced. Fugitive dust and particulate
matter from minerals and energy development, construction activities, unimproved roads, and increased
recreation demand would result only in short-term, localized impacts because of more restrictions and less
intense, surface-disturbing activities. Prescribed burns in the PFO and adjacent public lands would result
in temporary, short-term particulate and PAH emissions and reduced visibility. The likelihood of short-
term, significant emissions from intense wildland fire also would be greatly reduced.
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In combination with power plant operations, coal mines, water projects, road projects, and logging on
private lands, reduced AUMs per allotment, increased restrictions on transportation and motorized access,
and restrictions in oil and gas development would reduce surface disturbance and potential for significant
damage to vegetation, soil structure, and water resources within the PFO. Under this alternative reduced
water quality and quantity impacts would occur from surface-disturbance restrictions. Improved forest
and vegetation health would reduce the incremental amount of nutrient and sediment loading of
watersheds. Ground and surface water quality may still deteriorate because of minerals and energy
development activities, but impacts would be less concentrated. The magnitude of projected impacts for
other projects and activities would still occur in those areas but would be reduced in the PFO as a result of
management direction. Impacts from projected upstream water projects would still alter conditions within
the PFO, but management direction would attempt to restore riparian corridors, improve vegetation
health, and improve fisheries habitat. As a result of balanced use management, scenic quality in sensitive
viewsheds and visitor experience are likely to be maintained.

Should Congress designate any of the eligible/suitable segments into the NWSRS, protection of the
outstandingly remarkable values, tentative classifications, and free-flowing nature of these rivers would
continue, but to a greater extent. In addition to BLM’s protection of values to the extent of its authority,
the FERC would not be able to license any hydropower projects within a designated segment. Public
lands within river segments designated into the NWSRS with a tentative classification of wild would
automatically be withdrawn from mineral location and public land laws. Congress may choose to provide
a federal, reserved water right for in-stream flow purposes for rivers it designates into the national system,
but it would be junior to existing water rights.

Existing and reasonably foreseeable coal bed natural gas and oil and gas well development would impact
crucial elk and deer habitat and displace bighorn sheep herds as development increases. However,
balancing mineral and energy use with key ecosystems and habitats would reduce the magnitude of these
impacts to wildlife populations. Improved vegetation and forest conditions may provide supplemental
habitat areas and support carrying capacity of wildlife populations.

Reduced surface-disturbing activities from increased restrictions would reduce the potential for
significant regional losses of cultural resources combined with roadway improvements, increased
recreation demand, and reasonably foreseeable mineral development. However, this alternative provides
more protective designations in areas that contain significant cultural resources.

Mineral and energy development, operation of the Lila Canyon coal mine, development of existing
mineral leases in Desolation Canyon, Jack Canyon, and Turtle Canyon WSAs, and increased recreation
demand may result in degradation of wilderness study areas and lands with and likely to have wilderness
characteristics. However, more protective management and restrictions on surface-disturbing activities
would reduce the likelihood of significant decreases in solitude, naturalness, and opportunities for
primitive recreation on these lands with wilderness characteristics.

Greater demands would be placed on infrastructure in the PFO from reasonably foreseeable mineral
development, increased recreational use, existing minerals and energy operations, power plant activity,
and coal mines. Increased demand would create additional infrastructure and improvements, but
management that protects key ecosystems and habitats would reduce the magnitude of significant
resource damage.

4.2.3.4 Alternative C
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Alternative C is the most restrictive on surface-disturbing activities and relies on natural processes for
resource management. Twenty-five percent of the Price Field Office is closed to oil and gas leasing and
permits would be limited to single-resource leasing (oil and gas, coal bed natural gas). Vegetation and
forests would be manipulated using only natural processes and minimal vegetation treatment, which may
result in less productivity and reduced vegetation and forest health, and cause a short-term reduction in
authorized livestock use. Resource goals may be more difficult and take more time to accomplish.

