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MC. Curtis Tucker 
Team Leader 
Book Cliffs Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Manags~nellt 
170 South 500 East 
Vernal, Utah 84078 

Re: Book Cliffs Resource Area 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
ReSOUrCe Management Plan 

Dear Hr. Tucker:’ 

Atlantic Richfield &mpany appreciates the opportunity 
to comment on the referenced report. Thrilugh its 
operating divisions, Atlantic Richfield !s interested 
in the oil and gas, oil shale and coal jatential Of the 
Book Cliffs P.eso”rce Area. 

Because of oux oil and gas interests, be are espeCially 
concerned with the 413,000 acres of the Resource Area 
which will require special lease stipulations under the 
Preferred Alternative. We have ident.fisd two areds or: 
the attached map which me feel have roderate to high 
potential which should not be as encumbered with 
special stipulations as they are under this 
alternative. (Detailed information on these areas Was 
sent to you in November, 1982, as part of the inventory 
stage of the planning process.) 

In total, the Preferred Balanced “se Alternative has 
only 66,000 acres less under special stipulations than 
the-Resource Protection Alternative. Please re- 
evaluate the need for these ‘special stipulatiuns in 
these two areas of oil and gas potential. 

If you have any questions regarding OUT comments, 
please contact me at the above address or phone number. 

E”Cl. 
PSB::c 
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Lloyd il. fergwxl 
Vernal District Manager 
Bureau of Land Managerent 
I70 South 500 East 
Vernal, lItall 84078 

Oedr L!oyd: 

The Drdft Environmental Impact Statement for the Book Cliffs Resource Mdndgement 
Plan has been reviewed and our comwnts formally prepare.r and furwarded. How~Y~~, 
It is apparent that suitable habitat exists for the reintroduction of wild bighurn 
sheep and wild turkeys. Ye would like to call to your attention that the Draft 
Impact Statement is lacking in the treatnent of these two species. We therefore 
request that the revised document include bighorn zheep and wild turkeys for con- 
sidsrdtion as potential additions to the current wildlife ~esowce in the Book 
Cliffs Area. Future proposed releases would naturally go through the existing 
framework for approval. 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Si&rely. 

Oonald A. Smith 
Regional Supervisor 





721 Second Avenue 
Salt Lake City 
Utah 84103 

Hr Curtis Tucker 
12 September 1984 

BOON Cliffs Resource Management Plan Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
170 South 500 East 
Vernal, Utah 84078 

Dear Mr Tucker: 
. 

The entire lnpact statement addresses many different scenarios and alternatives 
tn the development of the resources of the Book Cliffs Resource Area, including 
recreational opportunities on the Uhite River. The scenarios themselves present 
problems associated with planning-- expeclally In view of the history of 
resouwe development In the Ulnta Basin and oil shdlr country. 

25.1 For instance, at one time the decision was made that all the water needed by 
energy developers In the Book Cliffs Resource Area was to cost? from the White 
River and not from the Flaming Gorge Reservoir. the Green River, or the Central 
Utah Project's water on the south slope of the Ulnta Mountains. It Is not known 
how this decision was made and what the rationale was behing this decision. 

The repercussions of this decision 1, that water resources for the region 
can not be planned by the wsou~ce management team. At one time It war stated 
that there was interest I" at least 140.000 acre-feet of w*ter for energy 
development. The State of Utah's proposed Uhlte River Dam and Reservoir was to 
supply this water and this ~4s to be the only water supply. The State determined 
that the d,m wuld be built if it could presale 40,000 acre-feet of water. 
Presently there Is only one oil shale developer (Uhite R:ver Oil Shale Company) 
who inay need 20.000 acre-feet for full co,mnercial developlnent (Full commercial 
development of oil shale has not yet occurred because of technological breakdowns 
at the Union Oil retort center in Colorado). The State of Utah now considers 
that it would build the dam for this 20.000 acre-feet use. Does the Federal 

25.2 permlttting process illow the construction of the dam and reservoir when the 
need is not justified? Uill a new EIS be necessar to build such a biy project 
(in terms of environmental and recreational losses f for so little water? 

