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Comment Letier 31

M :bii Alternative Energy inc. [

DENVER COLORADO 80217

September 19, 1984

Mr. Curtis Tucker, Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management

170 Souch 500 East

Vernal, Utah 84078

Comments on Draft Environmental
Impact Statemant for the

Book Cliffs Resource Management
Plan

Dear Mr. Tucker:

Mobil Alternative Energy Inc., éppreciustes the opportunity to comment on the
referenced document, The BLM haa greacly overestimated the air quality impacts
caused by synfuel developments.

The air quality analyses for the Book CLiffs Resource Management Plan Draft
Eavironmental Impact Statement (BCDEIS) are based on previcualy completed
studies described in prior eavir al impact stat The prior analyses
listed in attachment 1 used hypothetical development scenarios, crude emission
factors, and inexact modeling approaches which were conservative. Mobil has
submitted comments on the Federal 011 Shale Management DEIS and Utah Combined
Hydrocarbon DELS which describe in detail the veaknesses of these afr quality
analyses. The results of BLM's prior studies should be qualified in the BCDEIS
#s representing conservative worst-case analysas.

The BCDEIS described two significant air quality impacts associfated with tar
&anda development in the PR Springs area. Thes« were projected exceedances of
the Class II PSD increment for rtotal suspended particulates and predicted
occurrences of visible plumes. Both of these impacts are overestimated. Based
on analyses performed for the Uteh Combined Hydrocarbon EIS, the BCDEIS
projects violations of the PSD Class II particulate increment due to tar sands
surface mining in the P.R. Springs area. In the BCDEIS {p. 141}, however, BLM
states that surface mining in P.R. Springs will be much smaller than estimated

4n the Utah combined Hydrocarbon Regional EIS. Other forms of tar sands

extraction result in much lower enlsslons of particulate; therefore TSP
concentrations will be much losci than projected in the BCDEIS.

The BCDEIS projects discoloration due to plumes at the Uintah and Ouray Indian
Reservations sud at the Dinossur and Colorado National Monuments for the
commodity production and balanced use alternatives. These projections are

BLM Letler Response

The iapacts pr ed {n this 4 are "worat case” predictions.

defer to Alr Quality Assumptiona, page 146 of the DEIS. This has

been done to coaply with the Narional Environmental Pollcy Act.

See Response 31.1. The BLM recognizes that the impacts to air
quality would be less chan stated if che development of tar sands
occurs ueing recovery methods other than surface mining. However,
slnce there are no specific proposals for developaent ar this time,

the “worst case” projecticas were presented.

See Responses 31.1 and 31.2. Refer to page 146, "Air Qualiry
Agsumptione” for the listing of the sources used, including the Utah
Combined Hydrocarbon EIS. A single plume analysis for tar sand
development was used a3 a worst case because without specific
proposals, there 1s no assurance that the project uo‘ emissions

will be spread.

When speciflc applicatlons for development are received, more accu-—
rate predictidns can be made and analyzed in future environmental

documentation.
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ommeni Letler 3t

Hr. Curtis Tucker
September 19, 1984
Page |

apparently &lsc based on the analysis conducted for the Utgh Combined
Hydrocarbon EIS, These impacts are grossly overestimated because the previous
study assumed "that sll projected NO_ emissions within the P.R, Springs area
were combined to form a single pluﬁl" (Aerocomp, 1984, p. I-112) vhen in
actuality these emissions will be dispersed over a wide geographic ures.

We hope our comments will be helpful in preparing the final EIS.

Sincerely,

/ﬁf/«’?“"‘vg'
TFDavis/ms G. L. Higgims, Jr.

t£d975 Hydrological & Environmental
Affairs Manager

BLM Letter Response
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Comment Lelter 31 BLM Letter Response

Mr. Curtls Tucker
September 19, 1984
Page 3

Attachment |

Systems Applicatrions, Inc., 1983 - Final Air Quality Technical Report for
the Uintah Basin Syafuels Development Environmental Impact Statement,
Prepared for the Bureau of Land Management by Systems Applicacions, Inc.

Bureau cf Land Management, 1983 - Utah Combined Hydrocarbon Environmental
Impact Statement, Richfield, Utah.

Aerocomp, Inc., - Final Air Quality Analysis for the Combined Hydrocarbon
E1S, Eastern and South~Cencrzl Utah. Prepared by Aerocomp., Inc., fur the
Bureau of Land Management, Cq3ta Mesa, California.

Bureau of Land Management, 1983 - Federal 011 Shale Mdnageument Program
Draft Environmental Impact Statewmenc, Denver, Colorado.

Dietrich, D. L., Fox, D. G., Wood, M.C,, and Marlott, W. E., 1983 - Draft
Air Quality Technical Report for the Federal 0il Shale Management Prugram.
Prepared by Air Resource Specialists, Inc. for the Bureau of Land
Hanagement .