Collective Impacts From Alternative C

Dispersed recreation and mineral and energy development would continue to lead to particulate matter,
CO, and nitrogen oxide emissions, but would be reduced from the current situation. Maintaining natural
flows in streams would decrease erosion and soil loss, which would improve riparian conditions and
water quality. Reliance on natural processes for vegetation and forest management would lead to
additional fuel loading and greater risk of less frequent, more intense wildland fires, which would lead to
greater short-term particulate emissions and reduced visibility during wildland fire events. As the
vegetation communities fire return interval is reset, this impact will decline and wildland fire frequency
and intensity will resemble a natural schedule. Natural process management would result in more late
seral communities of aspen and sagebrush which would reduce diversity in age, class, and seral stages.
Pinyon-juniper would continue to invade previously unoccupied areas of the PFO, which would decrease
vegetation diversity and soil composition. Natural succession creates a finer scale mosaic of vegetation
over the long term. This may improve the resistance of vegetation to insect and disease infestations.

Availability of livestock grazing may be reduced in the short term, but forage quantity and quality would
increase in the long term. Limiting the amount of surface disturbance from grazing AUMs, dispersed
recreation, vegetation treatments, and oil and gas development would reduce vegetation damage, soil
crust damage, erosion, inadvertent loss of or damage to cultural resources, wildlife habitat loss and
fragmentation, and impacts to water resources. Closing areas and limiting livestock grazing, oil and gas
development, and recreation would benefit wildlife habitat and watersheds and indirectly maintain and
improve special-status species populations and habitat. However, this alternative also minimizes certain
land use practices that may improve habitat quality because they are not considered a natural process.
The overall quality of the viewshed would be maintained or improved by restrictions on development and
surface disturbance.

This alternative provides the greatest opportunities for primitive types of recreation but would not meet
demand levels in excess of capacity, which would lead to resource impacts. User conflicts would be
reduced and viewsheds would be improved. Greater restrictions on land use would decrease the road
network and motorized access throughout the PFO. NSO requirements, seasonal restrictions, controlled
surface use stipulations, and the absence of mineral leasing areas open to leasing, subject to the terms and
conditions of the lease, would collectively and significantly limit the time and area available for drilling
activities and increase operator costs. Protective management of all 39 suitable river segments would
indirectly protect riparian, vegetation, soils, water quality (reduced salinity), and cultural resources by
surface-disturbing activities through 730 miles of river corridors. Fish and wildlife avoidance areas,
SRMAs, ACECs, and wild and scenic rivers all set restrictions on surface-disturbing activities.

Cumulative Impacts From Alternative C

Alternative C has the potential to cumulatively affect the following resources and resource uses when
combined with effects of other actions beyond the scope of the RMP: air, water, soils, vegetation,
riparian, wildlife, cultural resources, lands with and likely to have wilderness characteristics,
infrastructure, and socioeconomics.
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Should Congress designate any of the eligible/suitable segments into the NWSRS, protection of the
outstandingly remarkable values, tentative classifications, and free-flowing nature of these rivers would
continue, but to a greater extent. In addition to BLM’s protection of values to the extent of its authority,
the FERC would not be able to license any hydropower projects within a designated segment. Public
lands within river segments designated into the NWSRS with a tentative classification of wild would
automatically be withdrawn from mineral location and public land laws. Congress may choose to provide
a federal, reserved water right for in-stream flow purposes for rivers it designates into the national system,
but it would be junior to existing water rights.

Greater restrictions on mineral and energy resources that could be reasonably developed would reduce
associated air emissions more than currently experienced. Air emissions from existing power plants,
proposed coal mines, and coal bed natural gas development would continue to persist. However, reduced
potential for emissions in the PFO under this alternative would not likely exceed air quality thresholds
and the potential for regional haze would be reduced. Fugitive dust and particulate matter from minerals
and energy development, construction activities, unimproved roads, and increased recreation demand
would result only in short-term, localized impacts because of more restrictions and less intense surface-
disturbing activities. Reliance on natural processes for vegetation and forest management would lead to
additional fuel loading and greater risk of less frequent, more intense wildland fires, which would lead to
greater short-term particulate emissions and reduced visibility during wildland fire events.