An example of overbuilding In the Uinta Basin and the Book Cliffs Resource 
Area has already occurred with the Bonanza Power Plant of Oeseret Generating 
and Transmlsslon Company (the same people wlw want to purchase the electricity 
from the White River Oam psvsr plant). The EIS approved of two 400 megawatt 
unltr. the first to go on line in the near future. Presently It seems that 
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less than 30% of the output of 400 wgawatts can be sold. You should review 
my corrments in the EIS on the power plant when I asked about the need for 
the electricity. The Federal agencies seem to rely to much on the stated 
"needs" of these projects by either the developers (from the free enterprise 
world) or by the developers (from the State of Utah). 

Thus It seems that when it comes to planning one must consider the alternattves: 
1) that development may not occur at a rate that justifies the White River Dam 
and Reservoir for water supply; 2) that the development may not be able tn 
market its product once it is built; 3) that by the time the development occurs 
in an economic manner that the uses of the land may have a different valu? 
(as recreatlo" or wildlife needs) and such uses ray reflect a change in the 
attitudes of the public; and 4) that the Bureau of Land Management and other 
Federal agencies should not be too frivolous in granting permits to such 
enterprises. Certainly a IO year lag and better assessment of demand and 

25.3 
technology should be included in the EIS before any permits and rights'of-way 
are granted. 

Perhaps to intercept any bad projects and to take the politics out of water 
resource planning, the Bureau of Land Maang)ment shauld require that the water 
supply for all developments at the commercial stale does not come from the 
White River and that the developers m"st build their own water supply system. 

a!:&L.$, 
Peter Hovingh 
Issues Comittee 
Utah Nature Study Society 



WSE OF M PROLIFIC NATURf 
IN TEIW OF EXPLOfUTION, DEMUX,3iT AM) PFiOCU2TloN OF OIL AND 

zSiEE WI,,, ME POTENTIAL FOR FLmRE TAR SAND AND OIL SMLE tEVELOl?lENT, 
THAT AN ENERGY MINERAL PRIORITY SbCUD BE ESThBLISHED FCR 
OPTlOrJS FW ENERGY DEVE-NT SHOUD REIUIN OPEN AND 

VIABLE. 

IT ALSO SEEMS CLEAR, IN LIGKl OF YCUR PAST GCOLI RECOfUl m DEALING WIM 
ENERGY PRODUCEAS, THAT YOU HAVE SKILLU) STAFF TO ACCD+DDATE A HIGH 
IjEGREE t.wwElENT FOR UrmlDlTY PRommcx4, 
OF THE RA’S REYXlRCE POTENTIAL, AS ~FLECTED IN THj PLAN, MAKES ONE OF 
THE M)ST CCrPELLlNG CASES FOR RESCURCE PFXUXTIffl WE VE SEEN. 

THANK YCU FOR THE wmr~m TO U(PMIM ME PUN, AND FOR CONSIDERING 
OUR cI3w3m., 

SINCERELY, 



nr. Curtis Tucker 
Book Cliffs RHP lean Leader 
Bureau of Land Hanagement 
170 South 500 East 
Vernal, “tat7 BY078 

Dear Hr. Tucker: 

Exxon Company, U.S.A. 18 pleased to have the opr.art”nlty to 
cev,ew and comm.ant on the Draft Resource Hanagement Plan &nd 
Environmental Impact Statement (DRHPIEIS) for the tlook c11ff~ 
Rssource Area. Exxon haa a strong interest in the plannlnq ’ 
process fnr federal public lands because many of these areas, 
especially in ths reso”rcc rich Uinta Basin. have potential for 
additional discoveries end production. 

Ye find it sncoursging that the Book Cliffs Resource Area 
recognizes the eignificance of minerals, particularly oil and 

gas I as a multiple u*e resource. As you know, the Book CllTfS 
Resource Area and the Uinta Basin have hed long established 011 
snd gee production. mostly from Tertiary and Cretaceous age 
ssd‘msnts. 

