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73-1

witlian John Kremin, III March 3, 1992
814 Pagt 2970 South
yarna, Utah 84070

Fenalops Sralley
Burean of Land Maoagreat
170 scuth 500 Enst
Vernal, Uteh 84078

FE: Dianrd Mountain Resorce Managesnt Plan
Ns. Emllay,

I an concarnad that sama of your propoesla far
Moutain would adversly affect tha Jeckmon Drow area,
¥ost of the wsadosland is privetaly osned, I heva Sournd thet
the omers are most co-cparstive 1F amked for
bikifg;. horee riding, and even honting. In & timo vhen wuch
affathwtﬁxbomingm,um&uiﬁgmibh,

Lend aocese 1s now availshle with parmderion. An increass

in vehicular treffic would just centime to arods tha now
dwindling wildlife hehitat, and foroe mch of thet wildlifs
oat of the area. Thanking you for your tise end consideration
of my thoughts,

Willrge . Hiome

willim John Kremin, III

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 73 (KREMIN)

73-1 We appreciate your concern. Please refer to our response 12-

1.
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74-2

74-3

" |.should be closed to OHV use.

74-4

74-5

March 23, 1992
177 EAST 900 SOUTH, SUITE #102

FOUNDED 1IN 1942 BY (ATIZENS OF Gian

Penelope Smalley, Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Vernal District

170 South 500 East

Yernal, Utah 84078

Dear Ms. Smalley:

The Utah Chapter Sierra Club supports Alternative B
(Ecological Systems) as the alternative with the most
environmentally sound minimum management guidelines for
the Diamond Mountain Resource Area.

Fl-hﬂo we understand that Alternative E was selected
because it provided the best “"mix" of management
objectives from the numerous perspectives of interested
parties, we &till believe that a predominantly
ecological approach is necessary at this time. For
many years, development and commercial endeavors have
taken precedence over preservation and protection of
natural resources. We believe that the management
objectives in Alternative B are a good first step
towards remedying the environmenta) abuses of the past.

[We believe that some of the guidelines in Alternative
B do not go far enough. We have found little evidence
to support the continued use of vegetative treatments
and range improvement projects to increase AUMs or
change the vegetative components of particular areas.
We believe that a greater portion of the Resource Arsa
We recommend that a ful)
EIS on the effects of oil and gas development in the
Resource Area be completed prior to lease issuance
under these proposed surface use guidelines. We believe
[that mineral withdrawal and NSO stipulations should be
implemented throughout ACECs to more adequately protect
their resources. Acquiring funds for monitoring
programs to ensure compliance with all aspects of the

| RMP should be a high priority.

We urge you to reconsider your recommendation of
Alternative E as the Preferred Alternative. We believe
that Alternative B (or an even stronger ecosystem-
oriented version) would provide the Resource Area with

@ printed on recycied paper

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 74 (UTAH CHAPTER SIERRA CLUB,
Osbom)

74-1 Thank you for your comment.

74-2 Please refer to the vegetation resources section under “Manage-
ment Common to the Proposed Plan and Alternatives” in Chapter 2, dealing with
vegetation treatment methods. By reference we are including BLM’s Vegetation
Treatment EIS and Record of Decision (1991) in this document.

74-3 Lands in the resource area were designated “open”, “limited”, or
“closed” to OHV use based on resource values needing protection. Lands were
closedto OHV use only if resource specialists believed it was necessary to protect
a specific resource value.

74-4
mineral leases.

The RMP/EIS satisfies the NEPA requirements for issuing fluid

74-5 Approximately 40 percent of the lands within the proposed ACECs
would be recommended for withdrawal or categorized as NSO: these correspond
tothe level 1 and 2lands forthese ACECs. The remaining lands withinthe ACECs
would be managed in a manner so as not to adversely effect or compromise the
important resource values that justified the ACEC designation.
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the optimal management objectives and ensure the healthy
perpetuation of its numerous natural resources.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed RMP. We
are pleased to see the inclusion of an ecosytem-intensive
alternative, and again reguest that the BLM consider that as the
Preferred Alternative. Please send me a copy of the Final RMP upon
its completion.

Sincerely,

YprVine W
Cchristine Osborne

Public Lands Specialist
1536 East 3080 South
salt Lake City, Utah 84108
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75-1

116 Candlewyck Dr W
Tacoma WA 98467
March 17, 1992

Penelope Smalley, Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Vernal District

170 South 500 Rast

Vernal UT 84078

Regarding: Diamond Mountain Resource Area Resource Management
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement

Alternative of Choice:
limitations.

Alternative C PForage Production with

Dear Ma Smalley,

As part owner of the Mame's Hole-Bear Hollow area I am totally
opposed to any development or burning in this area.

Having spent many hours and days in that beautiful mountain
Jackson Draw I feel that the DMRA plans, especially in
Alternative A and E, are not the best long term interest and use
of that area of Diamond Mountain. The long term emphasis should
be the production of food and forage. There will NOT be a Post-
Agriculture Society. Your evaluation of the livestock men
dismisses the need for the continued production of food and fiber
in the coming ysars. fThe world's food supply continues to
diminish.

Mame's Hole - Bear Hollow are still remote pristine area with
"0ld Growth" forests of conifers . Quaking Aspens and Sego
Lilies. As you travel up the face of Taylor Mountain, Brush
Creek Mountian the sight of the forest devastated by the damage
of the Pine Bark Beetle and the cutting of wood and the roads
that cut across forest and mountain meadows is a tragedy that
never should have happened to our natural environment It will
take centuries to restore, if that is even possible. Why add to
this decimation and destruction of our natural resources?

In Alternative A and E you are suggesting the accessing of Mame's
Hole - Bear Hollow with a road. Buch a road would destroy the
meadows in the bottom of the draw, cut through rocky mountains
sides of sego lilies, quaken aspen and conifers that have been
left untouched through the years. There has not been an
accessible road into this high mountain area. An access road

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 75 (ELY)

75-1
response 12-1.

Thank you for expressing your concerns. Please refer to our
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75-1
Cont.

Eﬁ 75-2

75-3

75-4

75-5

would cause soil erosion and destroy the beauty and remoteness of
Jackson Draw . These areas can be viewed from the county road
that passes in the bottom of the Jackson Draw. A road into
Mame's Hole - Bear Hollow would also disturb the wildlife that
use those sites for home, protection and shelter. Their habitat
will be drastically changed forever.

The need for access is outweighed by the preservation of the few
remaining remote meadows available for wildlife and animals.
These remote, yet viewable areas, are better preserved for future
generations who desitre to travel along a Scenic By WAy in the
bottom of the draw and not see the mountain sides carved up with
roads from the top of the mountains to the bottom. "Cousteau
Watch” in the March 22, 1992 edition of the Morning New Tribune
said, "In days ahead, natural resources may be worth more in an
untouched state than when developed. They may generate more
money over the long term merely by existing, like savings held in
a bank, than by being exploited”.

zploited by building roads into them!!!

IILa-.ne's Hole - Bear Hollow and Jackson Draw SHOULD NOT be
e

The increased amounts of Wildlife proposed for Mame's Hole- Bear
Hollow will infringe on the private land owners in Jackson Draw.
1 have counted larger herds of deer and elk seen there than you
have listed on Table A2-1. Our private lands are closed to
public deer hunters and will remain so over the coming years.
public deer and elk hunters do not make for good neighbors
because of the damage they inflict on the property of the private
\l_and owners.

The building of a campsite in Bear Hollow is opposed. Unless
the BLM is going patrol the area to keep the public from
trespassing and desecrating the private land surrounding it. A
public camp ground is available within three to five miles at the
{Erron Draw Reservoir (Calder's Pond).

The DMRA plan does not clearly designate those structures and
properties which are privately owned and those that are public in
the maps and table. An example is the grazing allotment map. A
glossary of the abbreviated terms used in the charts and tables
is needed. 1t is difficult to determine what they mean and their
future use. Example A8.33 What does Res. mean? 1f it means
Reservoirs, where are you going to build such structures? On the
tops of the hills? Are those to be built on private or public
Ll:nds?

BLM proposes the burning of 200 acres in Mame's Hole - Bear
Hollow. We are opposed to burning of the land without knowing
specifically where the burning is to take place. The last burn
in that area escaped the burn area and burned the whole mountain
Ede when the winds suddenly changed.

2

75-2 Please refer to our response 12-2.
75-3 Please refer to our response 53-1.

75-4 The abbreviation “Res.” means reservoir, a description of the
abbreviations has been added to Table A8-4 for readers’ convenience. Allrange
improvements are proposed to be built on public lands. Project work numbers are
estimates. Exact locations would be designated at the activity plan level and are
subject to NEPA review. Refer to Chapter 2, vegetation resources discussed in
“Management Common to the Proposed Plan and Alternatives”.

75-5 Please refer to our response 68-2.
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It is unfortunate that the cost of the EIS and the projected tax
dollars required for each Alternative is not also required with
the Envircnmental Statements, so the tax payers would have an
id-; of what each project is going to cost and how they are to be
funded.

Again, we are opposed to any development and increase in wildlife
in the Mame's Hole - Bear Hollow, Jackson Draw areas.

Sincerely yours,
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76-1

76-2

227 South 500 West
March 24, 1992

Attention Jean Sinclair
Vernal BLM District
170 South 500 East
Vernal , Utah 84078

I wish to support Alternative E in regards to the
Diamond Mountain Resource Management Plan. [ believe there
are many important ways we can and should use our public
lands and resources. Document E gives us a well rounded
enphasis which is beneficial to many instead of just a few,
as the other Alternatives do (R, B, C & D).

1 oppose any more land designated for phosphate mining
in the Red Mountain - Ashley Creek area. [ would rather see
| nare Level 1 and Level 2 management prescriptians, which

would include protective zones around sensitive
archaeological and paleontological sites.

I appreciate the BLM faor its emphasis on once-common
indigenous species, such as the bighorn sheep and black-
footed ferret. I urge maximum protection for these and
other endangered species on BLM lands.

I appreciate all you do.

Sincerely,

Tim Had)ock

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 76 (HADLOCK)

76-1

76-2

Please refer to our response 61-2.

Please refer to our response 61-1.
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March 24, 1992

Penelope Smatley, Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Vernal District

170 South 500 East

Vernal, Ut. 84078

Dear Ms. Smalley,

| am writing to comment on the Diamond Mountain Resource Management
Plan. First of all | would like to express my support for alternative “E*. It
s the most balanced alternative. The others heavily favor one faction or
another to the detriment of the whole.

[ While | support alternative “E” | still feel that there are some changes
which would improve it. | believe that more acreage shouid be added to the
level | and level 2 management plans. More non-commercial resources
should be given protection. Many of the archaeological, riparian and scenic
areas In this plan are priceless and irreplaceable. Sensitive zones could be
established around such areas to prevent sites from being disturbed. 1 also
think 1t would be a good Idea If more surveys were made so we could be sure
we knaw of all the special areas that need protection. Motorized access
should be restricted where it has the potential to damage fragile resources.
There must be a way to enforce restrictions as well, it does no good to say
You are going to protect an area If you don't back {t up with action.

[ would I1ke to see more adequate protection for the slickrock areas north of
Steinaker. | have spent many afternoons hiking near Moonshine arch and it is
Clear that the area 1s not being managed effectively. The graffiti and trash
are deplorable. This area should be closed to motorized vehicles, Private or
State owned land could be acquired to create a buffer zone around the area.

[ Phosphate mining In the Red Mountain area s a terrible ideal | have spent
quality time hiking and horseback riding there and it is too special and
beautiful to tear up. This area Is also critical elk and deer winter range.
There was a huge public outcry when phosphate prospecting permits were
applied for several years ago. The people of the Basin do not want a strip
mine in this area. We already have one huge phosphate mine in that general
vicinity. There has been enough land sacrificed to phosphate already! | was
told in 1986 by Mr. Hadenham, former manager of the Chevron Phosphate
operations, that they then had access to enough phosphate to keep them busy
for 300 years. Enough IS enough! | don't think they have done such a great

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 77 (DURRANT)

77-1

77-2

77-3

Please refer to our response 61-1.
Please refer to our response 70-1.

Please refer to our response 61-2.
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77-3

Cont -

77-4

77-5

job of restoration either. | would aiso tike to see motorized vehicles
restricted to the existing Jeep trail on Red Mountain.

1 think the reintroduction of animals once indigenous to the Diamond
Mountain Resource Area Is a great dea. We've spent several days observing
some of the big horn sheep which have aiready been reintroduced to N.E.
Utah. ) look forward to further big horn sheep placements and to your
planned reintroduction of the black-footed ferret. | support your proposal to
eliminate bear baiting on BLM lands. | would also itke to encourage you to
give all protection possible to any animal species which are threatened or
endangered in this management area. Every effort must be made to protect
nesting sites and Instream flows on a year round basis.

I would iike to urge you to place the lands in Diamond Breaks and west Cold
Springs Wilderness Study Areas fn the Brown's Park Complex Area of
Critical Environmental Concern in the event that they not be given
wilderness designation. This will at least afford them some protection.
[TTnally, | would Itke to express my support for Wild and Scenic status for
the Upper and Lower Green River. Thisisa special and unique river.
Thousands of people, including myself, take great pleasure from their
experiences there. It is essential that this magnificent resource be
m_tected :

Thank you for your time and for your attention to my comments.

Sincerely,

Brenda Durant
3264 West S00 South
Vernal, Ut. 84078

77-4 We appreciate your support for wildlife reintroductions. Please
refer to our response 70-3 concerning bear baiting. -We also appreciate your
concerns and support for the special status animal species program. BLM Vernal
District’s water depletion plans for the endangered fish species in the Green River
is currently being developed. This policy when finalized should help to maintain or
improve instream flows and would apply to any resource management plan. The
proposed plan, as in Alternative E, would also protect listed animal species’ nesting
sites as well as the special status raptor species, golden eagle and ferruginous
hawk, nest sites on an annual basis.

77-5 For clarification, should the Diamond Breaks and/or West Cold
Springs WSAs not be designated as wilderness areas, under the proposed plan
these areas would be included in the Browns Park ACEC Complex and managed
to meet the prescriptions for semi-primitive, nonmotorized areas.