Aerocomp., Inc., 1984 - Ibid,
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Septemoer 27, 1934

Mr. Curtis Tucker

Book Cliffs Resource Management Plan Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management

170 South 500 East

Vernal, Utah 84078

Dear Mr. Tucker:

The Resource Development Courainating Committee nas reviewed tne Draft
Book Cliffs Resource Management Plan/ Environmental Impact Statement. Tne
state appreciates the tremendous effort that is required to produce such d
compiex and involved document. It is an important effort in that the Jocument
will serve as the foundation for Future Bureau of (and Management (sie)
maragement decisions, as well as a guide, for the public, that reveals tne
manner Dy which the land will be managed for the foreseeable future.

SiE

Because of the significance of the document, it is essential that it pe
informative and accurate. In several essential areas the document uoes not
contain a complete enough analysis or provide enough information four the state
to make an informed decision on the effect of choosing one alternative over
another. These shortfalls are detailed in the attachments. Until the state
is provided with more complete information, we cannot at this time support the
document or any of the proposed alternatives.

We hope that the state's specific comments will pe useful to the BLM in
its efforts to accurately and informatively represent the resources and
gpportunities for management of the Buok Cliffs Kesource Area, The state is
supportive of the Resource Management Plan (RMP) process and is hopeful that
its participation in the process will further tnoughtful land plarning and
management .

Sirw/éerely

lrt e Aerdat A orrot

Gavernor
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Comment Letfter 32

Page One of Attachm.nts
GENERAL CUr 4NTS

Right-of-way Corridors

The state believes that corridors oased on LOth hees Jnd environiental
considerations can Pulfill several ubjectives--including the une stateu 1 the
Resource iManagement Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (cMP/ubilS): "if
corridors could be lucated in areas that are void of other resource conflicts,
the time required for issuance of rights-of-way could wve significancly
reduced” (page S). The RMP/OEIS nowever does not provide enougn informacion
to determine whether this objective would Oe met by any of tie alterinatives.

In the effort to minimize resource conflict, the need for corridors should
te accommodated with as few corridors as is reasonaole. It app2ars tnat tre
OEIS has made no attempt to assess the minimum numoer and extent of carridore
nexded to allow for development, Tne only references to assessments of leed
are based on supposition rather tnan demonstrated need, e.y. "It is
anticipated that mineral development, within the doox Ciiffs Resouice Area
{BCRA), would increase demand for rignts-of-way to accommodate roads, energy
and water pipelines...etc." (page*s). A more detalled needs assessmont shwulo
be developed.

In addition to a deficiency in demonstrated need, the DEIS falls short in
presenting the resource conflict information in a manner that aids the reader
in making a determination regarding the extent to which resource conflicts are
being avoided in each corridor. Appendix 9 contalss  the essentual
information, but needs ta be carried a step further. The Environmental Impact
Statement (E£1S) should contain a taole witn tne following informatiwm: a
legal gescription of each proposed corridor, if it is an existing Right-uf-way
(ROW), the number of acres within that corridor with wilaiife, watersned,
recreation or woodlands value conflicts. In addition, a summary taule should
be prepared which lists for each dlternative the pruposed corridors, aad
conflicting resources by type and aCTeayu.

Minerals

0il Shale: The DEIS states that a decision needs to De made as to the
w_ . .nurncer and locations of priority use areas for oil snale leasing" (paye
6). 0il snale priority management arees have deen estaulished in the document
for the Balanced Use, Commodity Production and Resource Protection
alternatives, Tne DEIS indicates that direction for establishment of the
priority manajement area came from the ODEIS for toe Federdl 0Ll Shale
Management  Program  (page  94). According to  that  document's  prugosed
alternative, estanlishment of priority management areas would Le d two-staye
process: ioentification of puotential reserves that “...would tnen e evaluatvd
in lignt of other putential land uses co that areas of compstible anu
conflicting land uses could be iuentified" (page 1-1J, 0il Shale WEIS).

BLM Letter Response

The fedecal Land Managewent Policy Act (FurdA) of 1370, made provi-
sloas for the deslgnativa ol corrsitoss thcough land use pioaning.

The purpose of ¢ coccidur (s o cusnoeiice fature rigats-of-way into
Loglcal aad envirouawentally ucceptinie areas. Tals designatiou nelps
to reduce tune prulifergtion and eavirsamentsr distarvance of anplan~
wed rlghti~af-way. Yiae eppoctaaity eilsts to desigaace preferced
areas fue future rigats-oi-wiy, as well as certain esclusion areas
witare rights—of-way would os probivited.

Rignt-of-way applicatiocus ace procussed v o fegulac basis in tae
BURA. Toese rlguts-of-way are reldated primarily to coergy projects
and laclude projects tuci ux poser aad trausmlssion iines, variuves
types of pipelines, roads, and otuers. The process.ig o° cignts—of-
way I8 expected tu continue wvell into tue rutuce unliss a Jdemsnd fur
energy prodeits cedsus to esisc.