In combination with power plant operations, coal mines, water projects, road projects, logging on private
lands, reduced AUMSs per allotment, increased restrictions on transportation and motorized access, and
restrictions in oil and gas development would reduce surface disturbance and potential for significant
damage to vegetation, soil structure, and water resources within the PFO. Under this alternative water
quality and quantity impacts would be greatly reduced by surface-disturbance restrictions. Improved
forest and vegetation health would reduce the incremental amount of nutrient and sediment loading of
watersheds. Ground and surface water quality may still deteriorate because of minerals and energy
development activities, but impacts would be less concentrated. The magnitude of projected impacts for
other projects and activities would still occur in those areas but would be reduced in the PFO as a result of
management direction. Impacts from projected, upstream water projects would still alter conditions
within the PFO, but management direction would improve the health of riparian corridors, improve
vegetation health, and improve fisheries habitat. As a result of reliance on natural processes and more
restrictive management, scenic quality in sensitive viewsheds and the visitor experience are likely to be
maintained.

Existing and reasonably foreseeable coal bed natural gas and oil and gas well development would impact
crucial elk and deer habitat and displace bighorn sheep herds as development increases. However, less
available area for leasing and greater restrictions would reduce the magnitude of these impacts to wildlife
populations. Improved late-seral vegetation and forest conditions may provide supplemental habitat areas
and support carrying capacity for wildlife populations. However, climax communities would degrade
wildlife habitats and reduce carrying capacity.

Reduced impacts from surface-disturbing activities because of increased restrictions combined with
roadway improvements, increased recreation demand, and reasonably foreseeable mineral development
would reduce the potential for significant regional losses of cultural resources. In addition, this
alternative provides more protective designations in areas that contain significant cultural and
paleontological resources.
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Mineral and energy development, operation of the Lila Canyon coal mine, development of existing
mineral leases in Desolation Canyon, Jack Canyon, and Turtle Canyon WSAs, and increased recreational
use may result in degradation of wilderness study areas and lands with and likely to have wilderness
characteristics. However, more protective management and restrictions on surface-disturbing activities
would reduce the likelihood of significant decreases in solitude, naturalness, and opportunities for
primitive recreation on these lands with wilderness characteristics.

Greater demands would be placed on infrastructure in the PFO from reasonably foreseeable mineral
development, increased recreational use, existing minerals and energy operations, power plant activity,
and coal mines. Increased demand would create additional infrastructure and improvements, but more
restrictive management would reduce the magnitude of significant resource damage. This alternative
would increase resource uses costs and reduce socioeconomic benefits in the community. However,
socioeconomic impacts are not anticipated to be severe because of development and resource use
associated with reasonably foreseeable actions.

4.2.3.5 Alternative D

Alternative D provides a balance through multiple use and incorporates a better approach to manage key
ecosystems while providing opportunities for resource uses that meet social and economic needs. More
predictable change in resource conditions would occur while resource sustainability would be retained.
Vegetation manipulations would be prescribed (mechanical, biological, manual, prescribed fire, and
chemical, etc.) case by case to maintain ecosystem functionality. Habitat fragmentation would be reduced
by prioritizing use to avoid high-value resource areas.

