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Thank you for your coaments. Your views will be given consideration

in making rhe final decislono on the Resource Management Plan.
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ommem Letter 22

555 Seventeenth Street
Denver, Colorado 80202
Teleghone 303 575 7577

Pusohe Lands

September 11, 1984

Mr. Curtis Tucker

Team Leader

Book Cliffs Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management
170 South 500 East
Vernal, Utah 84078

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

Dear Mr. Tucker:’

Atlantic Richfield éompany appreciates the opportunity
to comment on the referenced report. Through its
operating divisions, Atlantic Richfield is interested
in the oil and gas, oil shale and coal potential of the
Book Cliffs Resource Area.

Because of our oil and gas interests, we are especially
concerned with the 413,000 acres of the Resource irea
which will require special lease stipulations under the
Preferred Alternative. We have identified two ateas on
the attached map which we feel have moderate to high
potential which should not be as encumbered with
special stipulations as they are under this
alternative, (Detailed information on these ar2as was
sent to you in November, 1982, as part of the inventory
stage of the planning process.)

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

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

Sincerely,

SOSesg

Encl.
PBB:iC

BLM Leiter Response 22 :

Thank you for

in wmaking the

your comnents. Your views wlll be given cousildecation

finel decfsiovn vu tue Resoucce Manageament Flan.
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,OIL AND GAS LEASING CATEGORIES
{BALANCED USE ALTERHATIVE)
Figure 2 - 23

Catagory 2 - Speciat Stipulations

Category 3 - No Surtace
Qccupancy
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Reply To
NORTHEASTEAN REGIONAL OFFICE

671 W 100 N. Vernal, Utan 84078/ {801) 7893103
Septenmber 13, 1984

Lloyd H. Ferguson

Vernal District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
170 South 500 East
Vernal, Utah 84078

Dear Lloyd:

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Book C1iffs Resource Management
Plan has been reviewed and our comments formally prepare. and furwarcded. However,
it is apparent that suitable habitat exists for the reintroduction of wild bighorn
sheep and wild turkeys. We would like to call to your attention that the Draft
Impact Statement is lacking in the treatment of these two species. We therefore
réquest that the revised document include bighorn sheep and wild turkeys for con-
sideration as potential additions to the current wildlife resource 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.
Siricere]y.
JANCEA

Donald A. Smith
Regional Supervisor

BLM Letter Response 23

23.1

Thank you for your cowmment.

The plan has oeen ameaded to include tals new Jata.

I, Managemeat Concerns {a the FEIS.

Refer to Chapter

SLNZNIWOD ANV M3IAZYH JiN8Nd — S "dVHO
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SuBICY

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
REGIONAL CIVA. ENGINEER, WESTERN REGION (AFESC)
630 SANSOME STREET - ROOM 1316
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORMNIA 84111

ROV (Cox/556-6439)

Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS), Book Cliffs
Resource Areza, UT

Mr. Curtis Tucker, Team Leader
Bureau of Land Manogement

170 South 500 East

Vernal, UT 84078

1. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the subject RMP/EIS and we
offer the following comments:

a. A&s you are aware, sowe of the Book Cliffs Resource Area has
historically been subject to military overflights which should countinuz in the
futucz. 1In the past, there have not been any problems between the Air Force
and the Bureau of Land Management concerning potential conflicts between
milicary overflights and wilderness designations. We, cherefore, concur with
any of the alternatives your agency designates, provided no restrictions are
placed on military overflights in wilderness areas.

b, There are certain aspects of the alternatives mentioned which we would
be less inclined tc support because areas which are appropriate for wmilitary

overflights and lov altitude training routes are becoming increasingly rare.
Desirable characteristics include: relatively isolated locations of sparse
populations, areas presently under federal jurisdiction, diverse topography,
and areas which lack heavy coomercial activities such as wining.

2. Therefore, the Air Force supports the alternative (the Resource Protection
Alternative) that disposes of the least amount of property, has minimua
transmission lines, and does not allow an excessive amount of commercial
activities. Thir support would be based on the condition that no restrictions
are placed on military overflights. We appreciate this opportunity to comment
on the RMP/EIS concerning the Book ClLiffs Resource Area.

PHILLIP €. LAMMI, Chief

Envi ronmental Plauning Diviaion

BLM Letter Response

241

Thank you for your coumeat.

No restrictious of mllicacy ovecflignts are proposed witala tuls plan.

SINIAWOOD ANV M3IAIYH JIM8Nd — G "dVHO
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721 Second Avenue
Salt Lake City
Utah 84103

12 September 1984
Mr Curtis Tucker
Book C1iffs Resource Management Plan Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
170 South 500 East
Vernal, Utah 84078

Dear Mr Tucker:

-
The entire impact statement addresses many different scenarfos and alternatives
in the development of the resources of the Book C1fffs Resource Area, including
recreational opportunities on the White River. The scenarios themselves present
problems associated with planning-- expecially in view of the history of
resource development in the Uinta Basin and of! shale country.

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 come from the White
River and not from the Flaming Gorge Reserveir, the Green River, or the Central
Utah Project's water on the south slope of the Uinta Mountains., It is not known
how this decision was made and what the rationale was behing this deciston.

The repercussions of this decision is that water resources for the region

can not be planned by the resource management team. At one time it was stated
that there was interest in at least 140,000 acre-feet of water for enerqy
development, The State of Utah's proposed White River Dam and Reservoir was to
supply this water and this was to be the only water supply. The State determined
that the dum would be bullt if it could presale 40,000 acre-feet of water.
Presently there 1s only one oil shale developer {White River Qil Shale Company)
who may need 20,000 acre-feet for full commercial development (Full commercial
development of oil shale has not yet occurred because of technological breakdowns
at the Union 0il 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
permittting process allow the construction of the dam and reservoir when the

need is not justified? Will a new EIS be necessary to build such a big project
{in terms of environmental and recreational losses) for so little water?