177-6 Thank you for your support of the recommendation fordesignation

of the Upper Green River as a wild and scenic river.
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78-1
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 78 (COX)

78-1 Please refer to Appendix 7 for the analysis of stream and river

suitability under wild and scenic river criteria.
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79-1

79-2

79-3

79-4

Lorin E. Squires
2795 West 1100 North March 26,1992
Vernal, Utah 84078

Penelope Smalley, Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Vernal District

170 South 500 East

Vernal, Ut 84078

Dear Ms. Smalley:

I am writing in reference to the Diamond Mountain Resource Area
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. I
have a copy of the management plan which I have studied. In
addition I have participated in meetings of the natural resource
committee of the Uintah Mountain Club and have contributed to the
analysis of the plan performed by that organization. You will
receive a letter presenting our support for alternative E of the
plan with certain recommendations for modification. I wish to
underscore the information in the Uintah Mountain Club document.
I also wish to lend my support for the preferred alternative
which I consider to be a good balanced plan for management of the
resource area, and I hope that there will not be an erosion of
this balanced management approach.

I encourage a management approach which provides for sustained
utilization of the land while preserving its ecological integrity
rather than a more consumptive attitude which usually is
accompanied by environmental deterioration. I feel that the
recommendations presented in the Uintah Mountain Club statement
support this theme. I would like to focus on a few areas of
_concern.

The acreage liated for level one management priority under
alternative E should be expanded. Additional acreage for upgrade
'£5 level 2 management should also be considered. One area that I
would like to see have more restricted management is the
sandstone formation region north of Steinaker Reservoir. Please
| consider a management emphasis of this area which will prevent
environmental degradation and preserve aesthetic quality. I
would like to underscore the designation of the plan’s Areas of
Critical Concern (ACEC) including designation of portions of the
Green River under the Wild and Scenic River Act. I also support
careful management of riparian habitats including management for
|mitigation of environmental degradation and also for reclamation
_of previously damaged habitat.

I anticipate that the use of public land by off-highway vehicle
operators will increase. This will be both a function of
increased population, tourist use of our area and greater
recreation activity. While many vehicle operators show wisdom

and respect for other people and the land, an element in this
group focuses only on the thrill of the ride regardiess of the

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 79 (SQUIRES)
79-1 Please refer to our response 61-1.

79-2 OHV restrictions identified forthe sandstone area of Red Mountain
are somewhat more restrictive in the proposed plan than they were in the draft. As
stated in the proposed plan, a recreation management plan will be prepared to
identify in detail how the area will be managed. This plan willaddress the needs of
OHV users, mountain bike users, horseback riders, and individuals enjoying hiking
in the area. Some give and take will be required by all parties involved to
accommodate the needs of others. Any plan must include the cooperation of, and
be sensitive to, the desires of private landowners inthe area. Please referto Table
2-16 for decisions for special emphasis areas under the proposed plan.

79-3 Thank you for your support for the proposed ACECs and recom-
mendations for inclusions in the National Wild and Scenic River System.

79-4 Please refer to our responses 74-3 and 79-2.
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79-4
Cont.

79-5

2

impact of the surroundings. Some individuals alsc abuse their
right to use our road and highway system, and for this reason we
have laws and regulations to govern vehicle use. I urge the
district managers to develop a plan for the management of OHV’s
on BLM land and include in that plan restricted use of these
vehicles in areas with sensitive vegetation, cryptogamic crusts
and easily erodible soils. The slickrock region on the slope of
Red Mountain should be included in the restricted zone.
Attention should also be given to the concerns of hikers and
other non-vehicle recreationists who often feel that noise and
interference by OHV activity degrades their recreational
experience. I enjoy the use of off-highway vehicles but have
been appalled by the environmental damage I have witnessed in
this and other parts of the state and would hope that such damage
can be mitigated.

I am personally opposed to phosphate mining in the Red Mountain
to Ashley Creek area and would support an addition to the plan
restricting mining activity in this area. I reiterate my support
for the preferred alternative, alternative E, and hope that the
district will resist efforts to alter this alternative in
preference to alternatives A, C or D. I also strongly encourage
careful consideration toward incorporating the Uintah Mountain

Club’s recommendations into the preferred alternative.

I commend BLM personnel for the efforts that have gone into the
preparation of this plan and hope that effort and resources for
implementation will be forthcoming. Thank you for your
consideration of my comments.

Sincerely,

Lorin E. Squires

79-5

Please referto our response 61-2.
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80-4

CLIFFORD ARD LENORA SHITH
DAGGETT CO. UT. RD. 26056, BX &
MAYBELL, CO., 81640

23 MRCH 1992

Jean Sinclear

Bureau of Land Management
Vernal Diataict

170 South 500 East
Veanad, Utah 84078

Dear Jean:

Qur commenta to the DARA are sabmitted Azncwitﬁ. We would like to
atate that review of thia plan in a 90-da¥ penavd haa pu; ua at a
disadvantage. In the process of i ¢@tL[ycn;.oun nawnah an% an;a J
{rom all othen areas and then analyjing the impact of what ia alneady
in effect and all the aubsequent changes haa been a fruatrating
effort. Thene are aegments o each alteanative that we concurn wit
hbleven therxe ia no one alternative that {4 acc;ptubl:.

Specific aread of concenn ane az followa:

1. Utilities connidor: The exiating pipelines ahould nemain
aa ia :ALvL ~ Thene haa been en%a A acaaning of the land.

| Jo furthen prelin¢4 ahould be allowed.
2. Taulon Flat and Willow Cneek: Theae alaataipa

2. Ainataipa on Jae 4
have been u%éli;ca gy ?LalenpananA, charlenr ?La ing guide
seavicea, DWR to apray noxious weeds, and gyoun onganization
to aeed buaned anear.” They have alao been used in me Lgal
emeagencies. It {4 our underatanding that téey are dapccted
on noad and ain mapa. They ahould be maintained by youn

L ggency aa they mre on public landa.

|3. Liveatock Gaaging: We feel the present AN 'a ahould not
incxeased,

4, Wildlige Habitat: Development of habitat should be of
the Type thal doea not requine special watening. A apecies
ahould be found that survives the exiating weathen and a0id
| conditiona.

. Fine Management: Preacaibed bunns should be eliminated.
;A: e:LAZLng sage brush, pingon-junipex atanda provide watenshed.
Chaining and bunnin has reduce ¢
Ve have experienced flaah {looding in the paat end we étlceve
thia wouldPoccun if controlled burna ane (nitiated ageln.
The auppreasion areas should be increased to (-2 milea:
{ron paivate lands and buildings if contrnolled buans are

| g{lowed.
rZT Reintnoduction of Bighoan Sheep: We do not favor thia

d this anea within tne laat 6 gyeana.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 80 (SMITH)

80-1 The planning process identified a need for a north-south utility
corridor, primarily to facilitate transportation of oil and/or gas between Utah and
Wyoming. Jesse Ewing Canyon presently has three major pipelines and hasbeen
determined to support up to 3 more pipelines. The route depicted for this utility
corridor basically follows these existing pipelines. Thus it is expected that the
critical wildlife habitat and visual qualities of Browns Park would be maintained.

80-2 While we agree that an emergency landing strip may be needed
inthe Browns Park area, portions of the two existing strips are presently intrespass,
creating an identified need for their resolution. BLM is not in the business of
managing landing strips and would seek another entity to manage them.

80-3 The proposed plan would establish livestock preference at the
present level of 50,299 AUMSs, please refer to Table 2-15 under livestock.

80-4 Our standard reseeding procedures are to plant species that meet
BLM forage and watershed objectives and can survive existing soil and weather
conditions. Plants have been watered at the Taylor Flat study exclosure for a
special study. It would not be practical for BLM to water plants on the open
rangeland.

80-5 Refer to vegetation resources in the Planning Criteria in Chapter
1 and Management Common to the Proposed Plan and Alternatives in Chapter 2.
Fire is an approved tool to meet activity plan objectives. Crucial deer winter range
in Browns Park is a priority suppression area. The Browns Parkhome owners on
Taylor Flat are within the crucial deer winter range.

80-6 The proposed plan would allow for the reintroduction of up to 400
bighorn sheep on public land in the Browns Park-Three Corners area, placing a
seasonal restriction to surface disturbing activities (September 1 through June 30)
to protect existing rutting and lambing areas. We would also like to take
opportunities to eliminate domestic sheep grazing on public lands through nego-
tiations to reduce the potential of disease transmission between domestic and wild
sheep. No road closures have been proposed related to the reintroduction of
bighorn sheep. We recommend you discuss your hunting concerns with UDWR,
the agency responsible for management of big game and regulating hunting
seasons. Your contentionthatbighorn sheep will attract more tourists may betrue,
however, we anticipate a much larger increase fromriver recreationists than would
be expected from bighorn sheep enthusiasts. We have expanded our Bridge
Hollow facilities and will be improving our Indian Crossing Campground and Jarvie
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I8 Comment letten Continued

80-6
Cont.

80-10

80-12

70, Ripanian Aneaa: Theae aneas along the aiven seem to auatain
the aclivity of penaona and the liveatock aazing on the Janvie

—

.

.waa hiatony in the making and ahould be xetained.

action. - The d’evr.l;/;m.nt of habitat for the sheep will

require buaning. We fear the impact of the reintroduction

to oux present way of Life % the closuse of roadz, hunting
and gaazing by liveatoch. ¢ plan citea reatrictions of

one mife and ten milea, Placing sheep in thia area of the
quantitiea atated will attract moxe tourists, envinonmentaliats
and photogaaphers get there ane no plans mentioned for
gacilu‘.tiu auch a4 xeatrooms and new roads. The time to

udget all coats ia now, not at o loter date.

[ 7. Jaavie Alatoric Jite: We would like to see preaervation
of the Rexitage of Eathe Campbell at the Joavie site. The

xock gaaden in paxticular as that ia all that is left. Thia

any o[ t[l_e
treea and 2hruba have been destroged by beavers and firea, The
many teedling of trees on the propeaty could be taanaplanted.
The aidewalhs placed for the Aytical%g chellenged detracta
from the hiatorical theme. Utilizetion o Gollycanta to senvice
the people would have been a viable altexnative.

:8

Touniam: BIM and DUR should share in the coata to
mainlain and improve the roads fi.e. paving). Coats ahould

be included in gour budgeta, JSpecial conaideration for widening
the dugway faom the Taylox Flat Bridge to 1/3 mile to

the eaat ahould be included in the plan. When taaveling the
aoadway, the aceneay ia beautiful and could be a diatraction
to a daiver. The noadway ia nanzov and haa blind tpota to
oncvm'.nz tu}l{u: The widening of the roadway would not

6; viaible from the aiver level aa the noad is several feet
above it,

9. Senitation Facilitied and Land L Area: With the increase
of touslam the one ganbage trailes on Bnidge #ollow ia not

aufficient. Catabliahing a landfill area would encouncge
proper diaposal of ganbage. Placing neatnooms facilitiea

at 2-3 mile inteavala from aidgeport to Swallow canyon would
reduce Auman waste along the aiven,

Site. lncneased flova from the dam would %avc « more devastating
effect in the event of heavy apaing nunoffs.

(1. Red Creek Drainage: Thia area ahould be a high prionity.
Coordlnation with Wyoming BLA should be initiated %o prevent
the flow of allt into the Green Riven. Conatauction of cateh
basina ahould be implemented inmediately. -

12, Wild and Scenic River Designation: We feel thia deaignation
will Rave an edvenze affect on %Ze private landowners an
citigens in Browna Parh. The economy of Daggett County could
be impacted. The present tax base Ls ot 8%, The Federal and
Jtate agencies have mone than enough contaol oven the aives and

_2-

Historic Site to meet some of these needs. These facilities will have adequate
restrooms and roads to meet the future public needs.

80-7 The Jarvie property was acquired by BLMto preserve and interpret
the history of John Jarvie between 1880 and 1909. Although there may be a value
in preserving the heritage of Esther Campbell, we do not feel that it should be done
at the Jarvie Historic Site. The sidewalks were installed at the historic site after
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer. Theyare intended to make
it more accessible to the physically challenged. Various other alternatives were
examined, but none were found to be satisfactory.

80-8 The road of concern is a county road. Daggett County is respon-
sible for maintenance and safety problems along its route.

80-9 If more than one garbage trailer is needed at Bridge Hollow,
another one will be provided. Establishing a landfill area in Browns Park would be
much more expensive at this time than hauling garbage to Dutch John or Vernal.
We agree that additional restroom facilities are needed in Browns Park along the
Green River. These will be provided over time as funding permits.

80-10 Livestock grazing on the Green River in Browns Park under the
proposed plan would be opento restricted grazing on a case-by-case basis only as
abiological tool to control noxious weeds or to maintain or enhance wildlife habitat
(refer to the ACEC prescriptions for livestock in the proposed plan). Periodic
flooding during heavy spring runoffs has the potentialto expand orimprove riparian
areas.

80-11 The majority of the watershed for Red Creek is in Wyoming.
Wyoming BLMis currently planning watershed improvement projects as part of the
Green River RMP whichis also currently in development. BLM in Utah hasbuilt 115
reservoirs as partof the existing Red Creek Watershed Plan. We have addedthese
reservoir numbers to Table A8-1 under the Clay Basin Allotment. BLM proposes
to build 15 more reservoirs under the proposed plan. See Table A8-4, Clay Basin
Allotment.

80-12 Please refer to our response 36-1. Toliver Creek was on a list of
streams looked at for possible wild and scenic river designation, but it was
determined that it did not meet the criteria for further study. It is proposed to be
dropped from further study.
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IAMA Comment letten Continued

and landa in thia area.

The citigena of Daggett County would like to take the initiative
to develop touariam conailatent’ with the Alatory of the nanchen,
?panta and outdoora peraona way of life.

he liat of nivera and atneama includea Toliver Creek which

nuns thau oun property.. We queation the inclusion aa the only
time thene ia watea ia duaing aprxing runoff. Buffern zonea

on eithen aide of thia caeek would affect our landa.” We oppose
thia incluaion.

We ane aure there are more areas of concern we ahould have addrnesrsed.
Some of the atatiatical data seemed gqueationable, howeven not enough
time waa available to veaify.

We do not want oun guality o[ li/e to be meactgd un{nvvnably. We
have family that ahanre our love of the area and we intend to leave
oun land and home end cultume that we have built for the paat (8 yeana
to oun childaen and thein futuae.