We heva clr,asly sranlncd your rango of oltsrnet‘vse for thr‘r 
impacts on oil and 0.8 exploration and davslopasnt activities. 
7ha Bureau’s maps of oil and gae favorebllity, oil and gas 
leasing cstegorlss, and known geoloqlc structures received 
!J;fi;gcu1ar attention. These maps, in add‘tlon to those for tar 

, 01, ahals, and gilsonite. Sll indicate a stlung 
probability for continued exploration and production activities. 

Oil and gas exploration and development activitss ore not 
lncompatiblr with livestock management, wildlife habitat, or 
recreational USC. In mo9t CaSea, the application of standard 
stipulations, in combination with today’s sophisticated re- 
hsbilitation techniques, ia sufficient to protect surface 
resource Pr#d envrronmentsl values. This fact has been demon- 
strated repeatedly by the oil industry In all types of terrain. 



Hr. curtis Tucker - * - Soptmbar 14, IY”4 

lf the BLH’s prfJfsrrsd s,ternntius I* implemented, category 2 
,,“dS (011 .nd gsa lassas with specie1 stlp”lstione) *iI, 
Incroaao by 122% over the present amount. Us think that the 
I”CCeBSe, which will result I” 40% of the Book Cllffa Resource 
Ares lends being clsssifled 88 Category 2, is unrealistically 
high. Some of these lande should be rsslaaaifisd 8~ Category 1 
(oil and gas lasses with standard stipulations). Ws believe this 
particularly sppliea to lands within known gsologic structures. 
We are convinced that standard stipulations are sufficient to 
protect surface and environmentally sensitive values in the vast 
majority of the Book Cliffs Resource Aran. 

We are pleased to concur with the BLH’s preliminary recomm- 
endation of “““suitability far the Winter Ridge Wilderness Study 
Area. Ws hsartrly agree with your gsologistm’ int*rpFetation Of 
moderate to high oil and gse potential throughout the wilderness 
study area. Ws note sls’o that half of ths Wlntsr Ridge WSA ia on 
a known geolagic structure. It ,e our bsllsf that the subsurface 
reso~cce values in the Winter Ridge WSA Dutwsigh the surface 
YPlUCO. Therefore we reiterate our strong recommendation to 
exclude the Winter Ridge WSA from wlldsrneas WIthdrawal. 

lhank you for the opportunity to comment and your consideration 
of our “,~*a. We look forward to future opportunities to 
partlcipatc in the Bureau of Lend Management planning process. 
Please feel free to contact nr. Fernando Blackgoat on our staff 
et 103-789-7488 if, at any time you wish to discuss this area 
further. 

Sincerely 
-/ -i . 

-- -- 
H. W. Praetorius 

c - HT. w. R. Campbell 
Hr. R. A. oern 
nr . P. v. Kemp 
Hr. A. A. Plente 
Hr. H. E. Repp 
Hr. J. R. Willott 
HP. C. L. Wilmott 



MOUNTAIN FUEL RESOURCES, INC. 

September 5. 1984 

Hr. Curtis Tucker 
Book Ciiffs Re~curce Msnayement Plan team Leader 
Bureau of Land Handqement 
170 South 500 Last 
verru1, Utdh a4078 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

Mountain Fuel Resaurces~lnc. herewith submits its comnents on 
the Draft Env:ronmental Impact Statement which the aLI4 prepdrrd for 
the Book Cliffs Resource Hanagement Area. 

In,eeneral. the draft EIS is comprehensive and thorough in its 
coverage of the issues. As a natural gas transmission company. we 
concur with selection of the Balanced Use Alternative as the preferred 
mdnagement plan. The objectives and actions indicated in Table 2-1 
would be compatible with our projected activities in northeastern 
Utah. The Balanced Use Alternative rill enable the developwnt of 
energy resources while protecting other natural resources. 