Mialmlzing or elimiaatlag tie Jesignation of corridots would nave ao
effect on tiae namber or type of future igats—of-wiy. The wiimloaa—
ction of corridors would result 1a greoater distarbaace over widev and
more eavironmeotally scasitive drcas. Designation of corridors witl
help coacentrate the Jdisturbaace ingo eavironmentally acceptabre and
irgieal locatlons and swould winimize enviceameacal lwpacts. See
Respoase 17.83.

Tua s pages of joformutiua prescaled in Appeadin 9 were developed
tur Lwo reasoans. Ficst, Lhe data caa e aged by tae public fa making
infremed comments about 1 pavticalye corcidor segueat. Suvceond, tue
BLM decision maker cun use fae Infuradtiva ro capidiy assess any
porential resource conriives and thus make an inforwed fecision on
the proposed Book Clitfs RAP and fuLure rignts-of-way.

Ldentification of appruximate acreages of wildlife nabitat, or other
resource values, can %e calculared uy asing tae average corridor
widtn of 0,6 wlle {reiec to page 99) and mulcliplylog ic by the keagtn
of 4 resvacce segmen. (Appendis ) and converting squace miles (o
aures.  Calculabiun I Laese aclfeages and deteraination of tae legal
deseriptions would be 4 costly unnecessaty procedure fur Lads sitep of
tide plaaniang process.

Refer to Figure 2-5 for che locations of existing rigut-of-way coc-
ridors.

SINZIWWNOD ANV M3IIAZH JIiand — S "dvHO
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Comment Letter 32

Page Two of Attachments

There is no indication in tne DEIS that that process nas Leen appiied.
The only information that the LEIS reveals are maps that display the selected
management areas for each alternative. }n_ _ordgr fqr Atne state _to e)’ﬂj{?f"’ thtf
desirability of euch alternative cne following information 1S needed: ine
criteria that selection of the areas was based on, e.g., are the selectiuns
based on expressions of interest, or o.ther rational; are the ‘areas ft?e fm::l
resource L Jnflicts--1f tiere are corfilcts present what are they i Lo wha
extent will the resource values they represent ve daffected wwer  eadcn
alternative.

0il and Gas: The state finds no problem with tne application of e oul
i i ; hod to minimize
and gas category system in the land planning stage as a method.
resogrce confiicts =t the developmental stags. however, the 'DLIS doas not
contain enough specific information on how tne category aesxgnationfs wezre]
tate to wnderstand tne relative merits of ea
:;Ei;?\gti:et (gg E;&;\ietiﬁf‘i to figures 2-1, 2-8, 2-15 and 2-23 the DEIS needs to
provide more detailed information, For exanple, insteag of stating on paye
i ragraph 5 that: "Resource values totaling 186,000 acres and
:ﬁlsolﬂnn ,z.i.e?uag pt-"n»,finu for n an : ory 2) would include:
requiiing specisl igation for gory (
critical antelope, deer, elk, and wild norse range...and the scenic corridor
along U.S. Highway 40...", tne reader shoula be proviced with & leged
description of each proposed specially protected area and the number of acres
required for each category within eacn alternative. As tne document now reads
it is impossible to krwow the number of acres protected for sage grouse leks as
sompared to either wetlands or wild horse range. It is dlsq aifficult ta
determine whether any of tne designations are adequate or too hign for any of

tne alternatives.

Tar Sands: A similar prublem exist for the tar sand category Jdesiynations
as that outlined above for oil and gas, i.e., lack of specific infurmation and
rational to support the category designat.ai., The DELS states that the
analysis of qslenments of leasing categories *...is similar in scope (o tne
categorization of the Spucial Tar Sand Arzas (STSAs) tnrougnout the state
within volume 1I of the Utah Comoined Hydrocarbon Leasing EIS."(paye 94). Tne
Utah Combined Hydrocarpon Leasing Regional Finai £1S contains o mucn_murg
detailed analysis of the category designations. For example, the analysis of
the Sunnyside and Vicinity STSA in that Final Environmental Impact Statenent
(FEIS) identifies each area proposed unger eacn cateyory, tne numoer of acres
involved, and a description cf the resource (paye 70, FELS). witnuut that
type of analysis in the OEIS the state cannot make a judgment on tie
desiracility of any of the alternatives.

The state 1is also concerned with the application of oil and yas
stipulations to tar sand duvelopment. Specificaiiy,‘ would oil ana gas
stipulations adequa‘ely cover tar sand development impacts that proyress
beyond the drilling stage? If they would not, what measures will pe taken to
protect sensitive resources for the duration of tar sand deveiopaent?  Jsiny
the Utah Combined Hydrocaibon Leasing Reyional FEIS as a g, Fnc bBureau of
Land Management (BLM) should specifically identify wnat stipulations wouid be
attached for each area proposed ror categorization.

BLM Letier Response

:3:2 t‘ rh+ proceds described uds beea applied witain the develiopmeat stages
" ot the RdP.