An example of overbuilding in the Uinta Basin and the Book C1iffs Resource
Area has already occurred with the Bonanza Power Plant of Deseret Generating
and Transmission Company {the same people who want to purchase the electricity
from the White River Dam power plant), The EIS approved of two 400 megawatt
units, the first to go on line in the near future. Presently it seems that

BLM Letter Response

The assumption that "all wateir needed for oil shale development would
come from the White River” wai3 made on page 145 of the DEIS. This
asaunption was made to enable an analyais of a maximum cumulacive

izpact upon the White River and it's environmeat. The actual
depletion of the White Rlver could be much less than the figures that

ara presentad In this document.

.
The White River Dam was discussed la the White River Dam Project
Final Environmental lmpact Staremenmt (USDI 1982c). The BIM {ssued a
Jectalon which authorizes the use of public lands for that purpose on
July 29, 1982, No addirional environmental {mpact statements

(including this document) will be prepared.

SINIINNOD ANV MIIAZH O118Nd — S "dVHO
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.2-

less than 30% of the output of 400 megawatts can be sold. You should review
my comments 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 alternatives:
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 to
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 value

{as recreation or wildlife needs) and such uses may 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 10 year Tag and better assessment of demand and
technology should be included in the EIS before any permits and righty of-way
are granted. The projections of demand for righta—of-way corridors and other
Perhaps to intercept any bad projects and to take the politics out of water
resource planning, the Bureau of Land Manpament should require that the water
supply for all developments at the commercial sbale does not come from the
White River and that the developers must build their own water supply system,

VL
ZAe ZQ;Z:iLt;;/QC/

Peter Hovingh

cesources discussed in this Draft EIS ate based upon the best dara

projections that are available. Any future projects that are

deteralned to be inconsistent with this plan will require additfonal

eavironmental documentation and a subseq; plan d for

approval.

Issues Committee
Utah Nature Study Society
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A Product

il Denver Region
- 1670 Broadway
PO Box 800
Denver. Calorado 80201
303-830-4040
Roberta Andersen
Pubbc Lands Coordnsion

Sepremeer 13, 1984

Me. Curtis Tucker

EAM R

BureAu uF Lanp ManaGeMENT
0 ST

ERNAL ,

Dear MR, Tucker:

Avoco PropucTION COMPANY, A SUBSIDIARY OF STANDARD Olb Company (InDIANA),

UPPORTS THE COMMODITY PRODUCT! ALTE TIVE IN THE FOR THE Thank you for your comments. Your views will be given consideration
ﬁoox CLé(F:EZ RESOURCE MANAGEMENT . BeCAUSE OF THE PROLIFIC NATURE

OF THE IN TERMS OF EXPLORATION, DEVELOPMENT AND PRODUCTION OF OIL AND ia making the final decleion on the Resource Management Plan.

GAS, ALONG WITH THE POTENTIAL FOR FUTURE TAR SAND AND OIL SHALE DEVELOPMENT,

1T SEEMS C THAT AN ENERGY MINERAL PRIORITY SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED FOR

THE AREA. OPTIONS FOR ENERGY DEVELOPMENT SHOULD REMAIN OPEN AND

VIABLE,

IT ALSO SEEMS CLEAR, IN LIGHT OF YOUR PAST GOOD RECORD FOR DEALING WITH
ENERGY PRODUCERS, THAT YOU HAVE SKILLED STAFF TO ACCOMMODATE A HIGH
LEGREE MANAGEMENT FOR COMMODITY PRODUCTION. TOUR THOROUGH EXAMINATION
oF THE BCRA'S RESOURCE POTENTIAL, AS REFLECTED IN PLAN, MAKES ONE OF
THE MOST COMPELLING CASES FOR RESOURCE PRODUCTION WE'VE SEEN.

THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO EXAMINE THE PLAN, AND FOR CONSIDERING
OUR COMMENTS,

SINCERELY,

Giflzesssr™

SLNIWNWOD aNV MIIAZH Dhiand — G "dVHI
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FLTUICOMPANY, USA.

POST OFFICE BOX 120 - ENVER. COLORADO 80201

EXPLOMATION QLPARTMENT
WESTEMN DIvisiOn

o w. reakTomU September 14, 1984

manacxe

Mr. Curtis Tucker

Book Cliffs RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
170 South 500 East

Yernal, Utah B4078

Desr Mr. Tucker:

Exxon Company, U.S.A., is pleased to have the opportunity to
review #nd comment on the Draft Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement (DRMP/EIS) for the Book Cliffs
Resource Area. Exxon has a strong interest in the planning
process for federal public lands because many of these areas,
especially in the resource rich Uinta Basin, have potential for
additional discoveries and production.

Thank you for your commeuts. Your views will be givea coasideration

i{n making the final decisloa on the Resource Management Plan.

We find it encouraging that the Book Cliffs Resource Area

recognizes the significance of minerals, particularly oil and
gas, as a multiple use resource. As you know, the Book Cliffs
Resoyrce Area and the Uinta Basin have had long established oil
and gas production, mostly from Tertiary and Cretacecus age
sediments.

We have clousely examined your range of alternatives for their
impacts on il and gss exploration and development activities.
The Bureau's maps of oil end gae favorasbility, oil and gas
leasing categories, and known geologic structures received
particular sttention. These maps, in addition to those for tar
sands, o0il s8shale, and gilsonite, all indicate 8 strung
probability for continued exploration and production activities.

0il and gas exploration and development aectivites are naot
incompatibie with livestock management, wildlife habitat, or
recreational use, In most cases, the application of standard
stipulations, in combination with today's sophisticated re-
habilitation techniques, is sufficient to protect surface
resource and environmental values. This fact has been demon-
strated repeatedly by the oil industry fn all types of terrain.

SLINIWINOD ANV MIIAIYH diand — S 'dVHD
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Mr. Curtis Tucker September 14, 1984

If the BLM's preferred alternative is implemented, Category 2
lands (o0il wend gas leases with epecial stipulations) will
incrosse by 122% over the present amount. We think that the
increase, which will result in 40% of the Book Cliffs Resource
Area lands being clessified as Catwgory 2, is unrealiatically
high. Some of these lands should be reclassified as Cstegory 1
(oil and gas leases with standard stipulations). We believe this
particularly applies to lands within known geologic 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 Area.

