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Dar nr. Tucker: 

Hobil Alterortiv. E..rSy Inc.. .Qpr.cirt.s th. opportunity to CO-.t on the 
rafereuced docuunt. Tb. Bill h.. grutly over..tiutrd th..ir quality imQ.cra 
CPU‘.~ by ‘ynfuel d.“.lop.,..t‘. 

The ,ir qudity endy... far cl,. Book CLiff. R..ou~c. N.n.S.m.nt P1.n Draft 
En”lro”mt.1 Ilp.Ct SL.L.m.IL (BCUEIS) ‘T. b...d on QK.Vi‘."‘lY caopletrd 
studier d..crib.d i. prior .zwironm.~tnl impact .tst.mt.. The prior .nalys.s 
1i.t.d la .tt.chunt 1 uced hypoth.tic.1 d.V.1opu.t .c.n.rios, crud. .m,saion 
f.EtOr.. md i.,u.et .od.lillg .ppro.ch.. which W.C. co,,..w.tiv.. “obil h.. 
8ubmitt.d cwmt. o. the P.d.r.l Oil Shale W..Se~cnt DEIS ..d Utah Combined 
Hydrocsrboa DEfS which d..crib. in drtail Lh. w..ka.ss.. of these air quality 
.n*1yc... l’b. r.‘“lt. of BUL’. prior .tudicm .hould b. qu.1ifi.d in the BCDEIS 
19 r.Qr“.ntinp COO‘.N.CI”. Yor‘t-C‘S‘ maly.... 

The SCDEIS d..crib.d two .ignific.nt .ir qu.lity i.p.ct. l .oc1at.d with t.r 
sand. developwnr I. th. PR Sprirrg. .=.a. Ph.‘. w.r. pro,.ct.d exceedences of 
the Claus II QSD i.crount for total .u.p.nd.d p.rticu1.t.. .nd predicted 
OCC”X.“C.‘ Of vi.ibl. Qb,... Both of thus. bQ.Ct‘ .I. ov.r.stim.t.d. Based 
o” .salys.. Q‘CfONd for the Utah Comb1n.d Hydrocarbon EIS. th. SCDEIS 
projects vio1.ti.n. of the PSD Cl... II partleu1.t. incr.m..t du. to tar sands 
curfse. minimg in the P.R. Springs .re.. In Cl,. llcDEIS (Q. 141). hovever. BLN 
.t.t.. th.r ‘urfsc. mia1.S in P.S. SprinS. vi11 be much smellsr than estimated 

do th. Ut.h combined Hydrocarbon Region.1 EIS. Other farm. of t.r ..,,ds 
extraction rceult io much lover .c:..ioo. of pnrticulste; thorefora TSP 
conerntmtisn. will bo .,ch l,.wc~ than pro,ect.d in thr SCDSIS. 

31.3 
Ths SCDEIS proJ.ct. dirc.lor.tion du. to pk... .t th. “intah and 0ur.y Indian 
R.rrrvntion. rud ,,t th. Uinasnur and Colorado N.tion.1 “on~ment. for the 
commodity production and balenced u.. .ltern.tiv... Th.se projections .r. 

31.1 The Imp.ct‘ Qr...at.d i. Chi‘ document .r. “worst c...- predictlo.‘. 

drfar CO Air *‘lit, ~..uaQtloo.. P.S. 146 of th. USIS. I’M. h.. 

bean do.. to co.ply with the W.tio.al Snvlro~eat.1 Policy Act. 

31.2 S.. R..pon.. 31.1. lb BU4 re~ognlres th.t th. ImQ.ct. to .ir 

qu.,Lty would b. I... than stated if the d.ve1o~e.t of t..r land. 

occur. using r.cov.ry mathod. othrr than surfs. mioln~. Hov.“et. 

slnc. ther. .r. no ‘peclfic proposal. for d.“oloQ..ot .t thi. Lima, 

the -Y.X,C c...- pro,.et.‘oos were preeeoced. 