We would like to be able to continue to care forx the area and take

our part in protecting the exiating beauty without funthen nestnictiona.

We wiah to be included in the nremaining phases of thisa plun.

?cap:ct{ully aubmitted,

(LA

ClEffond 5;L£@ 5

nora Smit
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82-1

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE m—
ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGIONAL OFFICE ?‘

12295 W. Alameda Parkway
P.O. Box 25287
Denver, Colorado 80225-0287

1N REPLY RAEFER TD:

L7619 (RMR-PP)

MAR 25 B8R

Memorandun

To: Team Leader, Diamond Mountain Resource Management
Plan/Environnental Impact Statement, Bureau of Land Management,
Vernal, Utzh

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

Subject: Diamond Mountain Resource Area Draft Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement (DES 91/0034)

The National Park Service (NPS) has reviewed the sbove-referenced document and
offers the following comments.

Management of Bureau of Land Management (BLM) lands is of concern to the
National Park Service (NPS) because actions taken on these lands may impact
units of the National Park System or other areas vhere the NPS has program
responsibilities. One unit, Dinosaur National Monument, as well as several
National Natural Landmarks, could be impacted by activities proposed in this
document. .

Based on our NPS responsibility te protect monument resources and resource
values, we recommend adoption of Alternative E (preferred alternative) with
modifications based on our recommendations in this response, Without those
modifications, we recommend adoption of Alternative B (ecological systems).

The proposed action generally classifies areas adjacent to Dinosaur National
Monument as Management Levels 3 and 4. In Alternative B, those same lands are
generally classified in Management Level 2.

The document indicates that lands adjacent to Dinosaur National Monument
include high sensitivity paleontological zones, relatively low mineral
potential, high values for a variety of wildlife, critical watersheds, and
100-year floodplains. The lands inside the monument also have high public
values for wildlife, paleontological resources, public enjoyment and

‘| recreation, watershed, and solitude. Adoption of Alternative E with

designation of lands adjacent to the monument in Management Levels 3 and &
would not adequately protect monument resources and park values.

United States Department of the Interior F

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 82 (NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, Snyder)

82-1 BLMspecialists independently portrayed resource values, restric-
tions and management levels they determined were needed to protect resource
values on public lands. This analysis resulted in lands adjacent to Dinosaur
National Monument being placed in management levels 2, 3, and 4. We feel these
management levels are adequate to protect resources without compromising the
resource values within the monument. Adjoining landowners would be consulted
prior to initiating any actions that may affect them.
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82-1
Cont.

Alternative E would likewise not adequately address simllar values on
contiguous public lands covered under this draft plan. Of particular concern
13 one block of land immediately contiguous with park lands that is
recommended as Management level & (open management). Ve suggest that open
managenent is an lnappropriate designation for any public lands adjacent to
Dinosaur National Monument.

Given BIM's affirmative cbligation to consider and ald In the protection of
park resources and resource values, Alternative B more closely fits as the
preferred alternative on lands imnedistely adjacent to Dinosaur Rational
Monument. A modified Alternative B (preferred alternative) that would emhance
protection for adjacent lands by redesignating those lands from Management
Levels 3 and & to Management Level 2 would be an acceptable alternative.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this document. Our general comnents
are enclosed.

Nuherl %l
Michael D. Snyder

Enclosures
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82-2

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE COMMENTS ON DIAMOND MOUNTAIN RESOURCE ARFA DRAFT
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Mineral Resources

Our comments address only those areas in which il and gas operations could
impact the resources of Dinosaur National Monument and are directed toward
inconsistencies within (a) the mineral potential classification, and (b) the
management alternatives.

Ve have difficulty reconciling the regional geology of the "Horseshoe Bend-
Ashley Valley Region (HB-AV)" surrounding the park with the *moderate"
hydrocarbon potential and the oil and gas play type assigned to it (depicted
on Maps 3-12 and A4-1, respectively). Examination of the geology indicates
the dominant feature here is an upthrown block, bounded on the north by the
Island Park fault and on the south by the Wolf Creek fault, and cored by
exposed Mississippian age rocks along its axis. This area is topographically
expressed as Split Mountain. The north flank of this block, situated on the
moderate potentisl land, is the overturned southeast limb of a syncline,
exposing Pennsylvanian through Jurassic age rocks on the hanging wall block,
and Jurassic through Cretaceous age rocks on the foot wall block. The axis of
the syncline is overturned beneath the Island Park fault, and the northeast
limb climbs gently to the northwest where it crops out in the Diamond
Mountains. One of the three producing formations in the HB-AV region, the
Pennsylvanian Weber, is breached all along the north flank and on the westward
plunging nose, enhancing the probability of reservoir flushing. Both regional
structure and surface exposures suggest this is an unlikely area for
hydrocarbon acéumulation.

Examining the well information in the area surrounding the monument further
supports our contention that the area would be more appropriately categorized
as "low potential.® There were only three wells drilled adjacent to the
monument. The Hiko Bell Jensen well number 1 was drilled in Township 3 South,
Range 23 East, Section 28 to a total depth of 6,208 feet to the Weber
formation. Only a very light eut of crude was found with the drill mud. The
vell was subsequently plugged and abandoned. The Union Texas Rammison 7-1,
Township 4 South, Range 23 East, Section 7, was drilled in August of 1980 to a
total depth of 8,285 feet., The drill stem test indicated no presence of
hydrocarbons, and recovered fresh water at 8,000 feet. As with the Hiko Bell
well, this well was plugged and abandoned. The final well was located in
Township 4 South, Range 23 East, Section 34. The target formatfon was the
Weber at 5,552 feet. There was a weak blow of gas at 2,890 feet that died in
5 minutes. Again, this well was plugged and abandoned. In fact, there is no
production anywhere between the two areas of outcrop mentioned above. The
fields discussed in the HB-AV region are all located west of the monunent
closer to Vernal.

Two other zones (Tertiary Greem River and Uinta Formations) are described in
the document as having hydrocarbon potential in the HB-AV area. Examination
of the surface geology in the area immediately adjacent to the park indicates
the Tertiary section was either denuded or never deposited anywhere between
the park and the Diamond Mountains. We dispute the inclusion of this area in
the "Tertiary Shallow Undiscovered Oil Play” when these rocks are mot present,

82-2 Moderate and low mineral potential lands are defined in the
Glossary (please refer to page G.8 “Mineral Potential’). Published subsurface
maps indicate that the subsurface geologic environment is favorable north of the
Dinosaur National Monument boundary. Both the Hiko Bell Jensen No. 1 explor-
atory well and an additional Hiko Bell well (T: ownship 4 South, Range 23 East,
section 34) indicate that both wells had shows of either oil or gas. Therefore, based
on the definitions of mineral potential in this document, it seems appropriate not to
change the designation of the potential of the lands north of the Dinosaur National
Monument boundary.

We agree with your comment that Tertiary strata is not present at the surface
surrounding Dinosaur NationalMonument (please referto Map 3-11. Therefore, we
agree that draft Map A4-1 which displays “Tertiary Shallow Discovered Oil Plays”
as present adjacent and within the Monument is in error. Please referto final Map
A4-1 to note the correction.
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82-3

82-4

82-5

82-6

2

Vhile the Horseshoe Bend-Ashley Valley Region is undoubtedly hydrocarbon rich,
we guestion the inclusion of the area surrounding the nose and flank of the
uplift, Both surface and subsurface information available indicate that this
is a poor area for oil and gas production and should be categorized as having
"low potential.® By doing so, either careful or restricted minerals
managenent guidelines could be imposed in the area surrounding the park with
minimal adverse effect on the oil industry.

Visual Resources

The document shows Visual Resource Management (VRM) classes in Map 3-33 (page
3.71) vithin the Resource Area. Nearly all of the lands adjacent to the
monument are in classes I1I and IV, Given the high value associated with
scenic vistas in, to, and from the monument, we recommend that these adjacent
lands be reclassified to higher value VRM classes that would offer added
protection to this important public resource. This is especially important
for areas adjacent to Dinosaur National Monument proposed wilderness zones.

S

Solitude

Solitude is a very important resource value within Dinosaur National Monument.
Through ambient sound monitoring, we have established a baseline that
documents the near absence of man-made sounds in the momment. 190 sound
levels in backcountry areas are consistently in the low to mid-20 dB range.
L50 averages seldom exceed 30 dB. Developments on lands adjacent to the
monument could result in significant deterioration to this resource value.
Adoption of our recommendations relative to management level reclassification
Lwould significantly protect the quality of solitude in the monument.

Fire Management

We commend your plan for the inclusion in the preferred alternative of
prescribed natural fire management. Our respective Fire Management Officers
have coordinated fire management efforts for compatibility over the past
several years and we anticipate that will continue under the final plan.

Several places in the document (e.g. page 2.21) refer to maintaining late
seral or climax vegetation conditions on 60 to 70 percent of the subject
lands. We did not find your rationale that describes the fire or other
disturbance regimes that would set back seral stages. Perhaps in some
situations with frequent matural disturbances, more of a mosaic of seral
ﬁtages would be desirable.

Wild and Scenic Rivers

Alternative B (ecological systems) proposes consideration of Wild and Scenic
River designation for both the "middle” and "lower” reaches of the Green
River. The "middle" reach is that section immediately below Dinosaur National
Monument. Alternative E (preferred alternative) proposes consideration of
such designation for only the "lower® reach. Given the potential to better
protect high-value endangered fish habitats and riparian zones, as well as
consistency in considering designation of the entire Green River below Flaming

82-3 Visual resource classes, as used in this plan, were developed
using standard BLM criteria by an independent contractor in 1979. We appreciate
the National Park Service’s concern over scenic vistas that go beyond monument
boundaries, but feelthe VRM classes as shownaccurately describe the appropriate
classes on the lands administered by BLM.

82-4 Thank you for your comments. As statedinthe standard operating
procedures of chapter 2 of the proposed plan, BLM will prepare site-specific
environmental reviews before many of the actions proposed in this plan are
implemented. The NEPA process calls for inclusion of consultation with private
individuals, local governments and governmental agencies that would be affected
by the proposed action. The proposed plan goes on to state explicitly that BLM-
approved actions on public lands would be coordinated fully withadjoining landown-
ers, local governments, and anyone with a valid existing right on the land (i.e.,
grazing permittee, mineral lessee).

82-5 Please refer to Table 2-15 under vegetation for ecological stages
proposed by alternative. Management of the vegetation wou Id be done by various
practices of which prescribed burning is one. Refer to Appendix 8, Table A8-4 for
rangeland management treatments or practices proposed by allotment. Refer to
Chapter 4, under impact analysis of implementing the proposed plan regarding
impacts from vegetation management to other programs.

82-6 Appendix 7 lists in detail the reasons BLM is not proposing to
recommend the middle reach of Green River for designation as a Wild and Scenic
River.
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82-6
Cont.

82-8

82-9

82-10

82-11

Gorge Dan, we suggest that the preferred alternative be amended to recommend
consideration for both the "middle" and "lower® reach of the Creen River
within the Resource Area,

Recreation Development

[The docunent notes that recreation facilities may be developed in areas near
Dinosaur National Monument (e.g. Jomes Hole area). The Monument staff looks
forward to cooperating with BIN in planning and design efforts to ensure our
respective developments are compatible with efficlent visitor services and
protection of resources and resource values.

Grazing

We RMP/DEIS notes continuation of grazing by domestic livestock adjacent to
the monument in all of the alternatives. With each alternative there are
shades of differences in how that grazing will be authorized and managed.
Grazing adjacent to the wonument, particularly where the boundary is unfenced,
has direct and indirect impacts on park resources and resource values. As you
know, grazing of domestic livestock is generally prohibited on lands
administered by the National Park Service. Recent history has shown that
where early consultation is lacking in our respective management of grazing,
both Agencies and the permittee are impacted. We make two recommendations
relative to management of grazing:

1) The DEIS should be amended to acknowledge the impact of permitted grazing
on BLM lands to park resources and resource values as a result of trespass
grazing. These problems (existing and potential) can be significantly reduced
by construction and maintenance of adequate boundary fences. The DEIS should
note that more efficient use of BIM lands and protection of park resources
would accrue with BIM participation in boundary fencing programs.

F)_ In implementation of the RMP, earlier and more complete coordination and
consultation in the design and location of range improvements, water
developments, and grazing systems will significantly reduce the potential for
impacts to park resources and conflicts with authorized BIM permittees. We
again recommend that both Agencies endeavor to maintain such coordination and
| consultation.

Threatened and Endangered Species

’Ee docunent should be amended to reflect completion of the formal endangered
species listing process for Ute Ladies Tresses orchid (threatened) and
Tazorback sucker (endangered).

Employment

[Table 4-3 (page 4.14) projects impacts to jobs by alternstive, That table is

dravn from & U.S. Forest Serviee publication without reference to its

82-7 Thank you for your comments and offer of assistance.

82-8 The Wild Mountain area you may be referring to is within Colorado,
and is outside the management boundaries of DMRA. The management respon-
sibilities for Wild Mountain lie with the Little Snake Resource Area of the Craig
District. DMRA administers the area in conformance with the management
direction contained in the Little Snake RMP. We agree, trespass problems from
BLM-permitted livestock drifting onto National Park Service-administered lands
must be solved through continued coordination and consultation efforts. It is
however the grazing permittee’s responsibility to insure BLM-permitted livestock
remain where authorized. New range improvements on BLM lands will be planned
in such a way to minimize trespass problems occurring on National Park Service-
administered lands. We also agree fencing through a cooperative effort may be a
solution to a trespass problem.

82-9 See our response 82-8 above.

82-10 Thank you. Chapter 3 has been updated to show the most current
status for Ute Ladies Tresses orchid and razorback sucker.

82-11 This table has been deleted.
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pplicability to the BLM RMFP alternative. Given current levels vithin the
{amond Mountain Resource Area, it seems questionable that adoption of
Lternative B would result in a loss of 3,100 jobs in the oil and gas
industry. We recommend that supporting documentation be provided or that this
table (and similar narrative) be deleted.

82-11
Cont.