The draft EIS indicates that rights-of-way would be encouraged 
within identified corridors. Unfortundtely. thls is nut always 
feasible. Studies conducted by local. state. and federal agencies 
indicate that few corridor opportunities (xfth limited capacities) are 

Mountain Fe1 Resources, therefore. reco~mnendz that 
addltiandl rights-of-way be considered. If adequate nitigatlng 
measures are implemented to protect other resources, such dddltional 
rights-of-way would not create significant impxts on the Book Cliffs 
Resource flanagenw~t Area 

Ctiuntafn Fuel Resources appreciates the opportunity to co"mrr,t on 
the draft CIS and requcstr thdt d copy of tht Final Envirwwwtdl 
lnlpact Stdtcr!enL be provided upon completion. 

Very truly yours, 

,fsLh.d~ $p-- 

a D. C. Flaim 
Cuordindtor. Environmental Affairs 

O'f:Ib 



Mr. Curtis Tucker 
Book Cliffs Resource Management Plan Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
170 South 500 East 
Vernal. Utah 84078 

lb: Draft Book Cliffs Resource 
Management Plan/Enviranmental 
Impact Statement 

Oear Hr. Tucker: 

The Weglon VIII Office of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has 
reviewed the referenced doc"lent. We recognize the difficulty of adequately 
addressing the rerource conditions. management plans, and environrwnental 
impacts for such a large area. Our concerns involve primarily water and air 
quality. and uetlandlriparlan area considerations in planning the various uses 
of the Book Cliffs Resource Area Lands. Detailed EPA cotmwnts are enclosed. 

Ue feel that the RMP/EIS could provide a stronger management direction to 
deal with several areas of concern. Sax-e of these actions include: a more 
definitive correlation with applicable statutes and regulations which deal 
ulth water quality; integrating watershed actlvtty planning with the various 
land uses; expanding the erosion and water qualfty considerations In ORV 
management; clarification of nonpaint source water quality impacts and 
Controls; nwnore definitive wetlands/riparlan ares protection policies: and 
defining the monitoring program In more detail. 

Extensive rite-specific project planning and impact analysis will be done 
under this broad RMP/EIS. We believe that there will be a continuins we< for 
publjc and other agency involvement in planning sow of these projects. The 
process and opportunity for this involvement need clarification. - 

Based on our concerns and the criteria EPA has established to rate the 
adequacy of draft environmental statements. we have rated this draft EIS ds 
Category ERG'. This means that we have environmental reservations about the 
preferred alternative but additional clarification and impact assessment ~nay 
dlleviate our concerns. If you need further EPA assistance, please feel Free 
to Contact Doug Lofstedt of ny staff (303-844-2460 or FTS 564-24601. 

- Jack Y. Hoffbuhr 
Acting Assistant Reglonal Adminlrtrdtor 

for Policy and Management 



EPA COfMENTS ON DRAFT BOOK CLIFFS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
PLAN/ENVIROtMENTAL IUPACT STATEMENT (Utah and Colorado) 

Ydter Quality. Soils. and Udtorshed 

The current Utah water quality standards. including deslgndted beneflclal 
uses and use pmtection criteria. should be included ds d planning base. 
Streams meeting or exceeding these standards should be identified. There 
should be clarlficrtlon of how BLM's Uater Qurllty Mnagement Program Is 
integrated with the Stdta's Yatar Qualfty Mandgeeant Program. 

We have several concerns which relate to consistency of the RMP/EIS to the 
Clean Yster kt of 1977, as arended. Reference IS made on page A4-2 to the 
Clean Yater Act and the Federal Ldnd Policy and ManageDent kt iFLPMA) as 
granting 'authority for . . . d reduction in water . . . quality'. bparently 
this Is in reference to energy developent. The exdct pt~lsions being 
referred to should be stated. Hou are water quslity implenentrtlon 
cwtaftments consfstent with EPA's current wdter quality standards regulation 
which does not dllow the stdta to mmova d designated use if, 1) the use is 
existing (unless a use requirlng‘mre stringent crfteria is added). or 2) if 
the designated use con be attalned through required tachnolopy controls or 
best mdnagamant practtces (40 CFR Part 131.10(h))? Hw are the implementatisn 
codtmentr consistent with Section lOZla)(B) of FL&A which requires that 
'water resource* values be pmtected? In sonaary, the consistency of BLH 
activities to applicable water quality Statutes and reguldtlons needs to be 
defined throughcut tha pnP/EIS. 