The quality and yuantity of diffeceat oil sudale resecves is repre-
sented in barrels per acre, as shown ia Figure 3-3. Known 0il Snale
Lease Ar:as are showa In Figave 3-4 aud o gewwral expression of
inieredt is shown in Figure 3-3. This and owner inforwation {refer
to thie bibliograpity) was compticd Lo delineate o ddgh potustlal arca
tor future oll shale developmeui.

The aced wias then dnaiyzed fu relstloa €o competing laud uses, see
Flgures 2-6 and 3-9 cheougn 3-17.  Foc exauple, o coafcict extuted
brtween recceation, wildlite, and Jatershal values and poteatial oll
snale development aloag tue Waite Wiver Corcidoc. Tais urea was
subsequently rewoved from fuctaer considerdtion as a priovity manage=
aear drea (.2e Figures I-¥, I-id, aad 2I-i4),

Appeadix 4 has been revised in tue FEIS to provide du expluanativa of
tie 0il and gas cdalegoucy systea.

Tne baslc framework ror vategory desigaations 13 prescnted within the
M2. This framewoik is discussed in Codpter Two under the alterna-~
tlive oil and gas, aad tar sands discussions aad shown in Figures 2-3
2-10, 2-15, 2~17, 2-13, and 2-25. Tnese categocy Jdesignations ace
baged oa considecrativs of verivds tesvurce values as cuvwa ia Figures
2-6 and 3-3 throogin 3-17, vith accowpaiylag discussions in Caapter
Theee.

.

Toe developaent of specitic witlgation weasures i relatioa to legad
degcriptiunsg was not covwpleted withia the RMP fof Cilree primary
readoans:

A. The basic resource Jdata nas gowv througn revisions luring
the RMP plocess) [or E WV
sudbmitted for wiltdiz These (fpes of chaages
woald reselt 10 exteasive Jocuuwent cavi.ions,

revlisious LIV

B. Spectal micigation weasures are dedcribed for au-acre
suodivisions. Tae cooplexity of peeseating tie vacious
aitigation neds.ces throughout tne ent{re Resource Area
the four alteciatives would requlce exte.sdlve and
unnecessary data cowpilition.

@ Tne flaal Category system will faclule both tar samds and
ofl and gas aitijgation measures (see Appendix 4). Tuis
system L& com, lux aad difficult to present.

Tiae Jdevelopaent of tue special mitigutiva measures for spacific legai
suvdivisions will occur durlng au activity planaing prucess subse-
quent Lo ilmplementation of the WMP. Taese descrlptl&ns will be based
on the Eramework laid out in the propused RMP (refer to Tadle 2-1).
Tuls lnfurmation will be forwarded to the BLd State Office to Be used
tor lease issaanc®. Duplivate coples w11l se retafued in the BLM
Vernal bistrict Office and will be avallasle for public itaspeciion.

Appendix & contafus o discassica of mitigation fur oil und gas and
tat winde.

la
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ommem Letter 32

Page Three aof Attachments

Ltand Tenure Adjustment

Again, the lack of detailed information on cateyorization of lands maxes
an evaluation of the alternatives difficult. In thne area of lanu tenure
adjustment, a description of the lanos that BLM is interested in acquiring or
disposing of should be listed, including: a legal description, acreage
involved, and a description of the resource and its value.

Socioeconanics

In general, the Envirormental Impact Statement for the Bookcliffs Resource
Management Plan meets the minimal soclo-economic analysis that is standarg in
Bureau of Land Management documents, The "Affected Environment" section gives
a fairly good synopsis of existing conditions from tne 1285 Uintah Basin
Syntbetic Fuels Environmental Impact Statement, altnougn data in several areas
could have been updated. In addition on page 127 the report states that tne
State of Utah Community Facility Guidelines does not include a standard for
solid waste disposal. This is in error; tne standard is .2l acres per 1,0l
persons.

In chapter 4, the document® points out the difficulty in forecasting
socio-economic impacts for the area because of the uncertainty surrounding the
development of synfuels in the area. In addition the lack of a complete
fiscal analysis of tne alternatives make it difficult to determine the ability
of the local communities to absort Lhe projected growtn under ile various
alternatives. This complaint, however, woulac apply to all BLM socioc-economic
analyses that the reviewers are familiar with. Although the analysis is
relatively weak, there appears to be no overriding issue that would
contraindicate any of the proposed alternatives of management.

Water Resources

In the discussion of the individual alternatives (Chapter 4), it is
extremely difficult to ascertain the breakdown of projected water use which is
applicable to each alternative. Information critical to specific alternatives
is not always included in the section discussion of those alternatives. For
example, the discussion of water use for the Current Management Alternative
{page 156) makes no mention of the fact that tne.- high level scenario for
synfuels development (77,000 acre-feet) is used; this comment is made in a
general section on page 145. Again, Table 4-~12 (page 167) nas information
pertinent to all alternatives, but is referred tp only in the Resvurce
Protection Alternative (page 166), and then witnout sufficient explanation as
to how the table is to be used. We recommend that this water use information

be pulled together into a cohesive and lucid package, clearly cellneating the.

developments and associated water use assumed under each alternative.