Paleontology

n page 2.34 the plan calls for surface collection of fossil invertebrates and
lants and later amateur collection of fossil vertebrates (pending BIM

This is to occur in areas identified as having High Sensitivity
The proposed management actions are inappropriate for the noted
ensitivity of the resource. The professional paleontology staff at the
onument is familiar with some of the exposures and formations in these areas
nd some fossil invertebrates and plants that would be of high scientific
ignificance if they were found in these areas. The blanket assumption that
ossil invertebrates and plants are not significant 1s erroneous. The
otential for significance needs to be evaluated for each formation before
pen collection is allowed.

82-12

The collection of fossil vertebrates by other than scientific institutions
should not be allowed. Rarity and uniqueness of fossil vertebrate remains
mean that most specimens will have high scientific value that will be lost if
jamateur collection is allowed.

82-13

These activities will be occurring on lands contiguous to Dinosaur National
Monument. It is our historical experience that opening adjacent areas to
amateur collecting will have negative impacts on our resources through
Lin_creased illegal collecting.

82-14

On page 3.5, the chart showing paleontological resources is highly biased
towards vertebrate fossils. No mention is made of potential for significant
plant and invertebrate fossils. A more comprehensive scientific evaluation is
needed for this section (the source 1isted is the Vernal District files).

82-16

According to your draft plan, over 300 fossil localities are known with only
one percent of the land surveyed, yet all the land is to be opened to amateur
collection. Such richness should dictate continued closure at least until an
adequate baseline inventory and scientific evaluation has been done.

82-16

On page Al.2, the paleontological mitigation guidelines noted are those of the
Utah State Paleontologist. There is no indication that they will be adopted
by BIN, how they will be implemented, or how such actions will be used to
manage areas as a result of this planning document. Nearly all the classes of
paleontological sites listed require some mitigation. Only the last, Class V,
requires no mitigation. Even then, intensive survey is required before this
class ranking is to be assigned. The plan simply calls for opening the area
for amateur collecting of fossil plants and {nvertebrates. The apparent
preferred management action is not in consonance with the mitigation chart in
Lth_e document.

82-17

82-12 The paragraph you refertohasbeen changedinthe proposedplan,
please refer to Table 2-15. The potential for significance will be evaluated for all
formations within areas proposed for collection.

82-13 The paleontological resources section in the proposed plan has
been changed to consider both plantand invertebrate fossils. The paleontological
resource map in Chapter 3ofthis document, has been modified toinclude additional
highly sensitive paleontological zones. Casual use collection of vertebrate fossils
within the resource area will not be allowed. Howeveron a case-by-case basis,
collection of vertebrate fossils by a scientific institution could be considered.

82-14 Al tands will not be open to collection. Collection will be permitted
only at specified locations following BLM approval.

82-15 Our intent is to follow the mitigation guidelines deveioped by the
Utah State Paleontologist. It should be noted that BLM’s policy on management of
paleontological resources is still being developed. The BLM State Paleontologist
will work closely with the Utah State Paleontologist infinalizing this policy. Thechart
showing paleontological resources has been expanded in the proposed plan.
82-16 Please refer to the response provided above to comment 82-15.
82-17 Paleontological inventories will be conducted on all sensitive
formations before surface disturbing activities willbe permitted. Iffossils arefound,
their significance will be evaluated and if necessary mitigated through avoidance or
excavation by qualified individuals. Amateur collecting will be closely regulated by
BLM.
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82-18

82-19

82-20

5

he plan does not adequately address paleontological resources. The potential
or sclentifically significant material is high for the areas covered by the
lan, yet there is no attempt or plan to inventory and access those resources.
anagement actlons appear to be based on seriously deficlent baseline data.

There is no discussion on how development (roads, stock ponds, etc.) on these
fands will impact fossils or how such impacts will be nitigated. Overall, the
plan proposes activities that will in all likelihood result in the loss of
paluable scientific material. In addition, unregulated amateur collecting in
preas contiguous with Dinosaur National Monument lands poses a strong
potential threat to our own nationally protected fossil resources.

National Natural Landmarks

The National Park Service administers the National Natural Landmark (NNL)
program. The purpose of the program is to identify significant ecological and
geological features that make up our Nation’s rich natural history. The
objectives for the program are: 1) to encourage the preservation of sites
i1lustrating the ecological and geological character of the United States; 2)
to enhance the scientific and educational value of sites thus preserved; 3) to
strengthen public appreciation of natural history; and, 4) to foster a greater
concern in the conservation of our Nation's natural heritage.

The following potential NNL's are within the Diamond Mountain Resource Area:

1) Ashley Creek Canyon 2) Asphalt Ridge

3) Sheep Creek Canyon 4) Sheep Creek Narrows

5) Hickerson Park 6) Castle Cliffs of Duchesne

7) West Harma Narrows 8) Hidden Valley Badlands

9) Duchesne River Bluffs

iEnclosed are copies of the approximate locations and deseriprions of each area
from our files and informational materials on the MNL program. Please
consider the opportunities to preserve our Nation’s natural heritage in the
Diamond Mountain Resource Area Management Plan. Please contact Cheryl A.
iireiex’ at (303) 969-2929 if you have questions regarding these potential
NNL's.,

82-18 We believe the changes to made to Alternative E in response to
public comment as reflected in the proposed plan are adequate.

82-19 Please refer to our response 82-17 above.

82-20 Ofthe 9 potential National Natural Landmarks (NNLs) listed in your

comment, only two, Ashley Creek Canyon and Asphalt Ridge, contain public lands
surface managed by BLM.

Ashley Creek. That portion ofthe potential NNL south of the Ashley National Forest
contains Ashley Springs which is used by much of Ashley Valley for both culinary
andirrigation water. Italso contains a culinary water treatment plant. All public land
inthe area is withdrawn to protect this important water supply. Our position is that
the portion of the potential NNL on public land does not meet the criteria for
designation and should be removed from further consideration.

Asphalt Ridge. Of the 640 acres in this potential NNL only 40 acres are controlled
by BLM. The area is being actively mined by Uintah County for road asphalt. it is
our position thatthe area’s principle value is as a source of asphalt. Itdoes not meet
the criteria for designation and should be dropped for further consideration.
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Ccarl E. and Myrna A. Cobbs
1728 East 1700 South
Vernal, Utah 84078

March 27, 1992

Bureau of Land Management
Vernal District

170 South 500 East
Vernal, Utah 84078

Attn: Penelope Smalley - Team Leader
Re: Diamond Mountain Resource Management Plan
Dear Ms. Smalley;

In reviewing the Diamond Mountain Environment Draft Statenent,
we have come to the conclusion that it is so complex and not
understandable that I and my wife are both having real problems
trying to come up with the logic that this statement is trying to
nmake.

We have a small summer home on Pot Creek and we also own land
in the Warren Draw. We have Studied your proposals and our
recommendation would be to let the B.L.M. manage their property in
exactly the way they have during the past years and not to try to
impose the environmentalist ideas into a plan that will not work.

We are completely opposed to opening public roads through
private land ownership areas. There are so0 many probleus
associated with the taking of private ownership rights that we
recommend and ask that these proposed actions be taken out of this
environmental statement.

Leave the Davenport, Lambson, Jackson and Warren Draws as they
are. Leava Red Mountain and Ashley Creek as they are.

(ot G665

Carl E. Cobbs

.

H%a A. Cobbs -

CEC/MAC/ 3k

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 83 (COBBS)

83-1

We appreciate your concern. Please refer to our response 12-1.
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March 26, 1992

Penelope Smalley-Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Vernal District

170 South 500 East

Vernal UT 84078

To whom it may concern:

This letter is about the Diamond Mourntain Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement in the Jackson Draw area.

r;;ter reviewing the above plan it is my understanding that the
organization is intending to make a road from the Jackson Draw to
the Davenport Draw by way of Maimes Hole and create a picnic area
in Bear Hollow.

These plans are not in the best interest to the many different
types of wildlife in the Jackson Draw area. For instance, Maimes
Hole is one of the popular calving sites for the elk in the
Jackson Draw. If this is disrupted they will have to moves on to
other sites. The rcad and picnic area will also bring in more
hunters to go along with the already diminishing elk and deer
herds in the area. It is my feelings that these plans are going

to bring more pesple into the area and move the wildlife out.

As a sportsman and cutdoorsman I have seen what unlawful people
can do to roads and lands. They cut fences, harass cattle,
litter and trespass on to private land without Permission just to
name a few. If we let this action pass these areas are not going
to be the same as they have been for generations.

It is not only the outdoorsman and wildlife that are being
punished but also the land owners whom have ranched these lands
for generations. And now you tell them they have to make public
access through their lands.

It is my concern that these actions should be removed from the
Management Plans.

Concerned

DUSTIN HENLINE

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 84 (HENLINE)

84-1
response 12-1.

Thank you for expressing your concern. Please refer to our
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vernal, Utah

To; Penelope Smalley, Tean Leadar
Buresu of Land Managwent
Vernal District
170 South 500 Zast
Vernal, Utah 34972

As a concurnmd citisen I would like to comment on
the Diamond Mountaln Resource Nanagment Plan and Bnvironwen—
ta)l Ispact Statement.

Althongh my cosments could pertain to many other
areas of Diamond Mountain Y would specifically liks to Qirect
ny concarng to the Jackson Draw area since I am familiar with
this saction. As X understand it moat of tha meadowlands and
vater is owned by the Backimg and MeCoyFamily, and I would
1ike to commend them on the way they have bandled the prob-
lem of tresspass in the past, not enly tresspass but access
to BLYM land which &= of couxse what this is all about,

I have had tha privilege of hunting io this area
for many years. And in that time I have seen mamy other hun-
ters , soma vith peralsaion to tresspass and othera vith no
pirnission, I might add that most of the psople that tress-
pass vithout psrmizsion do not even contact the landowners
te aek for permission. I bave meen both elk and deer killed
and left for the coyotes and birds of prey, I have aleo sean
the meadowlands tora up by four vheel drive trucks in the wet
seasan, fences knockad down knd gates laft open, and still
these landovoers lat mamy huatezs on their property and all
they aok of us is to protect what is rightfully theirs.

Acother thing that concerns me very much &5 the
porticns of the Jackson Dzaw, gpecifically "dalmes Hole" and
*ppar Hollow" are hoth calving areas for as many as 250 head

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 85 (BAESE)
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85-1

of elk. I bave cbaerved this avery apring for many yaars.

Both of theze areas can be peen with binoculaze and spotting

Ecapas from the county road, so there should ny nead to any

type of road accesg into theme areas,

One more thing I akould mention is what seems to be

the growing number of moose in this arsa. Last yaaxr 1931, 3

obsezved 5 poosa in the Kaimes Hole area during the general

elx hunt, Alzo almost every year several bear are spotted

in this generml area, and again all of this can be seen from

the main road that goes throngh the Jackson Draw. Wow you tell
me what 13 going to happan if public access is allowed in

these sreas? I'm sure we all kmow it would have a very adverse

effect on tha vildlife in thie azea.
[ Going back to the Sssve of the HLK land in the Jack-
son Draw, anyone wanting to gain access can do s¢ from efthar
the sopth or nerth snds mnd also from the Warrea Draw to the
east. €o what could possidly be gailned by opening wp public
access through the very delicite meadovlands vhich are priv-
ately ownsd, other than creating sany bad feelings between
landowners and concerned citizens but, most infringing upon

what seems to ba a bavan for deer, elk, moose and mt, lion.

I hope you will consider my input in any Euture placs
for whatever changes are made in this very special area of
Diamond Nountain,

Yours Truly,
Xarl J. Baese- owmar spnt r«m@ Botel

1015 Rast Xwy 40 T
Veznal, Utah 84078

Sor 769 Yaz0

341_4\ .

85-1

response 12-1,

Thank you for expressing your concerns. Please refer to our
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86-1

Bureau of land Management
vernal District

178 South 588 Easi
Vernpal, Utah 84878

RE: Diamond Mountain Resource Management Plan

Attn; Penelope Smailey, Teem Leader

Dear Ms. Smalley,

After Reviewing the Diamond Mountain Environmental Draft
Statement, I feel 1t is my duty as a sportsmen and a supporter
of the outdoors to express my feelipgs on this 1ssue.

My concerns are particularly focused on the area of northern
Diapond Mountain - including the Davenport, Lamson, Jackson and
yarren Draws. Most of the area consists of FEE lands which are
painly in the Jow 1lying areas of the Draws and are particularly
used for grazing by the land owner or the lessee. The remalnder
of the land being B.L.M., State & Natlonal Forest.

puring the past decade my family and I have enjoyed some of
our zoat memorable moments 1n these areas, mostiy due to the fact
of limited accessabilty to the area. The abundance of wildilfe In
the area in my opinion is contributed to this fact. We have
witnessed
the ELK calving seasons, ELX & DEER rutting seasons, BEAR, X00SE
and NOUNTA'N LION. (FROM THE MAIN ROAD !!)

If public access 1s opened in these areas to allow anyone 1o
Toam through PRIVATE land to reach one destinatlon or another
then Diamond Mountain as we now know it, will not be what we had
hoped that our children and grandchildren could enjoy. There 1s
plenty of access to state and federal lands now 1f people would
decide that there are other wayd to reach an area other than a
four wheel drive pickup. Some of the tops of these draws are as
close to a wilderness setting as the people in this area will
itkely see. If 1t 1s ruined by roads then that distinction can

mver be regalined.

Another concern to me 1§ the landowlner which seems 10 be
_affected as much as our wildlife and habltat. in mosi cases thetr
ancestors homesteaded the mountain land Ior the uge of 1.3 rica
grass iands for grazing. The thought of seeing 2 public access

through the piddle of one of the very iarge pastures makes 4e
cringe. The iand owners.have a lot of time, money and senzimenta:
value irto their land and I do not think that anyone has the right
to change or alter thelr property in any form without tnelr
consent.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 86 (HENLINE)

86-1

Thank you for your concems. Please refer to our response 12-1.
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I think that the B.L.4. should focus thelr conceras on
protecting the resources and not try so hard to expose that which
we 8t111 have. I highly recommend that the actions wialch I have
addressed be removed from the Management Plan.