Ye cosssand the ULM for addressfng watershed trestment needs and 
alternative treatent levels. Ye belleva thdt it is a basic need to implement 
tredtwnt IIcas"res on both the 98,800 rcrer of land with crftlcal emslon and 
the 12.300 owes with severs erosion as targeted In the Resource Protection 
Alternative (versus the reduced acreage of critical erosion lands that would 

29.3 
be treated under the Balanced Use AlternatIve). The planning framework nee&=d 
to achieve these goals needs clariffcation. The fflP should list and 
'prioritize' specific watershed mandgemant plans. How will management of the 
other land "se dctivitles [such as grazing, energy development. and OR&) be 
consistent and integrated with the watershed treatment pldns? There appears 
to be d weak linkage of managing these other activittes to the planned 
StNCturdl work (such as the sediment detention dams) and to overdll watershed 
trertment needs. Soil loss reductions are pmpJccted. Ye believe that the 

29.4 
highest feasible reduction should be the goal (as indicated in the Resource 
Protection AlternativeI. Yhdt hnprovenents in wdtershed vegetative cover dnd 
water qUalItY Will result froln wdtershed treatment? Ue would also like to see 
any needed watershed inventories scheduled In the RMP. 

29.5 done 
Under the Resource Protection Alternative watershed treatment would 

for areas of "low resource values dnd a low probability of success" 
not be 

fpagc 49). Ue ISsuw this wuuld also apply to the Balanced Use Alternative. 
Uhat are the Crfteria for making these deteminatlons? Ye would like to see 
the RMp ClarffY the inter-dlrcipllnary team that will be needed to make these 
detarminations. 

29 
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29.6 

Ye believe that it may be appmpriate to close severe eroslon areas to ORV 
"se as stated lo the Resource Protection Alternative (page 491. However. the 
up rhowIng ORV "se designations for the Resource Protection Alternative 
(page 511 indicates areas closed to travel that do not Include all the severe 
erosion weas shorn on Figure 2-6 (page 41). What an the water quality. 
vegetation. and watershed impacts of limited and open use designations under 
the Resource Protection and Balanced Use Alternatives? The pmtection of 
these resource values should be included in the ORV discussion on page B4. 
How will OW sianagaawnt be consistent with the Executive Orders on flood 
plains and wetlands? 

The RHPlEIS states that the ORV designations under the Balanced Use 
Alternative would be consistent with plans of the Ute tribe (page xv). Yhat 
are these plans and in what way would BUI plans be consistent? 

29.8 In Utah, the EPA abinlrters the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System. in consultation with the Utah Dopartsent of Nealth, for point source 
water discharges. This program should be described under the EPA section of 
A#pendlr b. 

Appendix 4 presents BLM and other agency guidance and/or nqulrementr 
relating to nonpoint source (NPS) water quality impacts associated with energy 
development. However. the potential NPS concerns need to be better defined in 
the alternative cwpariron and environmental consequences chapters. Briefly 
de:;.?3 IWP guidance for controlling potential nonpoint sources should be 

It can be misleading to say. in the case of oil shale on page 200. 
that if ihere were no wastewater treabwnt discharges. there would be no 
impact to water quality. Are the same assumptions being used for tar sands? 
Please refer to recent EPA reviews of the Sunnyside Combined Hydrocarbon lease 
Conversion EIS and the Utah Combined Hydrocarbon Leasing Regional EIS for a 
much more detailed discussion of EPA concerns regarding tar sands water 
quality planning. 

29.10 
Uhat are the salinity impacts from existing erosion and land use 

activities (particularly livestock grazing)? Uhat salinity reductions can be 
achieved through grazing !sanagemant? The WP/EIS should target salinity 
reductions as part of watershed treatnent in order r0 offset salinity 
increaser associated with projected energy developunt. 