We are pleasead to concur with the BLM's preliminary recomm-
endation of nonsuitability for the Winter Ridge Wilderness Study
Area. We heartily agree with your geologists' interpretation of
moderate to high oil and ges potential throughout the wilderness
study srea. We note also that half of the Winter Ridge WSA is on
a known geologic structure. It is our belief that the subsurface
resource values in the Winter Ridge WSA outweigh the surface
values., Therefore we reiterate our strong recommendation to
exclude the Winter Ridge WSA from wilderness withdrawal.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and your considerstion
of our views. We look forward to future opportunities to
participate in the Bureau of Land Management planning process.
Please feel free to contact Mr. Fernando Blackgoat on our staff
at 303-789-7488 if, at any time you wish to discusa this area
further.

Sincerely
RN
( -
A i raata e

H. W. Praetorius

Campbell
Dern
Kemp
Plante
Repp
Willott
Wilmott

BLM Letter Response

"d¥HO
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MOUNTAIN FUEL RESOURCES, INC.

PO BOX 11450 79 SOUTH STATE SIREET SALT CARE CITY UTAM 84147 PHONE (401} 5302400

September 5, 1984

Mr. Curtis Tucker

Book Ciiffs Rescurce Management Plan Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management

170 South 500 East

vernal, Utah 34078

Dear Mr. Tucker:

Mountain Fuel Resourcesas Inc. herewith submits its comments on
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement which the BLM prepared for
the Book Cliffs Resource Management Area.

In. ceneral, the draft £1S 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
management plan. The objectives and actions indicated in Table 2-1
would be compatible with our projected activities in nartheastern
Utah. The Balanced Use Alternative will enable the development of
energy resources while protecting other natural resources.

The draft EIS indicates that rights-of-way would be encouraged
within identified corridors. Unfortunately, this is not always
feasible. Studies conducted by local, state, and federal agencies
indicate that few corridor opportunities (with )imited capacities) are
available, Mountain Fuel Resources, therefore, recommends that
additiondl rights-of-way be considered. If adequate mitigating
measures are implemented to protect other resources, such additional
rights-of-way would not create significant impacts on the Book Cliffs
Resource Management Area

Mcuntain Fuel Resources appreciates the opportunity to comment on
the draft EIS and requests that s copy of the Final Envircomental
lmpact Statement be provided upon completion.

Very truly yours,

Lihosed V. Fippace
Ht

D. C. Flaim
Coordinator, Environmental Affairs

BLM Letier Response

The purpose of corridor deslganation 18 to channellze future rights-—

of-way into loglcal and environmentally acceptable areas to the

waximum practical exteat. The BLM recognizes some rights-of-way may

be needed in areas located vutside of any corridor and which cannot
possibly be located within a corridor. These types of rights—of-way

wlll continue to be processed on a case-by-case basls,

Refer to page 65 of the BEIS for a discusslon of right-of-way

corridord,
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im 3 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
& REGION VHI
1860 LINCOLN STREET
DENVER, COLORADO 00295

SEP 13 we4
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Ref: BPM-EA

Mr. Curtis Tucker

Book Cliffs Resource Management Plan Team lLeader
Bureau of Land Management

170 South 500 East

Vernal, Utah 84078

Re: Draft Book Cliffs Resource
Management Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement

Dear Mr, Tucker:

The Region YIII Office of the Environmenta) Protection Agency (EPA) has
reviewed the referenced document. We recognize the difficulty of adequately
addressing the resource conditions, management plans, and environmental
impacts for such a large area. Our concerns involve primarily water and air
quality, and wetland/riparian area considerations in planning the various uses
of the Book Cliffs Resource Area Lands. Detailed EPA comments are enclosed.

We feel that the RMP/EIS could provide a stronger management direction to
deal with several areas of concern, Some of these actions include: a more

definitive correlation with applicable statutes and regulations which deal
with water quality; integrating watershed activity planning with the various
land uses; expanding the erosion and water quality considerations in ORV
management; clarification of nonpoint source water quality impacts and
controls; more definitive wetlands/riparian area protection policies; and
defining the menitoring program in more detail,

Extensive site-specific project planning and {mpact analysis will be done
under this broad RMP/EIS, We believe that there will be a continuing need for
public and other agency involvement in planning some of these projects. The
process and opportunity for this involvement need clarification.

Based on our concerns and the criterta EPA has established to rate the
adequacy of draft environmental statements, we have rated this draft EIS as
Category ER-2. This means that we have environmental reservations about the
preferred alternative but additional clarification and impact assessment may
alleviate our concerns. If you need further EPA assistance, please feel free
to contact Doug Lofstedt of my staff (303-844-2460 or FTS 564-2460).

Sincerely yours,

Jack W. Hoffbuhr i

Acting Assistant Reglional Administrator
for Policy and Management

Enclosure
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EPA COMMENTS ON DRAFT BOOK CLIFFS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
PLAN/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (Utah and Colorado)

Water Quality, Soils, and Watorshed

The current Utah water quality standards, including designated beneficial
uses and use protection criteria, should be 1ncluded as a planning base.
Streams meeting or exceeding these standards should be fdenti{fied, There
should be clarification of how BLM's Water Quality Management Program is
integrated with the State's Water Quality Management Program.