Salinity reduction through watershed treatment is an implied upjective of
all of the alternatives, but not mentioned specifically. Because af the
importance of salinity control in the Colorado River Basin and past
involvement of the Bureau of Land Management in activities of tne Coloraco

BLM Letter Response

Exdct locationa of lands tdentitled for dcyuisitlon or disposal are
snwwn la Flgures 2-7, 2-14, and 2-22. Refer to pages 60, o9, 70, 71,
120, 157, 168, 185, and 20l of tie DELS fur further discassion of
these landa.

Thauk you for the additlonal information about solld waste disposal
standards. It has been added co the text of the FREIS.

329 The text hag been cevised to reflect your concecans.

32 10 The Colorada River Basia Sallaity Control Act referced to on page 76
" of the DELS, was iatended to imply lavolvement of the Coloradu River
Basin Salinity Control Forum.
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Page Four of Attachments

River Basin Sallnity Cuntrol Forum, we feel that such formai x-ecounnxt}url wuum
be appropciate., Inclusion of a reldted statement would alsu be desiraoie in
the Soil, Water, and Air section on page 73.

In the water Quality and Soils sections of each alternative ciscussion
(Chapter 4), impacts of water development on salinity levels of the Coiuraoo
River are quantified, but impacts of watershea treatment are not. 1In a4
similar report (Grand Resource Rd® and Flnal £1S), such impacts  were
quantified {page 2-1); we feel that such analysis would be desireble in the
Book Clitfs RMP and EIS. The paper, "Sallnity Control Projects: Eastern
Utah," published oy the Denver Service Center (BLM) 1n May 1982, might oDe
helpful in this regard. Also, It is our understanding tnat & soil survey of
vintah County is currently being conducted by the Soil Conservation Service.
This survey will contain specific information related to salinity.

COMMENTS BY PAGE NUMBER

Chapter Two

Page 14, Column 1, Formulation Criteria: The BLM snould include a moce
specific list of criteria for guiding the resolution of eacn issue in lieu of
the general criteria contained in tre DEIS. Each issue nas unigue parameters
which should be acknowledged. At a minimum, an additional general criteriun
should be added which reflects consideration of the effect that a proposed
management decision would have on adjacent. public lands and puplic land users
as well as coorgination with federal, state and local plans andg regulations.

Page 20, Column 4, Paragrapn 2 and Page 26, Coluan 4, Paragraph l: The
management or existence of wildlife should not be depenuent on anticipated
conflicts with livestock. Potential conflicts exist on the BCRA. This
statement provides a convenient loopnoie to relegate wildlife needs to the
lowest priority. The statement "...wildlife habitat would ue managed for
optimum levels wnere conflicts with livestock do not exist..." snuuld be
deleted from the text.

Page 26, Column 4, Paragrapn 2: [Tne LEIS states that tie Balanced Use
Alternative will “{plrovide forage to support 17,300 ueer, 1904 elk, 9S00
antelope”. The EIS shauld specify whether these figures are for BLM Land only
or unit wide. If for 8ULM land only, they are ckay, if unit wide, they are far
tao low,

Page 25, Column 4, Paragraph 1 and Page 117, Column 2, Paragraph 7 The
Balanced Use Alternative propuses to protect 470 acres of floodplains, stating
that these 470 acres are in "poor ecological condition". . e document should
define "poar” ecological condition. It is the Division of wildlife's opiniovn
that nearly all the floodplain/ riparian zones in the B8UKA are in puor
ecoiogical condition for the following reasons:

BLM Letier Response

3211 3ec Response 29.19.

sdiitlonal eciteria have peen ldentafied ia tae FEIS., Sce Responsed
(7.34 and 29.5. Tais docudent has attempted to tadicate the
slgalficant fmpacts tnat would resutt on Federal and non-Federal
lands as ls requiced by NEPA. <Coordination witn Pederal, State, and
local plans is required fa the 43 CFR 1500 regulatlona. Tials has
been done. Refer to Appeadix L and page I, Consiscency Review.
Coapliance witn approprilate ldaws aad regulations is mandatory and can
be consldered to be furmaiation criterla even thougu they e uot
speciflically listed.

Jitalife populations will be uptimized where possibdle, based on tue
rialts of an intensive five-yedt monitoring period, in cooperation
ity tae Utah Divisioo uf wWildlife Resources. Appropriate stockiog
levels (llvestock and willlife) will be deterwmined at tihe coonclusion
wi e atudies.

Tiiy [P proposud management of tFederdl laads only. [ols is stated
»opage 3 of the DELS under, “3uupe of the Resovurce Management Plan”.