Afr flualitr: 

29.11 The Utah Deparbent of Health, Bureau of Air Quality would be responsible 
for issuing any needed air quality permits associated with the projected 
energy development 
llsted on page xl, 1 

rejects. Several Utah State govermwnt agencies are 
ut this particular agency Is excluded. Assurances should 

be made that they have had the opportunity to review the Draft EIS. 

29.6 

29.7 

29.8 

29.9 
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29.12 The RHP/EIS states that the National Ambient Air Quality Standards fNAAQSl 
and PSD Class I1 Increments for total suspended particulater (TSPI would be 
exceeded under proposed tar sands/oil shale development lpages 82 aed 201). 
The specific projects causing such exceedewes would I*)st likely have to 
control TSP emissions to avotd such exceedencer or not be permltted by the 
State. Actual control requireewnts by the State need to be in the flnal EIS. 
A more fundamental issue Is why the BLY is proposing fn a preferred action, 
leasing levels that would exceed TSP standards. 

Vegetation Manaqeswt 

Ue have several cwmnents and concerns regarding the vegetation managerwnt 
program. We appreciate the fact that such a high percentage of the land in 
the resource area has vegetation In good to excellent ecological condition. 
Ye encourage continued improvement in ecological trend of the fair and poor 

29.13 condftion vegetation. Ye recosanend that the EIS assess the watershed/water 
quality protection value of both the existing vegetation conditions and the 
ecological condftions rupported.by the preferred alternative. NW does this 
compare with the protection value of the Resource Protection Alternative? We 
would like to see the Rl4PIEIS integrate avwe clearly the vegetation managerrent 
goals and programs with the watershed program. 

We realize that land treatment nay be needed tn order to improve 
substantially forage productloo in some areas. Treatment such as use of 
chemicals and burning, is pianned under the three non-current ranagement 
alternatives (page 24 and elsewhere). Ye are concerned about both the 
priority and environmental impact of such trestawnt. It appea*'s to us that 
the watershed management plans, allotment management plans/planned grazing 
systems, and implementatfon of rlparian/wetland habitat protectron measures 
are a higher priority to establish before expending funds on vegetation 
treatawnt activities. Ue would llke to see the RMP address this Issue and 
clarify these priorities. Yhat are the comparltive environmental Impacts of 
this treatment? 

29.14 
The BLM proposes to have at least a five-year interim monitorfng program 

before Implementing changes In grazing practicer (page 14). Because of this, 
the intent to carry out the allotment management direction under the preferred 
;;;;;:;tive (as expressed in Table 2-1, Appendix 5 and elsewhere) should be 

. Eliminating or rertrlctlng spring grazing is an important aspect of 
grazing management in sow cases. Mr. Karl Yright of your staff has clarified 
that there will actually be 28 allotments In which spring grazing will be 
addressed through planned grdzlng systems versus the 15 shown on page 24 for 
the preferred alternative. 

Yetlands and Riparian Area Manaqement 

Ue comeend the recognition on pages 13 and ?3 of Executive Orders 11988 
and 11990 to protect floodplains and wetlands. Hw!ever, we sug9est several 

29.15 
I 

changes and/or revisions in order to develop this program in mire detarl. The 
speclflc RMP criteria used to assure that the executive orders will be 
achieved need clarification. 
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29.17 

29.181 

29.19 

29.20 

29.21 
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The Roource Protection Alternative appears to be more consistent wtth the 
orders. This Is reinforced by the discussion on 
p,ge, 23. 24. and under arch alternative. which l stablishas a stronger program 
of grazing managament under this altarnative In watland/riparian areas. Ye 
suggast an evaluation of each alternative to tha executive orders to assure 
that as uch reasonable pmtactlon as possible can be given. Ye would like tu 
see the crlstlng wetlands upped and quantified In Chapter 3. The comparative 
impacts to be allowad under each altarnative nead further daflnltlon. 