We have several concerns which relate to consistency of the RMP/EIS to t
Clean Mater Act of 1977, as amended. Reference is udeyon page M-é tz the e
Clean Water Act and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) as
granting “authority for . . . a reductfon in water . , . quality”. Apparently
this is in reference to energy development. The exact provisions being
referred to should be stated. How are water quality implementation
comnitments consistent with EPA’s current water qualfty standards regulation
which does not allow the state to remove a designated use if, 1) the use is
existing (unless a use requiring*more stringent criteria is added), or 2) if
the designated use can be attained through required technology controls or
best management practices (40 CFR Part 131.10(h))? How are the implementation
Eomitments coniistent with Section 102{a)(8) of FLPMA which requires that
l:::.s;t;e:ogce nluﬁ be protected? In summary, the consistency of BLM

e appticable water quality statutes
Getined throughont ' the RHP/E!S.q y sta and regulations needs to be

We commend the BLM for addressing watershed treatment needs and
alternative treatment levels. We believe that it 1s a basic need to implement
treatment measures on both the 98,800 acres of land with ¢ritical erosion and
the 12,300 acres with severe erosion as targeted in the Resource Protection
Alternative (versus the reduced acreage of critical erosion lands that would
be treated under the Balanced Use Alternative). The planning framework needed
to achieve these goals needs clarification. The RMP should 1ist and
prioritize” specific watershed management plans. How will management of the
other land use activities {such as grazing, energy development, and ORYs) be
consistent and integrated with the watershed treatment plans? There appears
to be a weak linkage of managing these other activities to the planned
structural work (such as the sediment detention dams) and to overal) watershed
treatment needs. Soil loss reductions are projected, We believe that the
highest feasible reduction should be the goal {as indicated in the Resource
Protection Alternative). wWhat improvements 1n watershed vegetative cover and
water quality will result from watershed treatment? We would also like to see
any needed watershed inventories scheduled in the RMP,

Under the Resource Protection Alternative watershed treatment
would not b
?one fg;)areas of "low resource values and a low probability of success® ¢
Hzage .n We assume this would also apply to the Balanced Use Alternative.
at are the criterfa for making these determinations? We would like to see

the RMP clarify the fnter-di 1
e ey sciplinary team that will be needed to make these

BLM Letlter Response

The BLM fateads to be 1n couaforsance wltn all State reyqulrewments.
The DEIS uas been reviewed by Lne State of Utain. See lettuer 32.

Willow, Bitter, and Evacuatlon Creeks regularly exceed Utab staandards
tor boren, 4a elemunt wf concecn o lcrigation watecs Toe source of
tha bucoa e belleved to be vvaporitv Juposlte Lo tue Green Rivoc snd
Uintah formations. Tie bufon 13 conceatfated 48 Lie stfesn {low tu
Jepleted by evapotrgaspiration. Tils coaditlod appedra to be 4
pnatural occurrence and no wethuds of coitrol are known, nence aovne
are proposed la the RMP,

The BLA intends to comply witn all applicable laws and regulatious
tncluding those pertajaing to water gualitv. A listiog of agencies
aad apprupriste coordinatlon suthorivies for project approval is
provided as Appendix 2. This iisting 1s not totally complete; it
su0ws wajor authocizing actloas. The relationsnip vetween othed
ageacles and theit lesgal coles (#PA and Utal) i3 not pursued. This
plan proposes actions which are believed to lmprove water qguallcoy
{.e. watershed tredtwent measuces, of i-roud vealcle demignativas and
development of graziag systews. Tiese actioas are cupsistuat Jita
FLPMA,

Following approval of the Resvucce Manageweat Plan, the BLM will
develop activlity plans, includiag watershed mdnageient plans. These
plans will address oanagemeat of speclicc watersaed proolem dceas.
Tue priorities for developing and implemeating these plias will he
based upoa tne comparative severity of tie watersaed proolems, tue
tikelinood of improving the coulitions through rreatment, aud the
availabilicy of funding. Coordination of laad manusgeseat witn other
resource uses would alsy he lacluded In the activity plaa.

In general terms, any procedures tudt will reduce sediaeat will
juprove water quallcy. Mechdauical Lreatments, sCructures, or graziug
systems which would faprove {utiftcatlon or increase vegutativi
density would be possible wmetuods as suggested In thia plan. No dats
are avallaole whicn would enable d quantification of tne anticipated
improvement.

The BLM has completed ..il, vegetation, end watec polat source
fuventories. Prioc to tnltiucla; any wetershed tcedtaentys, the BoM
will conduct hydrologlc analysis of the propused treatment aress.
Schedules for conductlag these luveatories will be developed in tue
sctlvity plaas.

There were two cetlteris wilch were used to develup dlifierent alter—
natives that you refecenced. The Resvurce Prorection Alterpative
included all aredas of ccitical aud sevece erosion and proposed
attempting gome form of treatment wnich would be developed in
activity planaing. Tue proposed plan {Balanced Use Alteduarive)
deleted arcas which have nigh natucal geologle erosion and/or have
low aamwal preciptitation and thus would have limited vpportunitics
for successful tr2actment.

SINIWWOD ONV MIIAZH DI8Nd — G dVHD
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Me betieve that it way be apprapriate to close severe erosion areas to ORV
use as stated in the Resource Protection Alternative {page 49). However, the
map showing ORY use designations for the Resource Protection Alternative
{page 51) indicates areas closed to travel that do not include all the severe
erosion areas shown on Figure 2-6 (page 41). What are the water quality,
vegetation, and watershed impacts of 1imited and open use designations under
the Resource Protection and Balanced Use Alternatives? The protection of
these resource values should be included in the ORV discussion on page 84,

How will ORY management be consistent with the Executive Orders on flood
plains and wetlands?

The RMP/EIS states that the ORY designations under the Balanced Use
Alternative would be consistent with plans of the Ute tribe (page xv). What
are these plans and in what way would BLM plans be consistent?

In Utah, the EPA administers the National Pollutant Dfscharge Elimination
System, in consultation with the Utah Dopartment of Health, for point source
:;ter dis(‘:harges. This program should be described under the EPA section of

pendix 4.

Appendix 4 presents BLM and other agency guidance and/or requirements
relating to nonpoint source (N®S) water quality impacts assocfated with energy
development. However, the potential NPS concerns need to be better defined in
the alternative comparison and environmental consequences chapters. Briefly
defining RMP guidance for controlling potential nonpoint sources should be
included. It can be misleading to say, in the case of oil shale on page 200,
that {f there were no wastewater treatment 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,

What are the salinity {mpacts from existing erosion and land use
activities (particularly Tivestock grazing)? What salinity reductions can be
achieved through grazing management? The RMP/EIS should target salinity
reductions as part of watershed treatment in order to offset salinity
increases assoclated with projected energy development.