Alwu, refer to pages 103 and 145 of tue DEIS which state that focage
1ilucations are vased on Federal launds oaly.

e ters "poor ecological condition” ia defineu in the Glossury under
"scnlogical coudition”. Limttiag or restcicting livestock on tihe 470
acres referaenced s but ovae pruposed action to iwpruve floodplaius.
Refer to page 32 aad Filgure 2-6 uf the DELS walca indlcate tuat
watershed treatwent medsures will oe wade on approximately 78,900
acres. Tue apecitic locations wiil be determfned durlng the accivity
plaaning process. The aceas you iandicate are fucluded in Figure 2-6.
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Page Five of Attachments

1. Cottunwood groves along tne Green and wnite rivers are, for the most
part, old and decadent with little regeneration of naw trees.

2, In some areas, salt ceadar encroaciwent is thceatening tu replace
valuable cottonwood and willow communities.

3. The four peremnial streams in the BCRA have experienced severe
channel erosion and downcutting, Tnis has lowered the water table

and allowed dense stands of grea;e wood and vig saye to liwvade. an 1R
Rip i to an extremely narrow pand aleng the S£.1C i 4 wcuad basis, we ugiue that hacvescing and subsequently atteapt-
margin of the stream course. ing t. tegenerate cottonwuod would be difflcult and unwise. YHowever,
tna stands selected nave speclal condltions: Tuey wece burned by
227 1A AAATE il ]y tne "Balanced WUse Alternative® will provide for, and 1dEg o PR s e £1 4 yaaa fana -
SEL. 10 Additicnalily, ihe Balanged Use Alterr P ; 3 “tldfire four years 440, and were flooded during 1383 aad 1384, The
encourage, the harvest of cottonwood trees on 300 acres (page 28, coluwn 4, objective is to protect tue existing natural regenecation, conduct
paragraph 3). Given the factors working against cottonwood survival and thioning, coatrol the invaliag vegetativa, and harvest a second crop
recsneration eme could only produce a deleteriovus effect of rress Thos cands i3 1
regenerat S y P trees, These stands could be coasldered o be 4
on overal telal management area because oaly 300 acres out of a poceatial 3,000
acres were selectad,
32 1|7 Page 25, Column 1, Paragrapn 2: The context of the paragraph leauls one to
. believe that fawning occurs onlf in Main Canyon. This is misleading. It Anong local residents, tuere fs a strung demand to narvest cottonwuod
should be clarified that fawning occurs across the entire swamer range, not for firewoud, especially luring winter montiis wnew areas at nigher
Jjust Main Canyon.
32 18 Page 65, Tar Sand: The "Balanced Use Alternative" proposes 110,000 acres elevation are closed by suow. (f tnis stand can ve wanaged success-
i of tar sand be leased under Category 1 (standard stipulations). Larye fully, te will nelp supply wintec [itewvod and pave tne way for
portions of winter and summer ranye are found within Cateyory 1 areas tnat are inclullng aldlcional rlver sotcom acceage for sustalaed yleld
available for tar sand leasing--including high use areas such as Indian Hidge, minagemeat.
Big Park, Wood Canyon, AgenCy Oraw; Summer Range--from Sezp Hioge to the 32.17 o
Roadless Area. Two sage grouse strutting grounds also fall within Category 1 & taat 15 occuls ia areas oughout the summec
areas (see figures 2-25, 3-11, 3-12, 3-13). How will "standard stipulations™ riige. The reference to Main Canyon that you clted could not be
specifically relate to, and protect, these habitats for tne duration of tar locaced.
sand development? (Please refer to the tar sand comments under general 32 18 .
comments above,) . Two 3age grouse leks fall wituin the PR Spring STSA. Tuese leks have
Jeen placed fato Category 3 (5o Sucface Occupancy). They were nvt
32.19 a Page 78, Paragrapn 2: This snould be clarified to specify if wildlife pla:ed inte Caregery 1 as stated.
- increases are on BLM land only or unit wide.
g Wildlife habitat placed into Categorles 2 aad 3 ace listed on page 65
of rhe DEIS. Refer to Appendix & (ruvised) for taa proposed
E Chapter Tnree altigation.
PR P Rie ciamas  The bauk #Fracle sasa bha bons HamosisIWo wirneut 3219 Sue Response 32.14.
32.20 Page 103, Big game: The text freely uses the temm "CruCial" witnout 3
defining it. It is erroreous to designate the entire summer and winter ranges )
in figures 3-10, 3-11 and 3-12 as crucial habitat. High use areas exist 3220 fne term crucial ig alequately deflaed on page 213 of the DELS under
itk bbun lommar Adalincatiame crmiila lodand s tarmoad Harnidinall ues

“eruclal range®. Tie eatire summer and winter ranges utilized by
deer and elik are HOT designated in Figures 3-10, 3~11, and 3-12.
Only the crucisl dreas were delineated (with the assistance of UDWKR
personnel fcrow the Nortueastern Reglonal Offica in Verusl). ligh
ude, and fawning/calving sreas for wmule Jdeer and elk, cespectively,
have oeen ludicated on the revised figures for tne FEIS, with tae
aszgistance of Jim Karpuwitz, UDWR.

within the larger delinsations could indeed Le termed “critical" use
area. B8ig game are not equally distributed across tneir ranges and the high
use areas within tAése ranges snould ve identified. Tne infurmation is
avallable from a recently completed Division of Wildlife Hesources (Dwh) study

on the Book Cliffs that was developed in cooperation with the BLM.