Concernea:

TRACY D. HENLINE

TDH/tdh
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March 17, 1992

Bureau of Land Management
vernal District

170 South 500 East
Vernal, Utah 84078

ATTN: Penelope Smalley
Gentlemen:

As a concerned citizen I would like to comment and express
some opinions pertaining to Table 2-13, Lands and Realty,
in the access portion of Table 2-13. According to alternative
E, vhich is the Bureau's preferred alternative, you are seeking
public access through privately ovned property. My main concern
in this proposal is the Jackson Draw portion, with vhich 1
am most familiar.

The Hacking's and McCoy's are the only land owners in
the Jackson Drav and are opposed to any further access through
or across their private property. They already have a public
road right through the heart of their property. From this
road they have lost a number of livestock over the years,
to both vehicles traveling at excessive speed, or being shot.

Furthermore, there is not one spot along the Jackson
Draw vhere a road vould not disturb some kind of archeological
site. I talked with a B.L.M. representative at the Elk Expo
in Salt Lake City. According to the gentleman, the Bureau
was not going to push an access on anybody that didn't want
it. I hope very much this is true.

1, along vith may others, have been fortunate enough
to have access to this area. These land owners are very good
to deal with, yet they are always having trespass problems
during the hunting seasons. This is mainly due to hunters
shooting game off from the main road. Any further access
via road would greatly intensify this problem.

There is access to either side of the Jackson Draw.
From the south there is D.W.R. property that joins the B.L.M.
land, from the north there is National Forest property and
from the east there is D.W.R. property that joins B.L.M.

land. So for those willing to gain access, it's already there.
I suspect that whomever prorosed or is wanting this access,

probably wants to be able to road hunt more of this private
property.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 87 (MASSEY)
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This area, the Jackson Draw, is a haven for many species
of wildlife, even though there is a very heavily used public
road right through the heart of it. 1In the spring it serves
as a calving ground for a large herd of elk and many deer.
The moose in this area have been on the increase for the past
ten years. The area, as is, supports bear and cougar in a
fair amount. Any further access would severely impact this
ongoing habitat.

Please, before you take any of the access issues in the

Land and Realty sections in table 2-13 into any further action,
consider the impact on the wildlife, land owners, and archeological

sites, that it may effect. 1 think you need to do a little
more homework on the issue. As an advocate of more habitat
for vildlife, I believe that fewer roads mean more habitat.

I am strongly opposed to public access in the Jackson
87-1 Draw area. Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Very truly yours,

ot

Nolan Massey
1398 West 400 South
Vernal, Utah B4078

87-1
response 12-1.

Thank you for expressing your concerns. Please refer to our
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Astendion: Jean Sinclear
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88-1

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 88 (HOLMES)

Thank you for expressing your concerns. Please refer to our

response 12-1 and 12-2.
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88-1
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 89 (HOLMES)

89-1 Thank you for expressing your concems. Please refer to our

| response 12-1and 53-1.
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MOON LAKE ELECTRIC ASIOCIATION » PO BCIX 226 * 189 WEST 2MD NORTM = RODSEVELT. UTAM Bades ¢ PH 72T YA

Narch 13, 1992

Mxelope Swalley, Tean Leuder
BUREAY OF IAND NAMACENENT
Vernal Distrigt

170 Houth 500 East

Vernal, Utak 64073

Zubject) Conments Conoezning the Draft Dismond Mountsin Rescurve
Area Jexgurca Managewent Plax and Ervirenmental Twpaot
Statament of Novembar 1991

The Bureau of Land Hanagement (BLE) hag prepared a datalled
docuaent explaining the plans for mansgemsnt of the Diamond
Nountnin Bescurce ares, and ssvirnmsental impeats anticipatad dua
to activitiss vithin the Resource arem are outlined. ¥e
undezytand that this decument mow in draft form will avantually
be modified inte the finsl RNP/RIS which will gqulda ths decinisns
Dade concarning tha Rasourrs gtudy lands adwinistaved by BIM in
the future.

In general, Moon Lake Elevtrio supports the recommendatices
of the Draft Reource Management Plan and Environsental Impact
Statemant (DRNF/EIS). Tha DRMP/EIS represents 4 vary signicicant
effort in defining axisting usas, future issves, and probable
anviranmental impacts wvhich may ba created by activitina axpacted
ob EIX aduinistered lands. Defining guidelines which will be
used ¢ Relp nanage and Xesolve fyture fsmses $a usually guies
banaficial for everyone inwalved,

As a public utllity serving a large part of the area within
the Resource boundaries, we ars very sensitive to impacte
resulting frcm the BIN decisions xegarding their administersd
lands {n the following categozies:

1. Devalcpments vhich are allowed to ooctr within our
sarvice tarritory.

2. Tha regqulations governing maintenance of axisting
Dower lines and rights of ways.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 90 (MOON LAKE ELECTRIC COMPANY,
Winder)
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Penelope Smalley, Tean Leader
March 18, 1992
Page 2

3. The requlations governing nev extensions of power
lines .

Being subject to the BIM regulations imposed upon us usually
increases cost and introduces time delays for providing service
to our members when BIM lands are involved compared to when they
are not involved. We recognize that many of the regulations
result from Congressional mandate, and do not originate within
the BIM. When the reasons for added expenses are understood,
reasonable, and affordable, we comply willingly to meet the
requirements and accept the additional costs.

— There is a proposal within the DRMP/EIS vhich causes us much
concern however. This proposal is for the reintroduction of the
Black-Footed Ferret in two (2) or less of several possible
locations. We believe that the results anticipated and the
impacts that are probable from such an action are unacceptable
and therefore should be avoided. We question the wisdom of such
activities in an area where, if the Black-footed ferret did once
reside, conditions evidently changed to eliminate the species.
Reintroduction of this endangered species into this area with all
the related problems which will result does not seem like wise
management. It could become a rather expensive experiment.

We note that the DRMP/EIS states that pover lines would be
required to avoid the Black-footed ferret reintroduction areas or
they would need to be buried or designed to preclude raptors from
using the power lines as hunting perches. While these
alternatives are viable, the additional expense for a selected
alternative can be significant. Who must bear such increases
above normal expenses? We do not see the BIM statement that
since this is in the interest of the citizens of the United
States to reintroduce the Black-footed ferret, that BIM will help
with the additional expenses to limit impacts such that
alternatives remain cost neutral to those who would otherwise be
directly impacted. We feel that should be one of the criteria

expenses should be analyzed for costs and benefits.

Lfffd to recognize the costs of such a project, and that such .

We understand that the quidelines for management of this
{ssue would allow some activities within the reintroduction
areas. However, we do not feel that the complete facts are

90-1 The decision for the reintroduction of black-footed ferrets has
been modified. Please refer to Table 2-15 for the proposed decision. The
Endangered Species Act and subsequent Bureau policy and guidance directs
DMRA “..to conserve ecosystems upon which endangered and threatened
speciesdepend.” Theactfurther statesthat: “ ..itisthe purpose of congressthat
all Federal departments and agencies shall seek to conserve endangered and
threatened species and shall utilize their authorities in furtherance of the
purpose of this act.” (Section 2(c)(1))-

We believe it is wise management to maintain species diversity which maintains
ecosystem stability. Species diversity is a good indicator of the health of the
individual habitats. The proposed reintroduction sites have been evaluatedand
the most recent information suggest the sites meet minimum USF&WS guide-
lines for the reintroduction of black-footed ferrets. These sites would need to
maintain these qualities for two years prior to reintroduction to ensure suitable
conditions exist at the time of release. All releases would be classified as
“experimental nonessential” which allow the management flexibility to assure
that black-footed ferrets will not significantly impact existing or future land uses
on public lands.

All costs associated with powerline modificationsto preclude raptors fromperching
on them within the black-footed ferret habitat would be paid by the company
proposing the development. We believe that anti-perching structures provided
on powetlines would not be a significant additional expense to the company
proposed the powerline.
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Penelope Smalley, Team Leader
March 18, 1992
Page 3

represented. We have had significant delays in projects
introduced because of the tining of projects in areas suspected
as the habitat for Black-footed ferrets on BIM administered
lands. Such delays have affected us in that we could not even
survey for power line centerlines during certain times of the
year, and the timing of construction was limited to only a few
months of the year. We have had to pay for studies about ferrets
which were done by expensive consultants without any benefits to
show for the studies other than the fact that no Black-footed
ferrets were observed. We have had customers that have
experienced worse problems than ve have because of overzealous
concern for the Black-footed ferret. We fear that the possible
failure of the experiment to establish the Black-footed ferret
could result in similar impacts as above for Wany, many years.

The areas for reintroduction of the Black-footed ferret are
not confined to small parcels of land. The areas cover rather
significant amounts of land. This land will have limited
activities immediately when the final RMP/EIS is approved even
prior to when the ferret is reintroduced. This has the effect of
limiting resource development which may not be in the best
interest of the United States or its citizens.

We urge the BIM to reconsider the reintroduction of the
Black-footed ferret into this area, and to eliminate this
proposal from the final RMP/EIS.

Sincerely,

AL, Ui,

Kenneth A. Winder
Manager - Engineering
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91-2

91-3

March 29, 1992

Dear BLM:

Of the various atternatives in the Diamond Mountain RMP, I support
Alternative B. For too long, the BLM has ignored an ecological systems approach to
land management. You quote Aldo Leopold at the beginning of the RMP, but show

understanding of what he stood for. For example, while the RMP goes on at length
about economics, it says virtually nothing about biodiversity. The long term health of
the land and of the life on it should be your #1 priority. Alternative 8 comes closest to
managing for these values.

if you choose your preferred alternative, “E,” please incorporate
into it the modifications proposed by the Uintah Mountain Club, which
provide a bare minimum standard for wise land use.

Regardless of which alternative you chose, please designate alf of
Red Mountain as an ACEC and as a semi-primitive nonmolorized area,
undes jevel 1 management with a VRM class 1 designation. It does in fact
meet the criteria. From myreadingdmeRMP,youseemtounderstandnuvaluesof
the upper part of the mountain, but you've completely overiooked the lower part of
the mountain which includes the slickrock areas from the arch across to
the pinnacles and fins. This Is a spectacularly beautiful area, the
prettiest in the basin, and one of the moest fragile. it has a riparian area,
geologic formations to rival southern Utah's, forage for wildlife, petroglyphs, and an
abundance of mic soils being tom up by OHVS, resulting in a lot of erosion.
Please note that It is essentlal that you acquire state sections 16 and 2,
especially section 16. The mountain shoukl also be closed to mountain bikes and 10
@ climbers placing fixed (permanent) protection.

1 aiso hope to see more protection for the Browns Park area, the reintroduction
of ferrets into the resource area, Wild and Scenic Status for the Green River, and a
very much sironges emphasis on identifying and protecting the habitats
of existing endangered species. You know you could have some on Red
Mountain. Shouldn't you check it out before risking getting into hot water and having to
do an expensive and painful recovery project because you let the ORV people buffalo
you into giving them access anywhera? Finally, | really revile bear baiting. You shouid
make hunters on public lands get off their butts and be sportsmen by banning bear

Lbfting, and for that matter, hounding as well.
TN Udes

Thanks for your consideration.
Nicki Wake

848 W. 400 S.
Vernal, Ut 84078

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 91 (WAKE)

91-1 We agree with your concern regarding the long-term health ofthe
land and the life dependent upon it being our number 1 priority. However we
must disagree with you on the matter of biodiversity. Although the term
“biodiversity” is consciously not used, the terms “species diversity” and “vegeta-
tion diversity” are used throughout this document in their proper context, which
incorporates the concept of biodiversity. We believe a general definition of
biodiversity (now included in the glossary) has in fact been followed from the
outset. An interdisciplinary team of specialists developed the documents;
representing theresource values and programs effectingthe nonlivingandliving
(including human) components of the ecosystems within the resource area.
These specialists forged alternative plans and decisions with the overriding
awareness of and concem forthe inherent dependence andinterconnectedness
of these ecosystems’ parts.

91-2 Thank you for your comment. Please refer to our responses 79-
2 and 12-1.
91-3 Itis recommendedinthe proposed planthatthe Browns Parkarea

be managed as an ACEC. Management prescriptions for this area are contained
inTable 2-18. Itis also proposedto reintroduce black-footed ferrets onone suitable
site, as well as ending the issuance of bear baiting permits on public land. All of
the alternatives in the RMP would protect the habitat of existing endangered
species, but we believe the best emphasis is stated in the proposed plan. We
concur with your statement concerning the need to identify special status animal
species habitat. We currently showno endangered or threatened species utilizing
habitat on Red Mountain. We continue to update our data with new inventoriesand
will continue to monitor the known habitat to ensure protection is maintained.
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-protected.

THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY

CENTRAL ROCKIES REGION

March 25, 1992

Jean Nitsche-Sinclear
Vernal District BIM
170 south 500 East
Vernal, UT 84078

Re: Diamond Mountain Resource Management Plan DEIS
Jean Nitsche-Sinclear:

The Wilderness Society is a non-profit conservation
organization dedicated to the preservation and wise management of
America's public lands and natural resources. We have
approximately 2000 members in Utah, and 136,000 nationwide. All
our member value and benefit from the public resources on the
Vernal District and Diamond Mountain.

The.Wjlderness Society Supports Alternative B

This alternative would not only enhance natural values but
provide setting in which long term, sustainable economic
development could be enjoyed by the local population. Livestock
grazing would remain at present preference unless reductions are
indicated. Surface occupancy mineral activities would be allowed
on nearly half of the entire resource area with no surface
occupancy mineral activity allowed on the entire balance.
Seventy-eight percent of the resource area would remain open to
off-highway vehicle use. Riparian areas and watershed would be
This alternative serves the greatest public interest
with the exception of unnecessarily restricted access.
Alternative E's access guidelines are more appropriate.

It is essential that mineral development not be allowed in
critical or crucial wildlife habitat, sensitive watersheds areas,
or in areas of high scenic value. The short term economic gains
from extraction could only be gained by the loss of these other

Utah Office
Walker Center » 175 So. Main Strect » Salt Lake City, Utali 84111
(801) 355-4742 » FAX (801) 575-5202

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 92 (WILDERNESS SOCIETY, Leeson)

92-1

Management prescriptions outlined in the proposed pian will

provide adequate protection for crucial wildlife habitat, sensitive watershed

areas and areas of high scenic value either through mitigation measures or

avoidance.
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values which themselves have not only ecolog?cal and recreation
value, but economic values of their own. It 1is essential that
phosphate mining, for example, be disallowed in these areas.