31.3 se. Sespans.. 31.1 and 31.2. ~.f.r to page 146, “fir quality 

A.*umptlae.’ for tb. IlstinS of Lb. .ourc.. ussd. ineludlng Cb. UC.b 

Cwsblnsd Hydroc.rbon SE.. * single plum. ann1y.i. for t.r SPOd 

drv.lo~,,.nt w.. wed 8. .a ~or.t case b.cau.. without .p.cifIc 

pcopo,als. there is oo aerurance that the project NO* e.l.sians 

uill be .pr..d. 

When .p.elf,s rpplicat‘ons for devrlopaanr .c. reealvcd. war. aecu- 

rate pr.dicti6.r can be mad. and analyzed in future .ov,ronn.nt.l 

doeum..t.t‘on. 



“r. Curtis Tucker 
S.Qtemb.r 19. 1584 
P.S. 1 

rpp.rantly h1.0 he‘d on the .n.lyris conducted for th. Utah Combined 
Hydrocsrboo EIS. Thee. I~QSECS .T. gro.sly ov.r..tim.t.d because the previous 
study .s.umed “thsr .11 pra,rct.d HO +.i‘sion. within th. P.R. sQrk.6‘ .I.. 
were combined to form ‘ ‘inpl. p1.k (Aerocolp, 1984. Q. I-112) when i” 
.ctu.llry th... ..i.mi.n. “f11 be di‘p‘rssd O”.I . vid. 8..,,“QhiC “r.‘. 

Ye hoPe our tomvi.nt. will be helpful in pr.p.rinS th. fin.1 EIS. 

0. L. Higgins. Jr. 
HydroloSic.1 b Environment.1 
Af fsir. b!an.*.r 
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Hr. curtis 3ck.r 
Seprrmber’l9. 1984 
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Lurea” cf Land Hs”~~.rn.nt. 198, - Utah Combined Hydrocarbon Envirunmrnt.sl 
Impact SLat.m.nt, Picbfield. Utub. 

Bureau Of land Hnongenent, 198, - P.der*l Oil Shale M*“ap*ur”’ Proera” 
Dr‘ft Enviro”m.“rel Impact SLat.ue”L. D.““er, Colorado. 

DietrIch. D. I... For. D. C.. Wmd. H.c., and Hprlotr. V. E.. 1981 - Ursfr 
Air Quality ‘kch”lc.1 Lr,mrt for the Federal 011 Shrlr Nr”.Sem.“t Prumram. 
Frepnred by Air Remurcr Specialists. Inc. for the Bureau of Land 
DanaQ..m.ot . 

Aerocomp.. Inc.. 1984 - Ibid. 
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Dear nr. Tucker: 

me ~e~0~rc.e oevelopnent Cotiroinating Connittee na* reviewed tne Drdft 
Book Cliffs Resource HdnagemrnL ?ldn/ Enviroment.31 Impact Statement. 1na 
gate +prec~~tes the tremendous rfrort that 1s required to produce such d 
conp;ex an* involved docmt. It is an impxtent effort in that tne Jocunellt 
will set-we a* the foundation for future Bureau of Land krvgt%W~~ (tiL+fc) 
mamgement decisiuns, as well as a guide, for the public, tnat revedls tne 
manner by which the land will be managed for the foreseedole future. 

Because or the slg'11ficance OP the docment, it is essentidl that Jt oe 
informative and xcurate. In several essential areas the document uors not 
contain a C~lrtr enough andlysis or provide enough informatim fur the state 
to make an informed decision on the effect of cnoosing one alternative over 
another. These sMr:falls dre detailed in the attachments. Until the state 
is provided with more complete information, we Cabot ot this tlm support tne 
dOcm"t or any of the pPw&,$ed alternatives. 

We hope that the state's specific cmnts will oe usePu1 tu the bCM in 
its efforts to accurately and informatively represent the resources and 
opportunities for management of the wok Cliffs kesource Ared. Tns .stdte is 
Supwrtive of the Resource Management Plan (Hw) process and is hopeful that 
a5 participdtion in the process will further- thoughtful land plarning and 
management. 
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Page rue Of !xtacrmems 

32.5 am gas category system in the land planning stage as a method to mlnlnule 
res~urcr conPlict~ -.t the devel”!m=ntal St%=. MYever, tnr Lx15 *es not 

contain enargh specific informn’rora on how tne category designations weId 
arrive,, at r”p the state to understand me relative meritS of Bdch 
alternative. 1” addition to figures 2-1, 2-8, 2-15 and 2-Z> the NIS “et‘d5 t3 
provide mare detalled Infornation. Fx enanple, inztraa of stating M pdgr 