For
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Comment Letter 32

Page Six of Attachments

Pages 106, 107 and 110: The big gume range maps On tnese payes are
totally inaccurate.

Figure 3-10: The map of antelope range should ve expanded westwara tu tne
breaks of Willow Creek. Also, antelope occur on Blue Mountain.

Figure 3-11: The deer swnmer range shown 1s mucn tuo larye. Hign use
areas are much smaller than shown. The deer winter range is much tao
small. Some wintering areas have not been delineated. Fawning habitat,
as shawn, is completely inaccurate. Fawning habitat shoulo coincide witn
those areas of summer range identified in nigh use areas. Yearlony range,
as shown, is inaccurate.

Figure 3-12: Elk summer range is too large, High use dredas are inucn
smaller. Elk winter range is too smail and {s also difficult to
identify. Summer range and winter range are continuous. Calving areas
are inaccurate. They too should coifcide witn the hign use summer
range, Locations of burns and chainings is incomplete and snouid be
identified as nigh use wintering areas,

Attached are Figures 3-10, 3-11 and 3-12 that have been corrected for tne
above inaccuracies. The maps contained in the DELS are not acceptacle. The
acreages on page 103 and table 3-2 need revision to reflect the changes of the
corrected maps.

Page 108, Colum 1, Paragraph 2: The DEIS states that "UDWR popuiation
goals for elk are 2,300 head...". Tnis statement must be clarified for HLM
lands only.

Page 108, Upland Game: This section of upland gawe is incomplete and
inadequate. There is no dlscussion of sage grouse on Blue Mountain.
Tremendous effort has gone towaras chukar transplants to re-estaplish this
specles In the BCRA. Transplant sites are ldentifiable. This minor parayraph
downplays the importance of upland game and waterfowl as well as tneir
respective habitats. It also underestimates the seriousness of potential
impacts anticipated under each alternative.

Additionally, there is no discussion of the nongame resource in the BCRA.
This 1is not acceptable., Several of these species are of hign state and
federal interest: Western B8luebird, Sandhill Crane, Long-billed Curlew,
Golden Eagle, Prairle Falcon, Cooper's Hawk, Ferruyinous Haws, Great Blue
Heron, Burrowing Owl, Flammulated Owl, ang Lewls' Wooupecker.

Facts of note on these include: (1) The burrowing owl is being considered
for the federal threatened or erdangered species list. (2) Golden eagle nests
are not discussed or identified. Several active nests occur witnin the HCRA.
(3) Dbservations have shown that the Book Cliffs, and particuldrly tne Bitter
Creek drainage, serve as a major flyway for sandnill cranes. Sandhill's nave
been seen on the ground at McCook Ridye.

BLM Letter Response

N> eildlife maps uave oeva revised in the FEIS dad the acreages and
fdule 3-2 dave beca ameaded to reflect Lae cadnges.

The BLM 1s aware tuat tine Natioudi Patrs Service relessed anterope
witnin the bounddry of tne Dinusaur Hational Monuseat in 1983,

Sce Response 32.14.

acdourcas within this Jucumeat have peen discussed at a level coumdea-
sdurate wita the degree or severity of lmpact. Refer to page 137 of
toe DEIS. The BLM coucurs that tuese specles are lmportant; uowever,
with micigation, sno sigalficant lapacts are anticipated.

The discusdion of sage grouse ad3 been made ow 4 geaeral basia for
the catire resdource dred. Suage grouse leku ace shown in Flgure
3-13. Tue locatlion of the chukac trandplaat sites 18 not considered
to be essential for tuls phase of planning.

Tae aonzame wililife resource is importaant in the 8CRA. A receatly
compiled species list for the BCRA 1s avallable in the Vernal Dis-
trice Otfice, and includes nongame pirds and mannals, sod hecpato-
:;unl. Appropriate mitigation will protect tnese species (Appendix

Tue BLH has raspouded ro the official US Pish and Wildlife Service
list of Threatened and Endsugered specles, aund candidate species for
listing. Tnis information nas beea Included in the DELS,

SLNIWNOI ANV M3IAZYH Ji8nd -— § 'dVHD
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Comment Letter 32

Page Seven af Attacnments

There is alsoc no discussion or list of nongame fisn or herptofaund.  The
DEIS should discuss the brook trout fishery in the upper portivns of oitter
Creek. The DEIS is incomplete witnout a discussion uof nunyaine, especldily the
eleven species listed above.