Alr Quality

The Utah Department of Health, Bureau of Afr Quality would be responsible
for issuing_any needed air quality permits assocfated with the projected
energy development grojects. Several Utah State government agencies are
1isted on page xi, but this particular agency 15 excluded. Assurances should
be made that they have had the opportunity to review the Draft EIS,

BLWM Letter Response

The interdisciplinary team that will determine the specific areas to
be treated will be comprised of a hydrologist, soil scleatist, raage
conservatioaist, and wildlife biologist. oOther resource dtaciplines
would review the proposed activity plan during the eavicoaueantal
analysis reviev.

See Responses 17.34 and 17.68. Sevece and criticual ervaion areas
that are accessible, or likely tu receive off-road vehicle, use would
be designated as closed under the Resoucrce Protectloa Alteruative and
limited under the proposed plan. There would be little difference in
the lmpacts to soil, water, and vegetation regacdless of which vae 1s
selected. Off-road travel would not be allowed under either cholce.
The Resource Protection Altesuarive would require thdt all roads be
designated and signed as open. The proposed plan would limit
vehicular use to existiag roads without road specific designations
and signing of all roads. Specific problem roads or trails could be
closed and signed. Specific quantification of the impacts 16 not
poasible due to a lack of Jdata; however, some improvement over the
Current Managemeat Alternative is expected under botn of these
alternatives.

Page 84 in the DEIS has been ameaded to include the protection of
water, soll, sad vegetatton,

An ORV monitoring program will oe developed, regardless of the
alternative that is selected. Whiere use problems are i{Jeatified,
modifications will be wade to the activicy plans and designations may
be changed if deemed necessary.

Tue Green and White River floodplains have been protected uadec boci
alternativea and thus comply wlth the Executive Orders. Other flood-
plains are commonly cuvared by vegetatlon such as greasewood,
tamarisk, or blg sagevrush wnlcn effectively discourages off-road
venicle use., Problem aredas would be handled on a case-by-case basls.

Refer to page 114 of the DEIS for a discussion of consistency with
plana of the Ute Tribe.

See Response 29.2. The BLM consults with the State on water
pollution problems.

See Response 29.1 and page 145, Water Quality Assumptions of the DELS.

The White River Shale Project, detailed development plan (Bechtel
Petroleum, Inc. 193l), indicates that no wastewater will leave the
development tract. Since no evidence is available to dispute thls
agsertion, it has been assumed to be valid. Tnis eame aasumption
canuot be made for tar sand development because no specific mining
plans have been developed. Water {mpacts are thus uaknown. Specific
environmental analyses will be conducted on individual tar sand
projects.
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The RMP/EIS states that the Nationa) Ambient Afr Quality Standards (NAAQS)
and PSD Class 11 {ncrements for total suspended particulates (TSP) would be
exceeded under proposed tar sands/oil shale development [pages 82 and 201),
The specific profects causing such exceedences would most likely have to
control TSP emissions to aveld such exceedences or not be permitted by the
State. Actual contral requirements by the State need to be in the final EIS.
A more fundamental {ssue {s why the BLM is propasing fn & preferved action,
leasing levels that would exceed TSP standards.

Vegetation Management

We have several comments and concerns regarding the vegetation management
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.

We encourage continued improvement in ecological trend of the fair and poor
condition vegetation. We recommend that the EIS assess the watershed/water
quality protection value of both the existing vegetation conditions and the
ecological conditions supportedsby the preferred alternative. How does this
compare with the protection value of the Resource Protection Alternative? We
would 1ike to see the RMP/EIS integrate more clearly the vegetation management
goals and programs with the watershed program.

We realize that land treatment may be needed in order to improve
substantially forage production in some areas. Treatment such as use of
chemicals and burning, 1s pianned under the three non-current management
alternatives (page 24 and elsewhere). We are concerned about bath the
priority and environmental impact of such treatment. It appears to us that
the watershed management plans, allotment management plans/planned grazing
systems, and implementation of riparian/wetland habitat protection measures
are a higher priority to estabiish before expending funds on vegetation
treatment activitfes. We would like to see the RMP address this fssue and
clarify these priorities. What are the comparitive environmental impacts of
this treatment?

The BLM proposes to have at Jeast a five-year {nterim monitorfng program
before implementing changes in grazing practices (page 14). Because of this,
the intent to carry out the allotment management direction under the preferred
alterpative {as expressed in Table 2-1, Appendix § and elsewhere) should be
defined. Eliminating or restricting spring grazing {s an important aspect of
grazing management in some cases. Mr, Karl Wright of your staff has clarified
that there will actually be 28 allotments in which spring grazing will be
addressed through planned grazing systems versus the 15 shown on page 24 for
the preferred alternative.

Wetlands and Riparian Area Management

We commend the recagnition on pages 13 and 73 of Executive Orders 11988
and 171990 to protect floodplains and wetlands. However, we suggest several
changes and/or revisions 1n order to develop this program in more detail. The
specific RMP criteria used to assure that the executive orders will be
achieved need clarification.

BLM Letter Response

29.10

Ho elte spacific data are 4vailable for estimating the salinity
iapacts from grazing or other land uses. Studies that were uvsed in
development of tiae Grand RMP described saline soils that originated
from Mancas Shale, a type which 1s geaerally absear witaio this
resource area.

Approximately 56 peccent of thils resource area 1s classiffed as
nonsaline soil, 33 percent sligiatly saline at depths in excess of 3
inches, major dralnages comprise 8 percent widca are modecately
saline, and 2 percent is hignly saline (USDL, Bureau of Reclamation,
1975).

loplemantation of watersued tredatmeats, coatrol of off-road vealcle
use and development of improved grazing systems will lmprove water
quality through reducrion of sedimeat and salts whics would eater
live water sources. The amount of salt change resulting from changes
la graziag practice caanat be quantified. Sallaity reduccion would
be glven a priority in determining which areas would be treated
during activity planaing. Ffroper livestuck managemeat 1s probably
the best metnod of coatrolllng salinicy.