A, colum 2, paragraph 5 Chrt: *Re%xrce vrlurs totaling 186,G!N acres and 
requi~;ng spcial mitlgatlan for protection (Category L) woul? urlude: 
critical antebpe, deer, elk, and rlld har~e raw...and th@ scrn~ COrrldOP 
along U.S. ni@l!uy 40...“, tne reader S.h”ulO be pA-“dlDeJ *‘th d 1syd 
description of each proposed specially protected area and the w&~er of acreS 
required for each cdtegory vitnrn eden alternative. AS tne docmerx no* reaus 
it is i”,,Xsslble to k:,“” the n-r Of acres protected for Sage grouse leks a5 
zompared to either wetlandS or *i!d horse range. It IS dlS0 GiffICUlt t3 

determine whether any of tne designations are adequate or too hlyn fur any of 
tne alternatives. 

Tar sands: A siroihr prublem exist for the tar S.A~K! category dtshJrutu~n> 
a5 thdt outlined above for oil and gas, I.e., lack of SpeCiflC informatlm dlld 

rational to support the cdtrwory deslynat.ti~~.. me LEIS state, tn4t me 

analysis of ~SSiJrXWntS of leasing categories *...ib simildr in scope to tne 
categorization of the syuCi.31 Tar Sand AIlas (STSAS) tnruu~nout the StdLe 
within Volwne II of the Utah Combined Hydrocdrbon Leasing EIS.“(paye 94). Tne 
Utah Conbin& Hydmcarbon Leasing Haplonal Firw US CDntdlnS (1 wcn mule 
detailed analysis of the category designations. For exanv.~le, the andlys:: of 
tne Sunnyside ancj Vicinity STSA in that Final tnviromrntal Impact Stdtclwnt 
(FEIS) identifies each ared pr,@w?d w%7er eden crtrgory, 0% nuue~ of acres 
involved, and a &scriptlM C P the resource (pdge 7*, FEIS). wrt,wut thdL 

type of analysis in the OtIIS the state cerYY)t make a judynellt 011 tile 
desiraoility of any of tllr altrrrlrtives. 

stipdlationr adequa’sly covc’c tdr sand devrlopnent impdcts that pruyress 
beyond the arrlling stage? If they would not, what measures will oe taken to 
protect sensitive resources for the duratlm of tar srrld deveLopwrit? LIs111g 
the Utdh CoWinzd Hydrocaibon Lrdbinq Regional FEIS a+ d gul .I, ttw Uur?du of 
Land Management (~3~4) snould swclflcally identify wnat stipuldtlolls would De 
attached for each area proposed fOr Cdte<g”rlZati”“. 
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Page Three of Attactuwnts 

Land Tenure Adjustment 

Again, the lack or detailed information on catc$,,riZation of lands “!a.)(85 
an evaluctlo” or the a1ternct1ves dirrlcult. Ill tr,c area or IdW tenure 

adjustment, a &scri,,tion of the la”Os that M IS interested I” =cWlrl”Y Or 
disposing of Should be listed, including: a legal deScriptiM, acreage 
involved, and a description Of the resource CM itS VdlUe. 

Socioeconaics 

I” general, the Envirowntal Impact Statement for the tlookcliPPs Resource 
l4ana~nt Plan me&S the minimal sccio-ccommic analysis that is standard in 
BUreau of Land Management docuxents. The “Affected Environ-rent” section gives 
c fairly gmd synopsis or existiny Cmditions fran tnc 1385 Uintah Basin 
Synthetic Fuels Environmental ISwct Statement, clt”oyn data in several areas 
could have been updrted. I” addition on page 127 the report states that :nc 
State of Utah Camunity Facility Guidelines does not incluae a standard foe 
Solid YSStc disposal. This is In error; tnc Standdrll is .21 acres per l,JIxI 
persoix. 