Collective Impacts From Alternative D

Prescribed burning activities, dispersed recreation, and mineral and energy development would continue
to lead to particulate matter, CO, and nitrogen oxide emissions, but would be less than if the current
situation continues. Prescribed manipulation in vegetation, forest, and woodlands management would
increase soil erosion, decrease water quality and riparian/wetland resources, but fuel loads would be
reduced and health would be improved in the long term. Forest and woodland product harvest would be
used to improve forest and woodland health and increase products available for use. Vegetation and
forest diversity and structure would improve, which would create communities more resistant to wildland
fire, insect pest infestations, and disease. Closing areas to livestock grazing and limiting recreation to
benefit wildlife habitat and watersheds would indirectly maintain and improve Special Status Species
populations and habitat.
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Adjusting grazing AUMs would provide a more balanced and sustainable use of forage availability and
reduce competition. Increasing grass- and forb-dominated areas would increase the amount of forage
available for livestock grazing. Mineral and energy development would increase the amount of
vegetation in midseral stage at the site where development occurs, which would decrease late-seral stage
woody vegetation. Stipulations to oil and gas activities such as NSO requirements, seasonal restrictions,
controlled surface use stipulations, and the absence of areas open to leasing, subject to the terms and
conditions of the lease, would collectively limit the time and area available for drilling activities and
increase operator costs. Construction of facilities and ROW for pipelines, transmission lines,
communication lines, and towers, and other developments would reduce scenic quality within those
viewsheds. Expanded BLM management of areas with high levels of concentrated recreational use would
address recreation demands and impacts. Protective management of 10 suitable river segments would
indirectly protect riparian, vegetation, wildlife and fisheries, soils, water quality (reduced salinity), and
cultural resources from surface-disturbing activities through 223 miles of river corridors. Prescriptions
for visual resource management and oil and gas leasing would provide only limited protection of
wilderness characteristics and would allocate to management large areas of non-WSA lands with or likely
to have wilderness characteristics, which would permit new surface disturbances and decrease scenic
quality.

Cumulative Impacts From Alternative D

Alternative D has the potential to cumulatively affect the following resources and resource uses when
combined with effects of other actions beyond the scope of the RMP: air, water, soils, vegetation,
riparian, wildlife, cultural resources, lands with and likely to have wilderness characteristics, and
infrastructure.

Balancing mineral and energy resource use with conservation goals would result in less mineral and
energy development and associated air emissions than currently experienced. Air emissions from existing
power plants, proposed coal mines, and coal bed natural gas development would continue to persist.
However, under this alternative reduced potential for emissions in the PFO would not likely exceed air
quality thresholds and the potential for regional haze would be reduced. Fugitive dust and particulate
matter from minerals and energy development, construction activities, unimproved roads, and increased
recreational use would result only in short-term, localized impacts because of more restrictions and less
intense surface-disturbing activities. Prescribed burns in the PFO and adjacent public lands would result
in temporary, short-term particulate and PAH emissions and reduced visibility, and the likelihood of
short-term, significant emissions from intense wildland fire would be greatly reduced.

In combination with power plant operations, coal mines, water projects, road projects, logging on private
lands, reduced AUMSs per allotment, increased restrictions on transportation and motorized access, and
restrictions in oil and gas development would reduce surface disturbance and potential for significant
damage to vegetation, soil structure, and water resources within the PFO. Reduced water quality and
quantity impacts would occur by surface-disturbance restrictions under this alternative. Improved forest
and vegetation health would reduce the incremental amount of nutrient and sediment loading of streams.
Ground and surface water quality may still deteriorate because of minerals and energy development
activities, but impacts would be less concentrated. The magnitude of projected impacts for other projects
and activities would still occur in those areas but would be reduced in the PFO as a result of management
direction. Impacts from projected upstream water projects would still alter conditions within the PFO, but
management direction would attempt to restore riparian corridors, improve vegetation health, and
improve fisheries habitat. As a result of balanced use, management scenic quality in sensitive viewsheds
and the visitor experience are likely to be maintained.

Draft RMP/EIS 4-21



July 2004 Price Field Office Resource Management Plan

Should Congress designate any of the eligible/suitable segments into the NWSRS, protection of the
outstandingly remarkable values, tentative classifications, and free-flowing nature of these rivers would
continue, but to a greater extent. In addition to BLM’s protection of values to the extent of its authority,
the FERC would not be able to license any hydropower projects within a designated segment. Public
lands within river segments designated into the NWSRS with a tentative classification of wild would
automatically be withdrawn from mineral location and public land laws. Congress may choose to provide
a federal, reserved water right for in-stream flow purposes for rivers it designates into the national system,
but it would be junior to existing water rights.