Review of the Draft EIS pny tue Utan Depactwent of Healtn, Bureau of
Alr Quality, was coordinated tiirough the State Clearinghouse. The
Department of Healtn nas been added to the mailiag lisr per your
suggestion,

Stace BLM does not nave disccetionary autnority over the aic quality
standards, they have only been referred to in this document. BLM i3
not proposing to violate State or Federal Alr Quality Standacds. See
Response 17.48.

There are Insufficient data to snow the impacts by alternative on
watershed/water quality from vegetative condltlons. Lf it is assumad
tiuere 13 a ralacioaship between appareat trend and watersned/water
quality, then Appeadix 14 (Aanticipdted Trend in Ecological Condi~
ction), could be used. Tuls appendix is summarized as follows:

Allotments by Alternative

Current Rasource Commodicy Balanced
Hanagement Protection Production Use

Upward Tread 26 23
Q

Downward Tread Q
Stablie Trand 13 24 17
Stuble~Upward Trand 8 4 9

It i8 antlcipated that the Resource Protection Alternative would
improve ecological coadittion in fair and poor areas more rapldly than
the other alternatives evea thougn the end result may be the same.
The monitoring program would pruvide mure complete data on ecological
condition and trend.
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The Resource Protection Alternative appears to be more consistent with the
orders. This {s reinforced by the discussion on

pages 23, 24, and under each alternative, which establishes & stronger program
of grazing management under this alternative In wetland/riparian areas. We
suggest an evaluation of each alternative to the executive orders to assure
that as much reasonahle protection as possible can be given. We would 1ike to
see the existing wetlands mapped and quantified in Chapter 3. The comparstive
impacts to be allowed under each alternative need further definition.

Yarfous Nationwide 404 Permit conditions are 1isted in Appendix 4. What
activities will come under this program? Activities requiring individual
404 permits are briefly mentioned under {tem 17 on page Ad-11. The 404 permit
program, {ts location in the CFR, and the activities requiring a separate
404 permit should be defined in move detail. Overall, the role of the Corps
of Engineers (COE) 1n the planning and approval of energy development
activities, 1n particular, that would impact wetlands and perennial streams
should be strengthened. In addition, the correlation of BLM planning to COE
requirements for these activities should be clarified. Are they integrated?

Minerals Management

There are several energy development concerns (in additfon to those
already wmentioned) that we would 1ike to raise. It appears that the special
stipulations and no surface occupancy designations for o1l and gas development
under the Resource Protection and Balanced Use Alternatives provide similar
water quality protection. We suggest that the EIS address the difference in
degree of watershed/water 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 Appiications for Permits to
Drill.

.
The discussion of ofl and ?as on page 60 indicates that areas mapped for

each leasing category {page 63} st111 may be tentative. If there are any
revisions planned, what would be the effect on water quality, riparian/wetland
areas, or important wildiife areas?

Additional of) shale leasing could “jeopardize the continued existence of
two endangered fish species, the Colorade squawfish and humpback Chub, and
another species that is a candidate for 1isting, the razorback sucker” in the
White River {page 199). This {s attributed to an annua) depletion of 28,000
to 56,000 acre feet of the river. Would the assessment of this impact be
coordinated between the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service and BLM? What fmpact
would this depletion have on water ?uath standards? Would additional
'I:asing :g?consistent with the applicable water quality statutes {as already
discusse

Under the preferred alternative, substantially fewer acres of the Special
Tar Sands Areas (STSAs) would have special mitigation and no surface occupancy
requirements., We believe that the RMP should be setting the necessary
requirements to protect water quality, riparian/wetland, and watershed
values. However, becaus of these wide differences in leasing category
acreages, the adequacy of the planning requirements and the environmental
impacts {in addition to acres disturbed) need to be defined.

BLM Letter Response

29.20

Land trestwents, water projects and management facilities are part of
tiie developmeat of Allotment Managemeat Plans, graziog systems,
Watershed Management Plans, and wetland/riparian habitat protection.
The developueut of tie proposed projacts would be in coajunction with
the development of activity plans. 1t is etandard procedure to give
priority to areas in tune worst condicion. Impacts from these activi-
ties are discussed {n che siioct-term loug-term sections in Chapter 4.

Uuder the praferred alternative, livestuck numbers would be limited
for the monitoring period. Following monitoriang, adjustmenta io
1ivestock would be made a8 explained ou page 75 of tne DEIS.
Monitoring during this perlod would pe empnasized. During the
five-year moaitoring period, emphasis would be placed upon range
trend, utilization, accual use, and climatological studies.
Iaplementation of these studies would be given priority over project
construction. Project construction would be given priority in I
category allotmeats.

See Respouse 29.6.

Refer to the text revigsions on waterfowl la the wildlife sections of
Chapters 3} and 4 of the FEIS,

See Responss 29.2, The BLM nas aud will coordinate review and
approval of projects in conformance witn the 404 perait p-ogram.

The Balanced Use and Resource Protection Alteruatives provide almost
identical levels of protection for watershed resources. Although the
category designations for floodplains, wetlands, and public reserves
shift from two to three, tne apecial stipulations listed in Appeadix
4 will provide the same level of protection (see Nos. 3, 4, and 10).
The Resource Protection Alternative would provide additional protec-
tion to adjaceat nonfloodplain and public water reserve areas that do
a0t require it. The Balanced Use Alternative provides for any neces-
sary stipulations to protect watecsued resources wnile not restric-
ting adjacent areas.

The snaded araas shown for categocy designations are for illustrative
puctposes. Although the arcas are close to the final designated
boundaries, the final 40-acre subdivisioas will not be made untii
after an alternative is selected to be the Resource Management Plan.