In chapter 4, the docuwnt’ Goints out the difficully in forecabtiny 
socio-eCMOrniC impacts for the area becdusc of the uncertainty surrwndlny the 
devclopnent of sy”f”cls in the area. I” aoditlo” the 1dCK Of a ccmp1cte 
fiscal analysis or tnc alterMtiveS make it difficult to wterminc the ability 
of the local CoanwalticS to dbswb the projected giavtn uncer sir vdrious 
a1tem.atives. This cumplalnt, however, woulo apply to all ELM socia-economic 
analyses that the reviewers arc familiar witn. Altnough the d”alySib iS 
relatively weak, there appears to be no ovcrridiny issue that would 
contraindicate any of the proposed alter”atives of !ma”agernent. 

In the dlScuss1on or the individual slternctlves (Chapter 4), it is 
extrcwly difficult to ascertain the breakdown of prqected water use whlcn is 
applicable to each alternctivc. Information critical to specific dlterndtlvea 
Is not always included in the section discussion or those ClLCrnativcS. For 
example, the dfscusslon or water use ror the Current Hanagemeot Alternatlvc 
(page 156) makes “a mention of the fact tndt tna. hfyl level sccrwio for 
synruels devclopnent (77,CGl acre-feet) is wad; this cant Is made in a 
general Sectiw on page 145. Again, Table 4-12 (pa+ 167) “as informdtion 
perc1”e”t to a11 alternctlves, but is rCrCrred tD Only in the kksourC~ 
Protection altcrndtivc (page X6), and then witnout Surriclnlt rxpldn&ion aS 
LO how the table Is to be “Sad. We recommend that this water WC infurmation 
be pulled together Into a cohcsiva and lucid ,xckrge, clCarly IJCll”‘!dtl”g the. 
develWc”ts and associated water use sssunrd under c4c” altrratrva. 

Salinity redwtlon thrw$ watershed treatment is a” irrqlird uoJective or 
ali 0r tne aitc~tiv.5, but mt mcntimed apccirlcally. 0cause Of the 
importance 0r salinity control I” the Colorado River 0asln and past 
Involvement 0r the 8ureau or Land Hancgcmcnt in xtlvicies or tnc Coloraw 
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32.12 

32.13 

32.14 

Payc Four Of AttachmentS 

River Basin Salinity Cuntml Form. we reel th,t s”ch forlndi recu~jl~itlurl rullid 
be appropr1atr. 1nc1u5101, uf a rclrted statcmant WOUlll .lw be OrblrdDle 111 
the Soil, Water, and Air section on Page 75. 

In the Hater Quality and Soils sectims or each alternative GISCUSS~YII 
(Chapter 4), impacts or water dCVClopmr”t on salinity levels of the ~ulurdO0 
Rlvcr arc quantified, but impacts of watershea treatment arc not. I” d 

rhildr report (crand Rcrourcc lh+W .md Fl”al EIS), such Im+actr were 
qu&ltlrled (pdgr 2-l); vtl reel thdt WC” analyslr muld be deslreblc In L~IL: 
Elcak cliffs RW ancl EIS. lhe paper, “Sdillity cO”tl’Ol PIOJKtb: E*>t.Sl, 

Utah,” published oy tnc Ocnvrr Service Center (8LM) rn May 19ti2, miyht De 
helpful in this regard. Also, it is our urldcCstandlnrJ tnat a 5011 survey of 
Uintah Cowty is currc”tly berng condxted by the Soil Conservatun Service. 
This survey will contdm sprrifx lnformatm~ related to sdlinlty. 

Page 14, Column 1, Formulatlo” Criteria: The BLl.4 sW,ulil 1llCludt: a m)ir! 
specific list of criteria fur yuidiny the resolution of cacn issue in lieu of 
the ycneral critcrla contamed in tr,e EIS. Each issue Indb unique Parameters 
which should be ack”Owlrdyed. At a minimm, an additional general critrriun 
mho111d be .4ddm which rcriects considcidtlon 0r the effect that a ~10mbed 
management decision would have on adjacent putllic lands and puolic l&d kcrs 
as well as cwroination uth federal, state and local plans dnd regulariuns. 

Pay0 20, Coluln I, Parayraph 2 and Page 26, ColuM 4, Paragraph 1: The 
management or existence or wildlife should not be dcpc~uent on anticipated 
conflicts with livestock. Potential conflicts exist on the BWA. This 
statement orovides a convenient looonolc to relrudta wildlife needs to tnr _.-.. 
lowest pribrity. The statement ‘.:.wildlifc habitat would UC m&qed for 
optimum levels wnere conflicts wit” livestow do nut exist...” snuuld tx 
deleted Frmm the lat. 