Various Nationwide 404 Permit conditions an listed In Appendix 4. Yhat 
acttvlt+es will cm under this program? ktlvltles requiring individual 
404 pamits am briefly untloned under item 17 on page M-11. The 404 persIlt 
progru, Its location in the CFR, and the actfvltles requiring a separate 
4M penlt should ba defined In morr detail. Overall, the rule of the Corps 
of Engineers (COE) In the planning and appmvrl of energy developlent 
actlvlties. In particular, that would Impact wetlands and perennial streams 
should be strengthened. In addltlon, the corralatlon of ELM planning to COE 
requirerents for these activltles should be clarlfled. Are they integrated7 

Minerals Managaatant 

There are several energy development concerns (In addition to those 
already mentioned) that ye would like to raise. It appears that the special 
stlpulatlons and no surface occupancy deslgnatlons for 011 and gas development 
under the Resource Protaction and Balanced Use Alternatives provide similar 
water quality protectton. Ye suggest that the EIS address the difference in 
degree of watershedlwatar quality protection between these two alternatives. 
We support the strong approach of recognizing at this level of planning the 
environmental restraints to future leasing and Applications for Permits to 
Drill. 

The discussion of 011 and 
each leasing category (page 63 3 

as on page 60 lndicatas that areas mapped for' 
stlll w be tentative. If there are any 

revirlons planned, what nnuld be the effect on water quality, rlparim/wetlmd 
areas, or important wildlife areas7 

MdStlonal 011 shale leasing cwld 'jeopardize the continued existence of 
two endangered fish species. the Colorado squawfish and humpback Chub. and 
another species that Is a candidate for listing. tbe razorback sucker" in the 
Uhite River (page 199). MS Is attributed to an annual depletion of 26.000 
to 56.006 acre feet of the river. Uould the assesslent of this impact be 
coordinated between the U.S. Fish and Ulldlife Service and ELM7 What impact 
would this depletion have on water 
leasing be consistent with the appl 9 

uallty standards? Yould additional 

dtscussed)? 
cable water quality statutes (as already 

Under the preferred alternative. substantially fewer acres of the Special 
Tar Sands Areas ISTSAr) would have special nltigrtion and no surface occupancy 
requirements. Ye believe that the RMP should be setting the necessary 
requimments to Protect water quality, rlparlatUwctland. and watershed 
values. However. because of these wide dlfferanccs in leasing category 
acreages, the adequacy of the planning raqulraments and the environmental 
IwaCtS (In addltlon t0 acres disturbed) need to ba defined. 

29.16 Befer to the text revlalolls on vatsrfovt I” tn. u1ldllf. secrionr “f 
Chapter. 3 .nd 4 of th. FEL9. 

29.17 se. fuspoo.~ 29.2. me BLH 1,8D au* Will COOC.ll".lLe re"1.Y and 
appcoval of pruject. I” confuraanc. v‘rn Lh. 404 permit p:ogram. 

29.18 The &rL.nc.d U.. .nd u.saure. Protection blrrrwtivrn ProvL~a alnurt 
ide.rLc.1 L.V.1. Of PrOCecLLYn for urt.r.n.* CeOOYrC... Alrhouvh rhe 
c.r.4ory d..Lan.tlo". for floodplalw , w.fL."ds. .nd public r&w 
abLf( fro. L*o to three. tn. special sLL9”L.tion. Listed in Append‘. 
4 ulll prO”ide the sd~e levrl of p~~eCt‘“n (se. No.. 3. 4, and LO). 
The R..ourc. Pro~eetion bLLe~..LLw .ouLd Prov‘d. sddLLlon.1 protee- 
tlun to .dj.c.nr noofI.odpLaln and Public water c.~.c". .~.a. thdc do 
"OC require It. The Balanced "se Alterna~lv. Prov‘d.. for any n.ces- 
sary .LIpUlaLIo.~ LO prurect vaceril.erl CesOurC.. WILL. not ratric- 
L‘ray .d,ac.ot .r..s. 