The final subdivisions will then be based on resource criteria iden-
tififed on pages l4, 34, 40, 49, 53, or 60 of the DEIS depending on
the alternative selected. For example, if an ares has a watershed
consideratlon that requires protection, the area will be stipulated
accordingly.

‘the BLM will coordinate witn tue U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service con-
cerning Threatened and Endangered Species. Refer to page 73 of the
DELS. The ilmpacta frow cumulative water deplecicaa acre discussed on
pages 159, 176, 192, and 208 of tne DEIS. The proposed plan would
affect water quality as described on page 200, Any future wates
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The special stipula

slations for energy opment should be briefly
clarified to demonstrate the 1inkage of mitigation t¢ actual resource
protectfon needs.
Wildiife Management
The prefarred alternative projects a significant effect of energy
development and increased 1ivestock production on wildlife (pl e 199), Ve

question why a significant fmpact would be necessary. W{11 the wildlife
hab{tat management nlan¢ and grazing allotment management plans he flexible
enough to aﬂw for wﬂder disp\aced by energy deve'lopnent activities? We
belleve that consultation with the Utah Diviston of Wildlife as these plans
are developed, ! re that displaced wildlife is not significantly
affected by crowding, stress, and competition for forage, water, and cover.

Right-0f-Way Corridor Planning

The impact of right-of-way covridors on ¢ritical resources under the
preferred alternative needs clarification. Table 2,3 on page 77 states that
rescurce conflicts are possible within proposed corridors., This appears to
contradict the statement on page 84 which says that development of the
corridors will not be detrimental to critical resources. Can the degree of
impact be projected in the RMP? What will be the basic criteria for critical
resource protection {in addition to the very broad mitigation listed on
page 65)7 Will there be opportunities to consolidate uses in order to reduce
corridor mileage?

Monitoring

We have several concerns regarding monitoring 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 RMP/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 following are some
monitoring concerns we would 1ike to see addressed:

- water quality monitoring fntensity needed to evaluate adequacy of best
management practices for controlling nonpoint source pollutants and to
demonstrate compliance with State water quality standards,

consideration of both chemical and biological monitoring,
- water quaiity monitoring responsibiiities of BLM, minerail deveiopment
lease/holders, and ather State and Federal agencies,

- Tun umy Sources,

pre and post-development monftoring requirements,

]
!m

allocations would be approved by tue State. They would determine Lif
the projected impacts are acceptabie to them priur to grdnting tiwe
allocation. Courdinatlon with tue appropriate Federal agencivs would
be completed prloc o SLM lssulny approval of 4 projuct. Refur Lo
Appendix Z.

Refer to Appendix 4 (revisad) for a discussiou of tne category sys-
tem. Concetuns forf waler yeallty, etce. can be addressed as spscial
stipulations, while no surface occupaacy would effectively deay
recovery of tar sands. Further analysis in the RMP is not feasible
without specific developavnt propuaals. Tne pruposed plau of devel-
opment hy & leasee would require BLM approval and sice specific
mitigatica would be devexoped at that time. JJiLLuual enviconuental

v

©

See Responges 12.1 aad t2.2.

The text on page 84 nas veen revised. Specific lmpacts cannot be
determined without specific proposals. See Respoase 17.37.

Tne purpose of d Resource Management Plan 1s to allocate resource
uses while responding to specific land management issues that are
raised by the public. T[Fhe coacerns expressed regardiag monituring
are good suggestions aud they will be addressed during the speclfic
activity planning for each resoucce use. Public and lotecageucy
review opportunities ace provlided in that step of plannfag.
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- corrective actions that could be taken in the various situations that
could arise {other than amending or revising the RMP) when problems are
{dentified by monitoring,

- and coordination and approvals of the monitoring and remedial action
plans by other relevant agencies including State water quality and wildlife
agencies,

BLM Letter Response
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IN KEPLY KEARR 10

United States Department of the Interior

NATTIONAL PARK SERVICE
ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGIONAL OFFICE
633 Paries Siceet
PO, Box 25287
Denver, Colorado 80223

L7619 (RNR=-PC)

SEP 18 1384

Memorandun

To: Book Cliffs Resource Management Plan Team Leader, Vernal District
0Office, Bureau of Land Management, Veraal, Utah

From: Associate Regional Director, Planning and Resource Preservation,
Rocky Mountain Region

Subject: HKeview of Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on the Book
Cliffs Resource Management Plan (DEL 84/30)

[
The National Park Service (NPS) has reviewed the subject DEIS and offexrs the
fo)lowing comments;

The current management alternative would result in up to 50 davs annually of
“atmospheric discoloration” in Dinosaur National Monument (p. 157). In this
alternative, class II Total Suspended Particulates (TSP) ircrement
limitations could be exceeded. The class 1T TSP increment limirations irould
be exceeded for the commodity production and balanced use alternatives. Only
Lhe resource protection alternative would ussure cowpliance with the
Prevention of Significant Deterloration (FSD) of ailr quality increnents.
Since the Clean Air Act does uot authorize exceedances of the class Il
increments, the rescurce protection alternative should be the preferrud
alternative,

Visible discoloration may occur at Dinosaur National Monument and at Colorado
National Mouument under the commodity prcduction and balanced use
alternatives. Although those two alternatives would have more fmpact than
the current management alternative on the monuments, no specific {mpacts are
discussed. There is little discussion of either the Federal class 11 S0,
Increment or Colorado cetegory I 507 {ncrements. The El5 should provide more
detailed information on expected pollutant concentrations, increment
consumption, amount of visibility degradation and percent of time (e.g., 50
days) the air quality is expected to be degraded at the monuments, as well as
the effects of reduced air quality on the biologlcal resources of the
monuments. In addition, the air pollution impscts on Arches National Park
should be addressed. Subsequent EISs and PSD applications for proposed
projects in the Book Cliffs Resource Management Area must provide more
detailed information on air quality impacts on Dinosaur and Colorado National
Menuments and Arches National Park.