Chapter Four

Page 198, Wildlife/ wWild Horses, BLM Impacts: The ObiS states un paye 1wy
that "The comoined effects of oil and gas, oil shale, and ter sand
development, coupled with increases in  livestock production, woula oe
significant,® This is an incrediole unuecstatement of tne significance of
potential mineral development given that the Salanced Use Altefnative allows
805,000 acres for oil and gas leasing--standard stipulations, 413,00u acres
for oil andg gas leasing--special stipulations, no lands clused to OlL dNu yas
leasing, 42,30" :res fur underground oil shaie mininy, 6,000 acres for
in-situ development, 110,JU0 acres for tar sand development--stanaarg
stipulations, 68,000 acres fur tar sang developmerit--special stipulations, and
93,000 acres for new right-gf-ways corridors,

It is difficult to perceive stable livestock nuwnbers and increased
wildlife numbers in the face ‘of such development. This should ve emphasized
and elaborated upon. The effects of energy development couid be catastruphic
depending on the Tate and location of development.

There is no discussion of impacts to sage grouse on Blue Mountaln or tne
Book Cliffs. There is alsa no discussion of impacts tu other uplana yame
species or waterfowl,

As in Chapter 3, there js absolutely no analysis of jmpacts to nongame.
Only endangered fish are discussed., Woodland harvesting will have an effect
on lewis' woodpecker and bald eagles wnich depend on cottonwoods to roust and
exploit the Green and White rivers. No discussion of impacts to golden eagie
nests or any of the other eleven high stdate and federal interest species nave
been presented.

There is no discussion of indirect impacts, i.e., increased population and
housing growth. Tavble 4-25 presents & change in household growth over
baseline, Such expansion will require tne conversion of agricultural and
other lands. This will eliminate phessants, quail, waterfowl and possible
sanohill crane/ whnoplng erane habitat,

Mitigation is superficially dealt with, and {s not «ueyuate to dest with
anticipated Lmpacts and losses. Mitigative measures should be specifically
outlined.

BLM Letter Response

3225 lerpetofauna and nongame tishes are not Jiscussed In the RMP becuuse
impacts to thede species dare not sigatficaar (see page L37 of the
DELS, Lotcoduction). Tae same nolis true for tae vecy small portion
of Litter Creek wader BLM jucisdictioa.

32 .26 rthe inpacts quoted uere wve worst case, whostd 4tl che developmencs
oecn wlmultanvodsly ot toeic siadwom lavelw,  Retee to Appaadix
Lt La belleved tuls 15 unlincly Lo nappen,

3227 lupacts to gage grouse populations oa Blue lvuatain, East Benca,
wiiter Ridge, and the Dundnza and 2R 3pring areds would oe [asiguiii-
cant. Thig 18 based un tie vulrec zoue survouudiag known less aad
mitigation provided (Appendixz 4, revised)., Otuaec uplund game bircd
apecles and waterfowl would also aot be significantly affected given
tie amount of sucrounding suitavle nabitat. Opportunities for
significaat populatlion expansiun would probably ve limited, shoutd
the projected degree oi develupmeat occuc simultancously. Generally
speaking, tie BCRA itself receives linmlted waterfowl use. Displaced
birds would most likely snift taeir sccivitles to adjacent nabitac
outside the BCRA (tne Green River, Stewart Lake, Pelican Lake,
Pariette Waterfowl Arei, cte.). Tue net overall coaage 1o aumder of
broods produced 18 aot counsideced to ove sigalficaat,

Tapacts to nongame wlldlife dare aot projected to be significant pased
on tue various Jevelopmeat scenarios presented. In the fatroduccion
to Chapter Pour, un page L37 of the DELS, it was stated that Lmpacts
are Jiscuysed at a level coawensuarate wita tae degree of severity of
ifmpact. Therefore, lupacts to aocagume species are not preseated iu
any detall.

Displacement would vccuc us Jlevelopmenl procewds, but tue majoricy of
nongame wildlife would saift to adjaceat nabltats.

Also on page 137 of the DEIS, uader geavral assumptions, it wus
stated that "ALL (BLM) actlons would confocu wita existing laws,
facludling protection of ... enduangered and tnreatened specres™.  The
BLM has responded to tne official YUS Fian and Wildlife Serviee list
vf tareateaned and endangered specles In addition to those candidate
specles. The BLH #ill coasult wita tue Utah Division or W{ldlife
Resoutcey and the US Fiuh and Wiidiite Secvice on specliic projects,
a8 they davelop, through toe Envivoowental Andalysls (FA) process.

BLM agrees that uo lmpaces (Indirect) wece discussed with regacd to
increased population/.ousing growth. WYithout specific information
pertaining to populacion and housing growtit (waere located, degree of
growth, etc.) the amount of indirect impact O pueasant, yuall,
waterfowl, and crane tabledt cdmot be aldressed,

Refer to revised Appeadix 4 for specific witigating medsures. Addi-
tlonal mitigation for habitat Jdisturbance or loss will be addressed
tn futuce Havitat Maaayement Plans (MPs) and miaing plaay.
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SNTELOPE HERD LOCATIONS
AND CRUCIAL HABITAT

Figure 3 - 10
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