The scenic and recreation values of the slickrock country
north of Steinaker deserve greater protection. This area should
be managed specifically to protect and facilitate non-mechanized
recreation opportunities.

The DEIS has failed to provide sufficient protection for the
nique paleontological and archeological resources in the
resource area. The final plan should include management
rescriptions for protection.

In the event that the two WSAs are not des%gnatgd
|wilderness, the RMP should provide for ACEC designation.

atives e_the terest?

Alternatives C and D are serious departures from multiple-
use, sustained yield management objectives. It is ap?allxng that
these alternatives ignored so many management imperatives. They
violate FLPMA, violate the agency's own Riparian-Wetlands
Initiative, and all but ignore non-discretionary protection of
wildlife and listed species critical habitat.

Rivers Protection

‘ It is important that both the Upper and Lower Green River be
protect under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

Grazing

The DEIS has utterly failed to justify continued g;azing on
any of the allotments that are in less than good condition. only
28 allotments in the entire resource area are in satisfactory
condition. All of the other allotments have or may have
conflicts with other resources. Keeping these allotments in the
suitable grazing land base is questionable and should have been
analyzed. Even Alternative B fails to adequately protect
wildlife habitat, plant communities and watersheds from the
negative impacts of livestock grazing.

The rangeland projects briefly described include many
vegetation conversions but provide no descr%ption or discussion
or justification for such conversions. It is unacceptable that
the final plan would authorize, even at the programmatic level,
such plant community changes without full disucssion of the need

and impacts.

Nineteen riparian areas are in unsatisfactory cgndltion yet
these areas have not been removed from suitable grazing land
base.

1 appreciate the opportunity to participate in this
important planning process.
Sincerely, .

OO L Tev~
ahe Leeson

92-2 Thank you for your comment. Please refer to our response 12-1.
92-3 The section on paleontological resource has been revised. Please
refer to the responses provided to 82-13 through 82-17. It is our opinion that
archeological resources have been addressed adequately in the plan. Federallaw
mandates protection of cultural resources.

92-4 Please refer to our response 77-5.

92-5 BLM believes Alternatives C and D are consistent with the laws,
regulations, and policy guidelines governing management of public lands refertothe
planning criteria outlined in Chapter 1. As stated in Chapter 2: “Each alternative is
a complete, reasonable, and implementable resource management plan, in which
the different management practices are described, and the different ways of

achieving balanced resource management under different management priorities
are discussed.” :

92-6 Thank you for your support. The recommendation to designate
both the Upper and Lower Green River for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic River
System has been continued into the proposed plan.

92-7 You are referred to Appendix Table A8-6. There are 94 allotments
designated in satisfactory range condition; 14 in unsatisfactory condition. The
categories are a general overall determination of vegetation health onanallotment.
Althoughan allotmentmay havebeen placed in satisfactory condition, it may contain
localized resource-specific problems orconcerns. The high number of “I” allotments
or “improve” category is due primarily to high wildlife habitat potential or riparian
improvement needed (please see Appendix 8 for a description of the allotment
categorization process).

92-8 Grazing can be managed forimprovement of vegetation resources.
Refer to Chapter 2 under vegetation resources in the management commonto the
proposed plan and all alternatives, relating to livestock grazing as one of many
vegetationtreatmentstoachieve improvementstoresourcesora desired ecological
stage or plant community. We believe ecosystems are adequately protected from
livestock grazing where permitted in all alternatives. Please refer to Chapter 2
Management Guidance Common to the Proposed Plan and all the Alternatives,
livestock section.

92-9 As statedin Table 2-15 under riparian inthe proposedplan, riparian
improvement will be accomplished by rangeland improvements and grazing sys-

temsdesignedto enhance riparianareas. Livestock grazing would be discontinued
on riparian areas that do not respond to improved grazing management.
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Uintah Speg:‘i)o[!msyce District

Vemal, Uroh 84078
Mar.26,1992

Penelope Smalley, Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Vernal District

170 South 500 East

Vernal Dtah 84078

Comments on DRAFT EIS Diamond Mountain Resource Area RMP,

county roads in all Public Lands decisions.

Director and the Uintah County Commissioners
acknowledging RS 2477

of -way.
B. Page 3.20 ACCESS AND
maintained by the county,

Resource Area.

2. Page 3.69 Table 3-25,
added to the undesirable

because of their impact or possible impact on Public Lands.

; .ﬂl. i
i Wikl
Thom Wardell
Manager

(801) 789-4636

rThe Diamond Mountain Resource Area Plan should consider existing

A, Page 1.10 under RIGHTS-OF-WAY fails to consider the
existing RS 2477 rights-of-way established by Uintah County,
including roads BLM has previously recognized. For example
there is an agreement signed by BLM District Manager,and State
in 1981
rights-of-way within the County and
District. I can find no mention or reference to those rights-

ROADS states that roads are
but fails to acknowledge the
existence of the numerous RS 2477 County roads within the

Russian Olive and Halogeton should be
plant species occurring within the RA

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 96 (UINTAH SPECIAL SERVICE DIS-
TRICT, Wardell)

96-1 The issue of county RS 2477 rights-of-way is an administrative
matter. Whenimplementing the land use decisions we will make an administra-
tive determination as to the effect of the decision on the status of such roads.

96-2 Thank you for your information. Halogeton is discussed in
Chapter 3 as a noxious and poisonous plant. We recognize Russian olive to be a
county-noxious weed. We have added both to the list in Chapter 3.
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97-1

11564 SETE AVB CT W
TACOMA WA 92498
Mapoh 29, 1992

Penelopa fmalley, Texm Leader
Bureau of Lapd Nanigeoant
Yurpal Distriot

170 Scuth 500 Bast

Vernal VT 84078

Regarding! Dimmond HNowmtain Reseurca Area Resource Namagement
plan and Envirecomental Inpact Statement

Alternativa of Choloa: Altarnative ¢ Feraga Production

Dear Ms Smalley,

We ara apposed to any development in the Mame's Hole and
Bear Hollow axeas of the Jackson Draw. A road would deatrey the
remote beauty of these places, erode the meuntain side and
veguive the outting of evorgreen and aspen trees that have atood
uwtouched for ceaturies. The wildlife would ba dispizced by the
{atrusion of humans inte their enviromneat.

Do Rot destray oug childrea’s and grandchildrea's childrea
opportuny to see & part of the Old Wast as it has been for meny
ymars. ohe building of roads iz nat the beat use of the
moumtain pasks in Jackson Oraw. Thera are roeds all over the
Uintah Meuntains amonp the downed timber. Please presmrvs tha
land as Lt is for Euture generstions. . .

Bincerely youcs,

Oebitd s Doty 5“;“/

Delilab and Pavid Badger

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 97 (BADGER)

97-1

Thank you for expressing your concerns. Please refer to our

responses 12-1 and 53-1.
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100-1

111 Sauth 200 Rast
fpringville U? 84663
March 23, 1992

Jean Binolear

Bureay of Laad Menagement
Yermal District

170 Bouth 300 Bast
Versal Uuyr 34078

Dear Hs 2malley,

Regarding: Diwoad Nowntnin Resource Ares Resource Maupgement

Plan xnd Eovironnsatal Impact

Skatement

Altermative of Cholee: Altermative ¢ rorege Froduction

fhe building of rowds into Nems's Egle/Bsar Hollow arems is oot
the best usa of these quiel wildijfe inhabited mountain arcas.

Please leave o 3dhe gress

to shor our children wsd grand

dren and grest grandchildren that ars oot criss orosxmd with
roads that have required the cutting of trees and tha destroying

of the mountaic aides.

Wo mre opposed to aby development of the Mame's Bole/Bear Ecilow

and dackson Dzaw areas.

linoenl‘y youra,

Chblie, St Sk

bebbie and Soett Ltorie

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 100 (STORIE)

100-1 Thank you for expressing your concerns. Please refer to our

responses 12-1 and 53-1.
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6047 2 Redwood X
Selt Lake City 0T
Xarch 23, 1992

Jean Binclear

Bursa: of Land Nanegeownt
Varaa] District

170 Soutk 300 Baxt
Veraul UT 84078

Ragarding: Disacod Mountzin Resourca Area Rescurce Nuosgemeat
Plan and Eoviroamentsl Dmguct Statement

Altarpative of Choice: Altarcative ¢ Paoraga Production

fear Follow and Jackson Draw arex.  This sres should not be
disturbed but preserved ia its remote primiative statse.

liTt Ars oppused Lo any Accass or campgrouwnd into the Mume's Hole-
101-1

These areas shzuld not Ds deatroy by buildings new roads up the
sidaa mad over the tops of the hills. Wheo I tzavel io Jacksan
Draw 1 fee] thet if I watch exrefully I could meet up with a
cowdoy ot 1 horss at any voment, who might be oae of the outlawy
who road this way 30 peny years ago.

sincexely yours,

M»sﬁ?y

David and Stagy Xy

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 101 (ELY)

101-1

Thank you for expressing your concerns. Please refer to our

responses 12-1 and 563-1.
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102-1

1624 South 1000 Nast
Varnal , iitah 84078
March 25, 1992

Jean 8inclair, Teas Laader
Buresu of Land Nanagenent
Vernal District

170 Bouth 500 East
Varnal, Utah B4078

Dear Ms. Qinclair,

1 an very concarned jbnut the resmurce managemant p!lan
for Dismond Mountain. Propossls A, B, C and D seam tD be
Joaded to the desires of special interest groups. Short
tarm profits and {aproper use of fragile land is not in the
best intsrasts of the peoplm af Utah. The Federa)
Sovernsent and the Stata ot Utah nesd to consider tha
alternative which wilt best benefit the majority of
citizen=. This choice should Gs Alternative E. It is the
mont sensihle management plan. Cur +rasite dessrt
environsent needs to be protected, tharwfore I sust also
soncur with the Uintah Mountain Club’s progosals for the

isprovesent of A)ternative E,

Our delicate must be careéully protected, wa cannot
afford to error in the management of precious natural
rascurces, Please consider the trenandous gatential for
long term onvironasnta) destruction the other proposals
would allew. Please adopt E with the changes put forvard by
the Mountain Club.

Sinceraly,
P TYNT [(NER ™

Bteve Krmek

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 102 (KREEK)

102-1

Thank you for your comments.
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103-1

WUINTAH MOUNTAINCLUB « P.O.Box 782 ¢ Vernal Utah 84078

Land ts an organisn. When we see land as a
community towhich we belong. we may begin to use
{t with love and respect.

There Is no other way for land to survive the
tmpact of mechanized man.

Aldo Leopoid

March 23, 1992

Tean Leader Jean Sinclair
Bureau of Land Management
Vernal District

170 South 500 East
Vernal , Utah 84078

Dear Ms. Sinclair,

Let me express my hardy support for the general principles
outlined in Alternative E of the Draft Diamond Mountain Resource
Management Plan. Alternative E truly goes & 1ong ways towards
addressing the competing needs and desires of various interest groups.
However, while Alternative E is a bold step in the right direction,
there are some weak points which need correction before its adoptian
as the final RMP. The Natural Resources Committee of the Uintah
Mountain Club will be sending you a detailed list of specific wording
and paragraph corrections we would like to see. In thig letter I wish
to highlight some of the moras general issues which need to be
addressed in the final RMP.

In terms of overall goals, we would like to see the BtM move
toward a greater balance between conflicting uses. We need a truly
workable multiple-use philosophy, which takes into account baoth
non-cansumptive and consumptive uses. Ecological preservation and
recreational uses of the land need to have an equal footing with
income and employment generation. Multiple-use should mean various,
separate lands being set aside for different uses. Buiet and sol itude
oriented recreation cannot co-exist on the same acreage open to
motorcycles and ATV's., GBrazing and primitive, backcountry camping do
not go well together. It is imperative that the BLM designate and
reserve lands to meet the needs of all of the differsnt people wishing
to use thes.

With the above comments in mind, I ask the BLM to address the
inequities expressed in Table 2-2 "Management Priority Areas by
Alternative” page 2.14. I do not see msuch balance between conpeting
Jand uses when proposals A, C and D call for zero acres of Level 1

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 103 (UINTAH MOUNTAIN CLUB, Borton)

103-1 Please refer to our response 61-1. Using this concept, an even
progression of level acreages between the alteratives and the proposed plan
did not develop.
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103-1
Cont.

103-2

103-3|

103-4

tand., Even proposal E with 6,100 acres of Level 1 appears to be an
unfair comprosmise, when compared to the 113,000 acres of Level 1 land
calied for under B. Even at Level 2 protection levels, proposal E
with 9% is not an adequate compromise between the 1% of C and the 42%
of B. While many of the specific proposals of plan E are fine, in
terms of the overall balance between competing land use philosophies
and needs, far too little acreage is sufficiently protected. In terms
of Level 1 and 2 Management Priority Areas, I would 1ike to sem a
compromise between the acreage figures of proposals B and E. Specific
areas deserving special protection will be dealt with below, but in
terms of the general averall balance of land use options, this
question of total acres under tevel 1 and 2 status needs to be
addressed by the BLM. More areas with unique and important
non—coamercial resocurces should receive level 1 and 2 management
prescriptions. This should include paleontological and archaeological
sites, vital wild)ife habitat, riparian areas and Jands of scenic and
recreational importance.

[ Even though Alternative E calls for designation of 5 Areas of
Critical Environmenta) Concern, not enough land is protected. In
particular, the slickrock country north of Steinaker deserves
protection. Hare we have a ten-square-mile section of some of the
most scenic country around. This is an excellent area for hiking,
photography and other non-motorized forms of recreation. Furthermors
the area includes relic vegetative communities and cryptogramic soils
in need of protection. In the last two years, the area around
Moonshine Arch has suffered vandalism and trashing, while DRVs have
extended trails into previously untrailed areas to the detrimsnt of
the existing vegetation. Most of this area should be preserved for
primitive and semi-primitive, non-motorized recreation. The motorized
travel to the Arch should continue to be banned, the ban expanded to
the surrounding area, and the ban enforced with ticketing of
offenders. The BLM should also acquire adjoining private lands and
State Section 16 in the Red Mountain Area so as to better manage and
Lrntect the area.