Paye 26, COlum 5, RuayraPr, 2: The MIS .t,tcz tnat tire 0dlmcrd use 
Alternative will “[PlroviUe forayc to support 17,YJO dear, 19011 ek, YJJ 
antelope”. Tnc EIS should specify whether these figures dre for k!LM 1,~ only 
or lM1t wide. II for BLM land only, tney arc ckay, iP unit wide, they dre fdr 
too low. 

32.15 1 Page 25, Colw” 4, Paragrd@ 1 and Payc 117, Calm 2, PardJraPh : Tne 
Balanced USC AlterndtivC PmPoses t0 Protect 470 acres or Ploodpldinz. srrtiw 
that these 470 acres arc in “pour ecological condition’. e oocune6t ~noulLl 
defI”c “poor” ecological condition. It is the Division of Wlldllfe’s oplnl~n 
that nearly all the floodplain/ rlPdrlan zones in the BLHA are r” puor 
ecoiogical cmditian for the following rl?dsonb: 

32.12 
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32.17 

Page Five of AttaclnnentS 

1. Cott”nwood groves ahny tne Green and Ynlte rl”er5 du2, for tllr most 
pd*t. old md decadent with little reyeneratlon of new tree*. 

2. In bm?e ai-eas, salt cea*r encroh-ment IS tncbataniny t” repi”cr 
va1uao1r COtt”“*o* ana WlllOW cotmuritles. 

an* allowed dense Stands of ;rease wood and oiy sage to iiwddr:. 
Riparian habitat is confilled to an extremely ndrrow band along the 
margin. of the stream course. 

Additiondlly, tne “Balanced Use Alternat~“en will pril”lde for, dnd 

enco”r3ye) the harvest of cottonwood trees on 3Jo acres (paye 28, c~lulnn 4, 
paagraph 3). Given the factors vorking against cottonwood survrval and 
regeneration! such a management sikme could only produce a deleteriuus effect 
an ovrr~ll rlparian conwunitie+ 

Pay.9 25, COIlmY 1, Paagrapn 2: The context *f me parayrapr ledus one to 
believe that fawning occurs on19 in Main Canyon. This 15 misleddiny. It 

should be clarified that fawnlny occurs across the entire swinei ralue, not 
just Main Canyon. 

32.18 

32.19 1 

Page 65, Tar Sand: The “tlalanced “ie Alternative” proposes llU,OOL) XK?S 
of tar sand be leased under Category 1 (standard StlpUlatiOns). Larye 

portions of *inter and suwer range dre found within Category 1 ared~ twt are 
availaDle for tar sand leasing--including high use az%as such as Indldn Hidye, 
Big Park, Wood Canyon, Agancy Dru!; Wm.?r Ra”y+-fro” Seep Rio@? to the 
Roadless Area. Two sage grouse struttiny grow& also fall within Lategory 1 
areas (see figures 2-25, 3-11, 3-12, 3-13). How vi11 mStacdard stipulations” 
specifically relate to, and protect, these habitats for tne duration of t,r 
sand developnent? (Please refer to the tar sand cOmM”ts under yenera 
Cwlml.?“tS above.) 

Page 70, Paragraph 2: This snould be clarified to specify if wildlife 
increases are on L3LH land only or unit wide. 

32.20 

Chapter tnree 

Page 103, Big game: The text freely uses the term “crucidl” witnout 
defining it. It is errowxs to desigrute the entire summer and winter ranyea 
in figures 3-10, 3-11 and 3-l: as crucial habitat. Hign use areas exist 
within the larger delineatiOns which could indeed be termed “critrcdl” use 
are.?. Big game are E equally distrlbllted ~CI‘OSL tneir ranges and the hlyh 
use areas *ithin tnese range5 snould ue idevltifled. The Infurmatio,, is 
avdilable frm a recently cw$tlatrlJ Dlvlsim of Wildlife Hewurces (UUH) atruly 
on the Book Cliffs that was develwed In cooperation with the KM. 