Existing and reasonably foreseeable coal bed natural gas and oil and gas well development would impact
crucial elk and deer habitat and displace bighorn sheep herds as development increases. However,
balancing mineral and energy use with key ecosystems and habitats would reduce the magnitude of these
impacts to wildlife populations. Improved vegetation and forest conditions may provide supplemental
habitat areas and support carrying capacity for wildlife populations.

Reduced impacts from surface-disturbing activities because of increased restrictions combined with
roadway improvements, increased recreation demand, and reasonably foreseeable mineral development
would reduce the potential for loss or damage to significant regional cultural resources. In addition, this
alternative provides more protective designations in areas that contain significant cultural resources.

Mineral and energy development, operation of the Lila Canyon coal mine, development of existing
mineral leases in Desolation Canyon, Jack Canyon, and Turtle Canyon WSAs, and increased recreational
use may result in degradation of wilderness study areas and lands with and likely to have wilderness
characteristics. Management of large areas of non-WSA lands with or likely to have wilderness
characteristics would permit new surface disturbances which would result in significant decreases in
solitude, naturalness, and opportunities for primitive recreation on these lands with wilderness
characteristics.

Greater demands would be placed on infrastructure in the PFO from reasonably foreseeable mineral
development, increased recreation demand, existing minerals and energy operations, power plant activity,
and coal mines. Increased demand would create additional infrastructure and improvements, but
management that protects key ecosystems and habitats would reduce the magnitude of significant
resource damage.

424 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

Section 102(2)(C) of NEPA requires a discussion of any irreversible or irretrievable commitments of
resources which would be involved in the proposal should it be implemented. An irretrievable
commitment of a resource is one in which the resource or its use is lost for a period of time (e.g.,
extraction of any locatable mineral ore or oil and gas). An irreversible commitment of a resource is one
that cannot be reversed (e.g., the extinction of a species or disturbance to protected cultural resources).
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Implementation of the RMP would result in surface-disturbing activities, including mineral and energy
development, dispersed recreation, livestock grazing, and infrastructure development, that would result in
loss of irreversible or irretrievable resources. These surface-disturbing activities would permanently alter
soil, remove vegetation cover, fragment wildlife habitat, and potentially damage cultural and
paleontological resources. Slight increases in sediment, salinity, and nonpoint source pollution may result
in an irretrievable degradation of water quality from these activities. Wildlife dependent on the affected
habitats may be displaced and populations may be reduced as carrying capacity of the range is reduced.
Irreversible and irretrievable losses of wildlife habitat indirectly reduce the amount of suitable Special
Status Species habitat. However, management prescriptions and mitigation prescribed under the
alternatives are intended to reduce the magnitude of these impacts and would restore some of the soil,
vegetation, and habitat lost. Construction of roads, well pads and other transportation infrastructure
improvements create an irretrievable loss of habitat and impair important visual elements, particularly
near communities. Stand-replacing fires may cause an irreversible loss to some key ecosystem
components.

An irretrievable commitment of nonrenewable fossil fuels (i.e., oil, gas, coal) would occur from
extraction of potential 1,100—1,900 wells developed over the next 20 years. The extraction of locatable
mineral resources would constitute an irretrievable commitment of resources up to 5,500 acres of public
land. Mineral and energy development would result in an irreversible loss of vegetation resources and
crucial mule deer, elk, and pronghorn habitat within minerals and energy development categories as
development occurs. Lands occupied by mineral extraction would permanently lose habitat values and
reduce carrying capacity for wildlife resources.

4.2.5 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Section 102(C) of NEPA requires disclosure of any adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided
should the proposal be implemented. Unavoidable adverse impacts are those that remain following the
implementation of mitigation measures or impacts for which there are no mitigation measures. Some
unavoidable adverse impacts would occur as a result of implementing the RMP. Others are a result of
public use of the BLM-managed lands within the planning area.