Other areas in need of attentien are the Diamond Break’s and West
Cold Springs WSAs. Should they not receive wilderness status from
Congress, they still deserve to be part of the Brown’'s Park ACEC.
Both the Upper and Lower Green River should be granted Wild and Scenic
Status. Equally important is the closing of sage grouse leks and
raptor nesting sites to OHV use or other surface-disturbing
activities. Maximum protection should be given all threatened,
endangered and special status species. The Mountain Club strongly
supports all efforts to reintroduce bighorn sheep, river otters and
| black—footed ferrets. However, we oppose phosphate mining in the Red
Mountain / Ashley Creek area as this is eritical /crucial winter range
for deer and elk. The draft RMP fails to offer any differences in the
alternatives offered on this issue. Furthermore, it is important to
establ ish protective zones around archaeological and paleontological
sites. Such 1ands should also restrict ORV and other surface
disturbing activities.

103-2 Thank you for your concerns. Please referto our response 70-1.
103-3 Please refer to our response 77-5.
103-4 Regarding your concern of phosphate mininginthe Dry Fork area,

please refer to our response 61-2. We do not believe it is necessary to establish
buffer zones around archeological and paleontological sites. We are however
expanding Map 3-3to identify additional sensitive paleontological areas broughtto
our attention during review of the draft RMP. Referto Chapter2fora comparative
description of how these resources wil be managed between the proposed plan
and the alternatives.
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103-5

The only other major problems with the plan I see is the failure
to adequately deal with the need for future restrictions on mountain
bike use and your labeling of social categories. Mountain bike use is
growing rapidly and needs to be addressed. In Chapter 4 your
designation of social categories is bothersome. Your terms of
“workers” and "young newcomer® seem to distort the facts. Mountain
Club members range in age from diapers to retirees. Many were born
here, while others have 1ived here for many years. A1) haid jobs,
many in professional fields, and work very hard in support of their
comaunity. Less divisive terms should be found for naming these

categories.

We are pleased with the new emphasis the BLM is placing on
riparian areas, Wild and Scenit River designation, and the
reintroduction of indigenous species. We approve of the BLM
commitment to improvement of rangelands, preservation of scenic areas,
enhancement of recreational values, protection of wildlife habitat,
and the designation of 5 Areas of Critical Environmantal Concern.

This draft RMP is a grand step forward. Alternative E is a good
beginning. With the changes the Mountain Club is proposing it can be
a great alternative suitable for meeting the many diverse needs of the
community and the land.

Bincerely,

tephen Borton
President

103-5 Mountain biking is a legitimate use of public lands. Currentlyinthe
Diamond Mountain Resource Area there are no problems identified with this use.
Itis expected that if problems develop it will be in areas that receive heavy recreation
use suchas Red Mountainand Browns Park. Mountain bikingalong with otheruses
will be addressed when recreation management plans are prepared or revised for
these areas. All discussion to the “social categories” have been removed from the
proposed planffinal EIS.
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104-1

104-2

104-3

allap 5 Seith
Zox 133

Cuchesne, Jt 24921

tarch 2%, 1992

Penelope Saalley, Tean Leader
Zureau of Land fanagement
Yernal 3istrict

179 South 590 Sast

Yernal, Ut 84978

Response to Diamond Mbontain Jesource Area lesource Nanagement Plan and
Savironzental Impact Statement.

Gemeral Comment:

T am a third generation rancher and ay family hes been using my allotment
before and since the inception of the BLi through the Talor Srazing act of 1934.
Any decesion by 3LN affects xy livelihood and the econoalc tase of all the
counties of Utah in which I do business.

[ Under the section"Purpose and need I pg. 1.1 the principal of "iultiple-

use is referred to and its principals are to be followed in management., I
can congure with this policy in total. This policy of Kultiple-use is mandated
by lawand can not be changed by sizple in house policy. The" Memorandium
of Unders " between Ut. Dept of Ag. and the Ut Gtate Director of the
BL¥ signed on 6/21/B8 provides for State involaement in thls II3. The Uintah
Jhanty Jommission adopted a similar ordinance incorparating the "lOU" on
11/5/91 and the Duchesne County Comrission iscdnsidering sweh an ordinance.

In general these ordainances and "MOU" state that where the economic
tase and cultural value of its area are affected the Utah Dept @f Ag, and
County Comnissioners must be mede a part of any decision making prilcess. Futher
the public range lands Improvement act of Oct.25,°'78 easures full partlcipation
of the permitiee(s) and UDA in the planning process if requested and agreed to
by the permitiee. 4

I as a permittee am requesting such permission to pafticipete in any
planning process and I az requesting my present and future commenis be zade
a part of the record reqarding this DEIS.

I an also asking our Duchesne County Commissioners and Uintan County
commissioners to be involved in as much ss they are charged by law to protect

the econoaic base of their countles. -

Any decesion zade by the Vernal District 3L¥ taat may acversely affect
ny allotment on the BIM will inturn affect ay iotal operation and in turn aay
tar:: tase that I may provide. I want it noted that the economie auliiilper
of Agriculture in the State of Utah is between 5 and 4 and is much Righer thiil
other industries., For example for every dollar I speni as a rancher is >
multiplied 3 to 4 times. I spend mosi of ay money in the rual ;art of Uiah
and in turn this money helps keep rual Utah alive. Zasiern Uiah gets mast
of iis revenues fron agriculturs and odl. These industries mus: Ye ;rotectal
at all costs. ¥

Under*Cumlative Impacts of Iaplementing Alterrative T paragraph 7
states: Cululative increased wlldlife use from 27,800 AUX'3 40 40,200 AlRi's
could result in livestock reductions(?,000 AUi's} wnich amy result ina
/11,57 yearly loss 4o the local livestock industry. Jowever, his increase
my also generate up to 394,300 Zox the local communiiy Zrom lodglng, Zood
and transportation costs pald by the admvers and recreatiornizts” These

figures I challenge.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 104 (SMITH)

104-1 Thank you for your comment. Be assured that BLM has seriously
sought the input of the State of Utah, Duchesne and Uintah County Commis-
sions, as well as DMRA grazing permittees throughout the development of this
RMP. Please refer to the State of Utah’s comment letter (114), the Duchesne
County Commissioners (36) and Uintah County Commissioners (110) comment
letters as well as our specific responses.

104-2 Please refer to our response 69-2.
104-3 The 9,000 AUM reduction was printed in error. We believe

livestock preference will be met under the proposed plan. Please refer to our
response 52-2.
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104-4

104-§

104-6

104-7

2

iny reductions need o be zade on scientific evidence based upon the resources.

The 315 increase of wildlife can not stand and altermative 5 must be
chanzed to 1lliminate this large lncrease.

This ZIS is stating that wildlife Aums are 3.24 tines more importani thah
the livestock aums. I can not accept these figures. The $1.27 value of
a livestock Auz 1is in error and should ve § about $9.19. From what expert did
the $94,3C0 increase come from?

[ Page 4.65 Table 4-13 Summary

Alternative C states present levels of Big game at 27,600 Aums. Can the
ZL¥ show scientific data to support these figures. My opinion is that the
present big game aum levels are now more at the proposed kelels in Alternative
3, 42,000 Aums.

The 3L has not sufficient population counts to support thelr proposals.
The 3L has relied upon DiR's population count and I believe Dil's data to
Ye in favor of D¥i's wWhims. I believe more range studles such as we have
done in Big ¥ash Draw are necessary to document forage use by domestic livestock
ani big game. The pellot counts and utilization studies are the best method
to docurnent populatlons.

I understand big game levels on a Unit wide btasls may be in line but some
aér@rare receiving more than their percentage Mg game usage. This non uniform
Eging by Big 'game must be addressed.

Page 4.65 of the Summary of Impacts of livestock assignments.

- Alternative A states forage assignments coud be glvento livesiock on a
temporary, nonstenewalle tasls untll needed by wildlife. This is not my
widerstanding of the present management system. During the 1960's when live-
stock levels were reduced by perniites it was agrered that any increagsof
forage would be given 50% to livestock and 50% to wildlife. If this EIS is
ever chablenged in the court system, I telleve that the BLK authors of this
DEIS could be held accountable for thiir miss statements regarding how
forage is presently allocated. The 50& allocation needs to be in writing and
not hiden from all concermed.

The only way I could live with a new EIS s that alternnative 2 if accepted
Bontinue the present formula for forage allocation.. .

— This is the end ~of general remarks and I will now address those conceni'S
of mine with my present cattle allotment in the Big ¥ash Draw. #y 5 year

ra.verage use is low because I have ’ust recently changed from a sheep operation

to a cow operation plus the drought of recent years has influenced my runring
lower aumbers than my preference calls for. The statement of page A 2.4

273 wildlife Auss and cow aums of 290 equal 563 pr esent use does not ncessarly
represent what our pellot and utilization studies show. I telleve glz sare
usuage show more 1ike 657 of the feed utilized. The 2L office nas the actual
records and 1t should shdaw what is actually going on. I can agree at the
total aums present (1,332) as stated on page 2.4 tut I can fot accept’a

[zeduetior of ny preference to acconidate the proposed wililife ob'ebtives

104-4 Please refer to our response 53-3 regarding wildlife and livestock
forage allocations, and the socioeconomic assumptions in Chapter 4.

104-5 The 27,600 AUM forage assignment for Alternative C is based on
UDWR’s annual surveys. We recognize UDWR as the expert on wildlife manage-
ment within Utah and accept their use levels. We currently have 30 pellet transects
in place on crucial areas throughout the resource area and have plans for additional
studies. We recognize that both livestock and wildlife prefer certain areas and as
aresult “nonuniform” grazing occurs throughout the resource area. We have always
attempted to even out this use through water developments and forage enhance-
ment project work.

104-6 Aspart of Table 2-15, under Alternative A, additional AUM distribu-
tions to livestock and wildlife are stated in agreement with the decisions in existing
planning documents. In the Ashley-Duchesne areas, forage increases would be
divided equally between livestock and big game on non-crucial areas. If this forage
were not needed by big game, it would be given to livestock.

104-7 Monitoring studies on Big Wash Draw Allotment indicate a total of
1,141 AUMs are presently available to livestock and wildlife, referto Table A2-1,in
Appendix 2. Currently, there appears to be sufficient AUMSs on the allotment to
accommodate existing livestock preference and objective levels for wildlife.
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104-8

104-9

104-10

104-11

The pppulation o olk asing 2ig Yash Draw alloiment i3 now mueh higher
than this ZLH JEI5 statement is now showing.. I velfeve ihat the ob ective
Wildlife level ias already now achieved. Je can not aceept J¥3/s count only
tut must use all BF our tools availatule. The J¥i has used the ..k HManagement
Flan which bhas been in the process Zor at least 10 years to achleve its
desired elk levels. ‘hile this plan has been in development the el numbers
have increased by leaps and bounds. ‘ust because the whole elk unit may net
be at DWR's desired level 1s not a concern of mine but if 3ig Wash Braw
allotment 1s at its objective level then any future increase of wildlife
will have to delt with by me, 3LM and Ji3.

As for the 82 Auns galned for wildlife I Kave the followlng comments:
First the contor disiing and seeding this past fall of 1991 in Big Wakh
Prg# 1s not an increase of aums but it sinply replaces what was done in the
early 1960's. The old seeding project quit: providing the quality of forage
1t used too. I believe the main reason was the Slood action silted over the
seeded land, thus stoping water infiltextion and normal plant growth.

Secondly, 3teve 3trong,BL range Con.. contacted me last year and asiked
if I would contribute seed to the proposed seeding project in 3ig Wash. I
stated I would if DR would also contribute some seed. I wa3 NOT TOLD THAT
any future increase in Auns would go soley to wildlife. This BEIS has been
in the process for quits a long time. It is my contention that my contribution
of some 400 1b. of seed at a cost to be of $1,000 was received by the BLM
under false pretences. Either I recelve half of the increase from this
seeding pro’ect 1f 1t 1s actually an increase or I recelve ~all ‘of -the benifits
if it simpley replaces what was. one there. The proposed DZIS is not yet
final and we must allocate forage under the present systeg of 503 for livestock
and 50% for wildlife.

I bave in the past objected to BLM personel ,both in writing and verbabby
that I gpose BLM's Aplicy of creating a year around habitat for elk oh this
BIM range by making watexr fonds for wildlife. The Big Wash Dmaw is a winter
range. BLM must be held accountable for its creption of watering ponds.

I can not agree that thse ponds are only for erosion conirol. After ome or

two years from now i$ the four ponds made in the fall of '9l axe not f£illed up
with sedement I will ask the BLM to fill them. This range can not tolerate
elk using it all though the growing season. of March through June. My cows
leave- this allotment the First of March thus alowlng for new growth to become
| established .

— §
I appreclate BLY and DAR personal working with me on the Big FAsh Draw
allotment. ‘Je should continue to work to gether and have constructive dlaloge.
I infend to te a good steward of ihe range so that my future use of this range
#ill continue. Frotectlon of ihe range resouvces should be the number 1 goal
of all of us. I have reduced my livestoci nimbers in dgought years and I an

#illing to continue to wori Tfor better ranze conditlons.
3incerely

(o 5277

Allan 3 Smith

104-8 In 1986 we established pellet group transects in cooperation and
coordination with you and UDWR as a means of monitoring livestock and wildlife
use. We continue to monitor the utilization on vegetation and will use this data as
the key factor in determining eventual stocking levels. Vegetation improvement
work also continues on the Big Wash allotment with 150 acres of old grass seedings
replanted in 1991 and 400 acres of pinyon and juniper trees planned for firewood
harvestinthe future (referto Appendix8). The Anthro-Argyle elk herd management
plan will be scheduled for completion in 1994 in accordance with State of Utah
priorities. We look forward to working with you and UDWR to resolve objective and
wildlife-livestock concerns.

104-9
was completed in 1991 on Big Wash Draw Allotment. The project was completed,
as youindicated, to improve existing production to post-treatment productivity, orin
other words, to maintain the project viability providing forage for livestock and
wildlife. UDWR contributed halfthe seed to provide for increasingelkuseinthe area.
Until the proposed RMP is approved, any increases in forage will be allocated under
the direction of the current planning document.