32 



Page Six of Attachments 

32.21 Pages 106, 107 and 110: tk big yme rmge maps 01, tnebe pqrs are 

totally inaccurate. 

Figure 3-10: The map of antelope range should oe expanded restwru to tne 
breaks of willow Creek. Alw, antelope occur on L(lue Mountain. 

FIgwe 3-11: The deer s-r r,,,~e 5no.l" 16 "UC" to" ldyr. HuJl "be 

areas are wh smllrr than shorn. The deer winter rmye IS mucn too 

Wdll. Some wintering arex nave not been delineated. Far~ny habitat, 
as shorn, is ccmplete~y inaccurate. Fawning habAtat shoulo coincide *It" 
those areas of Suww ranye identifldd In nlyh u=e dress. Yearlwg rdiiyye, 
as stmn, is indccurdte. 

Figure 3-12: Elk SUrmer rage is too large. High uSe dzedS are ~nucn 

smaller. Elk winter range is too ynall and Is a110 difficult to 
identify. Sunner ranye and winter ran e are contlnuouh. Calvrny dress 
are inaccurate. 4, They too sixwld coi ide wit" the nign uSe Swxner 
range. Locations of burns and cnaininys is incomplete dnd snauld be 
Identified as nigh use wintering area. 

Attached XC Figures 3-10, 3-11 ard J-12 that have been corrected for ;;; 
above inaccuracie5. The maps contained in the OTIS are Mt Scceptaole. 
acreages on page 103 and table 3-2 need revision to reflect the cnanges of the 
corrected maps. 

32.22 Pa* 108, c01Lml 1, Paragrm 2: TIM DEIS states that "ULM popuidtion 
goals for eik are 2,500 head...“. Tnis statement mat be clalfied for tllM 
lands on:y. 

Pa* 108, Upland GdlK?: This secti‘“, of u,U.“d ‘,a,~ is lnconyrlete d”o 

inadequate. There Is no dlscusslon of rage yrouse on L)lue Hountain. 
Treme,,c,o”s effort has gone towards crukar transplants to re-estdblnh ttus 
specks In the BU?A. Transplant sites are identifiable. This minor par.+graph 
downplays the importance of upland game and waterfowl as *all S5 tndlr 
respective habitats. It also wderesthtes the seriousness of potential 
inpacts anticipated under each alternative. 

32.24 AddItionally, there is no discussion of the nongame resource in the BCHA. 
This is not acceptable. Several of these species are of hi* State and 
federal interest: Western Bluebird, sandhill Crane, Lay-billed Curlew, 
Golden E&e, Pralrle Falcon, Cooper's Ha&, Ferr&,illous "a~, G,.eat Blw 
Heron, Burrowing Owl, Flanwlated owl, and Lerls' Woodpecker. 

Facts of note on these include: (1) The burrowing owl is being considered 
for the federal threatened or endangered species list. (2) Golden eagle nests 
are not diSCUSSed or identified. Several active nests occur wltnin the LWA. 
(3) Observations have Shown that the Book Cliffs, and particuldrly tne Bitter 
Creek drainaye, Serve as a major flyway for Sandnil cranes. Sandhlll'S nave 
been seen on the ymmd at HcCook Ridya. 

32.22 see response x.14. 



32.28 1 As in Chapter 3, there js absolutely no analysis of rmprcts to nonjme. 
Only eodansered fish are discussed. Woodland harvesting will have an effect 
on &is@ &odpecker and bald eagles wnich depeM on cottonwoods to ~OUSL dnd 
exploit the Wren and White rivers. No discussion of impacts to golden edge 
nests or any of the other eleven high stdtr and federal interest sprc~rs ndve 
bee" p*e*d"te*. 

32.29 There is no discussion of indirect iwacts, i.e., increased population and 
housing growth. Table Q-15 presents a change in household growth over 
baseline. Sum cxpansiw, will requne tne conversion of dyrlculturdl and 
other landb. This will rli~nindte pncdsmts, quail, wdterfuwl md pUss1blr 
sar~dhlll crane, ~I,w,,‘"cy cronl: h.,b‘t.~t . 

32.27 
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#NSTELOPE HERD LOCATIONS 

AND CRUCIAL HABITAT 
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