The sn.d.d .r... .hovn for cated”~y des‘~n”rLon. a~. for LLL”.tr.~iv. 
29.19 purpo.a. . ALthou,,b the area” are c‘oee CO the f‘n.L d..L&n.ted 

boundrrier. tn. fio.1 40-rsrc aubd‘vlaluna will not b. made until 
.fc.r an sLt.rn.tlv. i* celecrnl LO be the R.so"rer Man.g..."L PL.0. 

Ihe final .ubdivL.ion. WILL rhen be b.sed on ~..outc. erit.rLa idro- 
cifled an 9.9.. 14, 34, 40, 49, 53. oc 60 of the DeLS depending on 
the .Lr.r~.riv. selected. POr example. if a” area hae a vaterehed 
cooniderrrion tb.L r.qu1r.s ,~ot.ctio”. the area will be rtLp”1.t.d 
accordln,,Ly. 

29.20 
‘a”. BLM “ill coordlnar. “it” L.la U.S. Piah .nd Uildllf. Serv‘c. con- 
cern‘ng Thr..L.,,.d .nd E”dao9.r.d Speci... titer LO p.s. 73 of tne 
DBLB. The Lepera from cumularlve I~L~C depleriou PC. dLac”.a.d on 
pa8.a~ 159, 176. 1YZ. and 208 of L”. WIS. The pro90,s.d pL.n would 
affect water qvalily 4. described “n page 200. *“y fururr Y.C.T 
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The special stipulations for energy developllnt should be brlefly 
clarified to demonstrate the linkage of mitigation W actual resource 
protection needs. 

29.23 

29.2 

The preferred alternative projects a rlgnlflcant effect of energy 
developwent and Increased livestock production on wildlife (page 1991. Ue 
question why a slgnfflcant fmpact would be necessary. Ml11 the wildlife 
habitat management plans and grazing allotint management plans be flexible 
enough to allow for wildlife displaced by energy development activities7 Ue 
believe that consultation 4th the Utah Dfvlsion of Yfldllfe as these plans 
are developed, would help assure that displaced wildlife Is not significantly 
affected by crowding. stress, and caapetitlon for forage, water. and cover. 

Right-Of-Way Corridor Planning 

The impact of right-of-way corridors on critical resources under the 
preferred alternative needs clarification. Table 2.3 on pege 77 states that 
resource conflicts are possible within proposed corridors. This appears to 
contradict the statement on page 24 which says that developlent of the 
corridors will not be detrimental to critical resources. Can the degree of 
impact be projected In the kMP? Yhat will be the basic criteria for critical 
resource protection iln addition to the very broad mitigation listed on 
page 6517 gill there be opportunities to consolidate uses in order to reduce 
corridor mileage7 

l43n1tor1np 

Ye have several concerns regarding monttorlng and evaluation plans. 
Evidently, a comprehensive monitoring plan including vegetation, soils. 
watershed, and water quality resources will be done after the final RMP/EIS is 
completed. We believe that the F!MP/EIS development process because of the 
public and inter-agency involvement, should be used to define these plans to 
the extent feasible at this level of planning. The follnuing are some 
smnltorlng concerns we would like to see addressed: 

- water quality monitoring Intensity needed to evaluate adequacy of best 
management practices for controlling "anpolnt source pisllutants and to 
demonstrate caapliance with State water quality standards, 

- consideration of both chemical and biological monitoring, 

- water quality monitoring responslbillties of BW, mineral development 
lease/holders, and other State and Federal agencies. 

- funding sources. 

- pre and past-development monitoring requirements. 

29.22 : d.f.< LO Appendix 4 (rrvlsed,. 

29.23 see Pesyons.r 12.1 and IL.>. 
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- corrective actions that could be taken in the various situations that 
could arise (other than Mwnding or revlslng the RIIP) when problems are 
identified by q onltorlng. 

I - and coordinat(on and approvals of the monitotlng and remedial action 
plans by other relevant agencies including State water quality and wildlife 
agencies. 
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