Continuing to allow surface-disturbing activities as required by the BLM multiple-use mandate would
result in unavoidable adverse impacts. Although these impacts are mitigated to the extent possible,
unavoidable damage is inevitable. Permanent conversion of vegetation resources to other uses such as
transportation and mineral and energy development reduces the quantity of vegetation resources. Energy
and mineral resource extraction on public lands potentially creates visual intrusions, soil erosion, and
compaction problems. Portions of the resource area with more intense recreational use would continue to
experience scarring, increased soil erosion, and loss of vegetation. Although these impacts are
unavoidable, they are concentrated in areas already disturbed, which reduces the spread of impacts to
more remote or less frequented areas.

Because most of the crucial, high-value deer and elk habitats coincide with the known areas of oil and gas
potential, impacts to habitats would be unavoidable under current BLM policy to foster oil and gas
development. However, permanent oil and gas well sites and their associated infrastructure would be
mitigated to the extent possible to minimize fragmentation and avoid the most significant wildlife habitat
values. Competition is anticipated for habitat resources between wildlife, livestock, and wild horses and
burros. The extent of the impacts would vary by season as well as drought cycle. Although there may be
short-term periods of significant impacts, long-term management will ensure that these uses are
compatible to the extent possible.
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Inadvertent damage to or loss of cultural resources from increased visitation and surface-disturbing
activities is unavoidable. Although mitigation measures could be implemented for scientific data
recovery (leaving portions of the site undisturbed for future exploration), the impacts to the area of
excavation would be unmitigatable. The number of sites anticipated to be inadvertently damaged is
unknown.

Conflicts between user types, such as recreationists who seek more primitive types of recreation and
motorized users who share recreation areas, are unavoidable adverse impacts. As recreation demand
increases, recreational use would disperse to other areas of the PFO, which could create conflicts with
previous uses of those areas. Under alternatives in which mineral development is expected to be higher,
recreational use would be transferred from those areas, which will increase the extent and frequency of
conflict between these incompatible user groups.

Numerous land use restrictions imposed throughout the PFO to protect sensitive resources and other
important values, by their nature, would impact the ability of operators, individuals, and groups who use
the public lands to do so freely without limitations. Although attempts are made to minimize these
impacts by limiting to the level of protection necessary to accomplish management objectives and by
providing alternative use areas for impacted activities, unavoidable adverse impacts would occur.

4.2.6 Relationship Between Local Short-term Uses and Long-term
Productivity

Section 102(C) of NEPA requires discussion of the relationship between local, short-term uses of man’s
environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity of resources. As described
in the introduction to this chapter, short term is defined as anticipated to occur within 1 to 5 years of
implementation of the activity. Long term is defined as following the first 5 years of implementation but
within the life of the RMP (projected to be 20 years).

Management actions would result in various short-term effects, such as increased localized soil erosion,
fugitive dust emissions, vegetation damage, and decreased visual resource quality. Surface-disturbing
activities, including mineral and energy development, dispersed recreation, livestock grazing, and
infrastructure development, and human use would result in the greatest potential for impacts to long-term
productivity. Management actions and best management practices are intended to minimize the effect of
short-term uses and the reverse change over the long term. However, BLM lands are managed to foster
multiple uses and some long-term productivity impacts may occur regardless of management approach.

The short-term effects of oil and gas development decrease the area and productivity of potential crucial
deer and elk and Special Status Species habitats. Short-term impacts from oil and gas well development
would impact 8,890—-15,210 acres of wildlife habitat. Rehabilitation of these habitats, if completely
successful, would reduce these impacts to 3,280-5,520 acres. Development of additional roads associated
with oil and gas development would cause the greatest impacts. However, permanent oil and gas well
sites and their associated infrastructure would be mitigated to the extent possible to minimize
fragmentation and avoid the most significant wildlife habitat values. In addition, management actions to
improve soil, water, riparian, vegetation, and habitat resources would improve the productivity of wildlife
and Special Status Species habitats throughout the PFO.
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Long-term impacts to soil structure and vegetation would occur in areas where concentrated recreational
use is directed. However, concentrating recreational use to certain areas would limit these adverse
impacts from extending to other areas of the PFO. Maximizing short-term use of forage resources
without an increase in woodland harvest or vegetation treatments would resu