On Page 13, the document states that habitat for the endangered Colorado

Squawfish in the Green and White Rivers metr the criteria for designation as
an Arca of Critical Environmental Concern. The document further states that
the States of Utuh and Colorado are rcsponsible for appropriation of waters

The BLM concurs that more detalled analyses are needed. Additional
alr quality analysis would occur when more {s kaown about the acrual

location of granted leases, where chie facilitles would be built oux
those leases, and what technology and related emission conbtrol would

be proposed. Since these paramefers are presently unknown, the RMP
analysis {s reglonal in nature and has used what is believed Lo be a
realistic approach to address potentfally worst case conditions. The

results indicate that air quality could be of concern and further

site speciff{c analyses would be done during the NEPA and PSD

procegses to address upecifis leasing proposals.

Alr qualiky at Arches National Park would be unaffected by any of the
alternatives for this RMP. Each envirvonmental document produced by
the BLM addresses air qualicy impacts, where applicable, based upon

the best availsble data.

BLM agrees with your comment. Refer to page 73 of the DEIS under the
title, "Endangered, Threatened, and Sensicive Habitat™, and Appendix

2, page A2-2,
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trom the rivers and that Buresu of Land Management (BLM) does not have

the authority to play a major role in the management and protection of these
fish species. Although BLM cannot apprupriate river waters, BIM should be
aware of the habitat and not lease lands in the area for development which
would require appropriation of water from the civers.

43 a result of H.R. 1214, the NPS recently prepared a document ticled
“"Resource Assessment for Daniels Canyon Wilderness Study Area." Figure D of
this document (attached) depicts a boundary alternative for Dinosaur National
Monument that was designed to take into consideration two key concerns. They
are:

1. The scenic, scientific, cultural and recreational values that impurtantly
supplement those within the monument boundary, and

2. The management and administration of the area for resource protection and
public use.

The Daniels Canyon ares and Moonshine Draw area, which are within the
alternative boundary referred to in Figure B, contain importuunt scenic and
recreation values, These values Include:

1. Aesthetic values which constitute the views from:
a. Ruple Point Overlook and access trail.

b. The Green River which is a popular float trip through a recommended
wilderness area, and

c. The proposed trail through Daniels Canyon as discussed in the draft
General Management/Land Protection Plan (GMP/LPP) for Dinosaur Natioual
Monument which is scou to be released for public review.

2. Opportunities to develop hiking trails between key points of development
(i.e., Josie Morris Ranch and Echo Park).

3. Opportunities to interpret the historic Qutlaw Trail aud other eultural
and natural values.

The GMP/LPP will recommend that these lands be protected through the
withdrawal process and that a memorandum of agreement be prepared to ivsuve
that the opportunities and values as mentioned above are properly considercd
aud provided tor.

In view of the above, we recommend chat the EIS for the Bouk Cliffs Resource
Management Plan be revised to reflect that the following stipulatives weuld
be enturced upon the red cross-hatched area on the attached land ownership
map (Figure 1-2):

1. Withdraw the area under the provisicns of FLPMA as being subject to the
Mining Law of 1872,

2. Designate as "No surface occupancy™ (refer to Figure 2-23 in the DEIS).

BLM Letter Response

30.4

BLM belfevea that ared coatiguous to Dinosaur National Monument in
the Danlels Canyon and Moonshine Draw vicinity would be adequately
protected through implewentation of the RMP. The Proposed Plan would
limir ORV use in the area aloug the scockdrive trall above the Jossle
Morrie Cabin and place Danie!. Canyon and porrions of Doc's Valiay lan
oil and gas leaslng category L1, where apecial stipulations will be
attached to protect the surface. This visual resource management

class could be adjusted upward if any changes occur in one or more of

the variables used to uerermine the visual management class, i.e.
user sensitivity. Posaible mineral developments could be adequarely

controlled under the 43 CFR 3809 regulatioans.
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3. Designate as "Class I change not permitted” on the "Visual Resource
Hanagement Classes” map (refer to figure 3-17 in the DEIS).

4. Designate "Closed ro Travei" oe the “0fi-Road Vehicle Designation" map
(refer to figure 2-28 in the DEIS).

The NPS continues to express an interest in takiig advantage of meworaundums
of agreement where practical to properly address resource and vecreation
needs as well as monagement and administrative concerns. As cach ageucy
continues developing its management plang we encourage and look forward to
the oppurtunity to resolve all issues and concerus regardless of what velicle
we might utilize.

We would also like to urge that the BLM planning consider preszrving the
viewshed from the Colorado Waticnal Honument locking across the urand Valley
towsrds the Book Cliffs.

No significant impacts ko the Grind Valley viewshed would occur under

the Balanced Use Aliernacive.

The DELS omitted reference to three potential Natiomal Natural Landmarks
located within the Book Cl1ffs Resource Area. All three sices are located in
Uinta County, Utah. They are: The Blue Mountain - Citff Ridge viclnity was ideatifled us beiny
1. Blue Mountain - Cliff Ridge

2. Bouanza Gilsonite - The Cowboy Vein
3. Whire River Fossil Plants

significant and is proposed to be protected by a scenlc corrldor to

be established between U.S. lilghway 40 and Blue Mountain. Within the

€0€

Further planning for the Book Cliffs Resource Area should take into uccouat
these potential desiguations and avoid impacts that could adversely affect
the vutstanding ecological and geological reatures of these areas.
Information on the Narional Narural Landmark program ran be obrained from
Carvle Madison at the above addiess, telephone 734-6443

Richard A. Strait

corcidor, ORV use and oil and gas leaslng would be restricted and the

visual resources protacted. The Bunanza Gilsonlte Site {the Cowboy

Veln) and the White Kiver Fossil Plaut area are iocated un private

land.

inelosures The Narional Park Service is charged with th. National Natural
Landmark Program and they determlne which areas merit study and
qualify for designatlon (CFR 36, Part 62). Tf the Naclonal Park
Service determines ClLEf Ridge is sultable for laadmark starus, the

Book Cliffs Resource Management Plan can be smcnded.
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Figure B. Boundary Alternatives
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