104-10 Please referto our response 104-8 above. We believe with normal
precipitation some spring elk use on the grass is not detrimental. Our management
objectives have been to increase forage production for both livestock and wildlife
through habitat improvement projects and to improve elk distribution by developing
new water sources. The data collected to date indicate that these objectives are
viable under good range management principles.

104-11 Thank you for your comment.

The RMP was not in effect when the plowing and seeding project‘
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105-1

P 0 Box 6306
USAFA CO  80841-6306
March 23, 1992

Jean Sinclear

Bureau of Land Management
Vernal District

170 South 500 East

Vernal U7 84078

Regarding:  Diamond Mountain Resource Area Resource Management
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement

Alternative of Choice:  Alternative C Porage Production with
limitations.

foon, cpposgd to_ e deyelppment of ap fordaof POy eRichntd
this area and it should be left that way. We need to have some

areas of this country left untouched by the @and of man. Roads
vill destroy the matural habitat of the vildlife and animals that

Lliye in those mountain meadow environments.
Sincerely,

foul 4

/
Cadet Daniel J. Ely
United States Air Porce Acedemy

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 105 (ELY)

105-1

Thank you for expressing your concerns. Please refer to our

responsesi2-1 and 53-1.
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A. Rex Cardner
18402 Angusta Drive
Monvent, CO 0€132
March 25, 1992

Bureau of Land Management
Vernal Distriet

170 South 500 EastL
Vernal, Utah 84078

ATIN: Penelopée Smalley
Dean Leader

RE: Diamond Mommtain Resaonree
Area - Resonrca Management
Plan aad Rovironmental
Inpact Statement

Dear Ms, Smalley:

Recently it was brought to my attention that your office, United
Statas Department of the Interior Bureau of Land Management,
Hoveaber, 1931, zeleased for puvlic coswent a detailed repert in
& large book, Diamond Moantain Resources Area RMP/EIS {Draft).

After cbtaining a ecopy of your above meationed raport and a serious
attempt to cooprehend tha purpese and imtent, referenced, (acquize
needed public vehicle accese for recrsational purposes).

I an sohaitting my comments frem Florida and I do not have my
records with me for exact dates and in the eeeence of time ! shall
make wy statements with dates approximately.

In the 70's, Alvin Kay, Glemn Cooper, amd myself purchases 5,149
acres of Fee property called the Warren Draw, and purchased under
the neme of Gardner, Coopexr, and Ray, G.C.X., and mhortly after

the purchase we, G.C.X. was centactad by the Depariment of Wildlife
Resourcas and B.L.M., to Eaell tha G.C.K. properties to replace
deprived wildlife habitet that wag takenm by the building of Flaming
Gorge Dan. .C.X. agread to sell only 2,400 acxes amd Alvin Xay
and mysalf decided to kaap the Morth 1600 approximately acres and
continua to uze in conjunction with 3,L.N. and State of Otah grazing
A.0.M's.

The 2,400 acres became a public use area and the o1d origimel
Patented Properties Cahins, fences, and corrals have bean burned
hy deer huntera and four whee! drive vehicles have rcede vhera
they chould not ba; the dser and 1k are acarcely seen in these
araaz now,
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106-1

Tot Penelope Bmalley
Fromy A, Rex Gardner
Date: March 25, 1992
Bage two

The resalning 1,600 aczes 1s unigue, iR that tha only way to oontinua
accexs to the North end of tbe Warran Draw would be to cut a road

ip the center of the long sliver of privata property, sarioualy
dividing the grazing and requiring fenelng. Aftar public access is
acquized by tbis approach, it would only accoammodata a short
distancs and a tuzn-eround for the Morth and has a stapp drop to the
6rean Rivar balow.

fhera {s no public fishing Sn tha Warven Draw 3nd the poblis is now
not daprived of foot tyaffic or horseback hunting sud 1 ges no point
in destroying onxr privacy of our axisting eabin and graging for
this emall distance to accommodate n road that caunot be used for
any purpose other than a turn-around.

1 am not In favozr of this iovasion of additional access for public
use ip the arei of l.e., Warzren Draw, Jackson Draw, Lambzon Draw,
and Ashley Creek. Ranchars are struggling to survive 2z is, and
wildlifs iz alsc baing threatened by this proposal.

A, Rax Gardner

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 106 (GARDNER)

106-1

Please refer to our response 12-1.
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107-1

March. 29,1942
Penalope Smnlley, Tesm Lemder
Bureau of Land Managewart
Yernal Digtric¢t

170 South 500 East
Yernal, Utah B4Q78B

Te Whom 1t May Concern:

As the Tivestock permittes on the Bridgeport alletment, we mppre-
ciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Diemond Mountain Resource Area Resource
Managamert Plan. Qur seazon of uzs on thiz allotment ia April 1t
- May 15. For the past 15 years with the agresment of Bureau of
Land Hanudemsnt we hava grazad more numsers with a shorter
season of uss. This 15 actually a batter grazing zystem fer the
vegetation, due to hetter distribution throughout the allotment
with Tight use occurring on the majority of the allotment. We
are out of the allotwent sarly encugh in the growing season to
allow vegetation to achieve signiffcant growth and sat ssed.
This leaves wore vegstation for wild11fa use 1n winter.

We have been working with the So11 Conssrvation Service to
tmprove cur pr'lvatq land. It seews contradictory that ene sow-
arnment xgency wents to ses fmprovement to help the 1tvesteck
industry and another wantl"hmdtr 1t's very axistence.

We 2ores with your comments that high overhead costs and
taxes have caused several ranchers te swll, and nontraditional
owners buy these propertiss. It would sesm to be of value to all

involved for you to support tha traditional ranchers wha are very

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 107 (RADOSEVICH)

107-1

Thank you for your comment. BLM also believes there are great

benefitsto ranchers and wildlife managers working togetherto achieve resource
goals while maintaining or improving the quality of life.
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107-1

107-2

107-3

much aware of the lands around them und know thay can not abuse
these lands and sti1! make @ 1iving. Alga mogt traditional
ranchers we Know enjoy seaing wildlife, snd would do a1l thay
could to help improve wildiffe habitat, to help compensate for
‘e amount of forage that wild1ife consume on their private
property. Tha only time ranchers don't enjoy seoiny wildlife is
when they sre consuning valuable forage and the rancher 12 not
being compensated For this less. We can ses banefits to ranch—

ors and wildlife managers in working topether to preserve bath

our way of 11fs and the wildiife hebitat.
The following comments par-tatin to the Browns Park ares asnd
the Bridgeport allotment, pince management changes in this area

would affect vus,

Wdlife

— what about impacts by wildlifa to the private land owner?
According to our ceunts this past year, on our privats ground,
there wag Tn excess of 30D head of desr. 60 head of elk. 15 head
Loiantﬂop- ond uncountable numbers of geese.

In reference to dtatoment AS.18 83, f this statement 1s
wue. then wildlife numbers should not be increased . IF the
forsge can not support an fncreass, then you can't put it there.

we foel there is 11ttlm or no conflict for vepetation be~
twsen dosr and lvestock the time of the year that 1iveatock are
grazed on the Bridgeport allotmant. Studiee have shomn that nost
conpatition batween deer and 1ivestock 18 hehavyforal and ocecurs

when conpeting for forage on summer ranges. (John 6. e

£TAL .USFS,Pacific South West Research Statian) We are nat trying

107-2 Please refer to our response 12-2.

107-3 in the draft RMP, Bridgeport was shown as having a forage
availability problemin error. Table A8-3 hasbeen corrected accordingly. Youare
correct, if the forage cannot support an increase in use, BLM will not advocate an
increase. We agree, spring livestock grazing in Browns Park is beneficial to
maintain deer winter range.
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107-3
Cont,

107-4

107-5

to discouraga wildlife, just the exclusion of Jivestock. Accord-
Tng to 2 recent study by Richard Decker and Oavtd Pyke, of Utah
State Untverstty, cattle grazing ean he beneficial to xagebrush
growth, which supporte the dear herds In Browng Park 1n ths

winter. There fs no competftion betwesn 1ivestock and dear for

thig winter forage.

Any range Tnpruvements made would be baneficial to wildl1fe
and Tiveatock and should be encouraged. We mre willing to tm-
prove cur allotment and have offered 4o use our squigmant, fuel
and Tabor ta pull a rangeland drill to Tmprove foruge.

[ Tob1e 42-1 talks of tncreusing snteloms use by § AUKS, ol
by 82 AUMS, nodee by 5 AUMS eng bighorn sheep by 25 AUMS. T4
seems that Diviefon of Wild1ifs Aesources ean not manage the
current nusbar of wild11fe efficiently, we fes] the numbers they
have countad for this arus are Jow. Inersastng wildlife by these
ameunts would dfrectly impact our private land. We don't support
an IqernSo of wi1d11fe numbera in the Brown's Park arep, ous +o
the above reasons. Ws alec feel the vegetatfen in thim arses
ahould not be asked to support mueh an inecresame. If the wildlife
incroase is necessary, wa hope the {ncrssse would not eccur until
Wluff‘\‘cfmt forage has been establishad, in order te decroase

impacte by wil€life on government and private ground due o such

howntl 46 a drought und other natural oeeurrshces.

Rinsrian
' the riparian on the north side of the river, Bridgeport
allotmenl, where there ¥a cattile grating early 1n the spring, are

in batter henlth than the other zide of the river. There are

107-4 We agree with your concern for sufficient forage to support
objective levels of wildlife as requested by UDWR. Appendix 2 footnotes this
objective stocking level request according to the condition of the habitat. We have
identified approximately 300 acres of pinyon and juniper woodlands on Bridgeport
allotment as a possible treatment area (refer to Appendix 8). Such improvements
would be programmed and executed over the life of the RMP to coincide with
anticipated wildlife increases. Vegetation monitoring would determine i objective
levels could be met once all improvements are complete.

107-5 The conflict with spring cattle grazing on the Green River through
Browns Park is largely with recreationists, not riparian vegetation. Cattle grazing
is incompatible along this river during high intensity fishing and float boating
periods. We agree, some grazing systems are used as a method of maintaining or
improving riparian areas.
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107-5
Cont.

107-6

107-7

more willows and vagetation on the north s1da of the river.
Grazing systems can be managed to improve or maintain riparian

arask, without the exclusion of livestock.

~ 1mpacts by Tivestock on the riparfan arsa of the Bridgeport

allotment sre considersbly Tezs than recreation impacts 4n this
same arsa, Impacks by recreationists, 1nclude Titter. human
wosts., end compaction of soil by vehicla and foot traval. More
santtatfsn and litter facilities mhould be provided in the Browns
Park ared. A recreationist lighting his tollet paper on tire
nmar our private ground balow the Tower Swallow canyen boat ramp.
started a grase fire. He left and we had ta fight the fire ta
kasp it from burning onto our private land. As recreationist in

this area incraass, wa are gure thia type of 4incident will become

more frequent.
[ Tha impact gtatement suggests fencing the corridor of the
graen river to prevent livestock impacts. Recreationist do hot
raspact fances and we are not so sure they Would consider fences
vary scenic. OGatem would most 11kely be left open allowing
Yivestock access to the river and cause mors prohlems 1n the long
run., Cost of fencing and cattls gusrde (1f these would be put
tn, tnetaad of gates) nn each accese rosd to the river would he
snormous. MWho wou'ld be respangihla far the cost of fencing the
L_corr'ldor and matntatning the fance afier it is in place?
[  Where are the mtudies that show the riparian on the Bridge-
port allotment to impracted? Table A8-2 mhows the condition of

the rfparian along the 6reen River in Browna Park to be in mid

¢onditfon 1n 1590. What stage was this ares in previocusly, i it

107-6 Much of the river corridor has already been fenced. The onlyarea
currently notfenced (and is planned for fencing) is on the north side of the river,near
the pipeline crossing at the head of Little Swallow Canyon and at Little Hole, where
Davenport Creek enters the Green River. BLM and/or other cooperators would
fund and maintain needed fencing to control livestock grazing on the Green River.
We agree that at times gates are inadvertently left open, allowing access to the
corridor by livestock, therefore cattle guards would most likely be used in highly
used access areas to the river.

107-7 Avriparian inventory was done in 1990. Photo points and an ocular
assessment of condition was conducted along the Green River through the
Bridgeport Allotment. We have no record of riparian condition of this area before
the inventory was done. We agree, in most cases, one year's worth of monitoring
is not sufficient to determine trend. Your grazing license extends to May 30, which
is well within the high use period of float boaters and fishermen for this area.
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107-7
Cont.

107-8

mproving or degrading? One ysars worth of monitaring 13 not
sufficient to determins what iz happening on the around. Could
this mid conditfon rating bw encugh or the most productive stage
for wild1ife habitat and 14vestock grazing ?

The time of year that we graze thiz allotment ts befors the
tour 1st seacon begins and conflicts batwean axttle and recrea-
tionist would be ninimal and vieus) quality would not be a zig-

nificant fasue.

Nhen this EIS taike of tourist money going inta the local
atonony, what 13 contfdered the lacal economy? A Jot of the
people that vigit this 2rea. are Juzt passing through end don't
purchase anything locally, a Yot of the recreationists coms harae
in se1f contained canpers that they furnished in $alt Lake or
Denver, we wouldn't cal) thie tocal. A maJority of the fishermen
in the Browns Park area just come hera for one day and they bring
eaverything they need. Thay ara not putting sny tourist dollars
into the Joea) econamy. Whot about the $3D0,000 we put back fnteo
the tocal ecchomy every year. As one larger land owners in
Daggett County, we know any impact to us would alse itpact the

loeal econony.

Wa feel the econcmica {n- the EIS need mome rethinking. The
scoronfc value for a racreution visttor day of §25 s just a
value end there is nothing shoning how this figure wae darived.

We 2130 fos) your valuea of $4.197 AUM is too low as it ralates

to permittees.

107-8

Please refer to our response 3-24.
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107-9

107-10

107-11

——

We do not suppart having tha Grean Rivar bacome a wi'ld and
Scenic river. We faml it doea ret qualify For mnything hut &
recroation river. The flaming Gerge Dam seems to provent the
rivar from beafng free flowing, which i one of the main criteria

for considaration as a wi1d and scent¢ river. There are geveral

diversions already 1n place, for the 8rowns Fark Haterfowl man-
apement ares. pumpa for thae two ranching Interests, not to men-

tion the five areas used as boat ramps. The only area that could

pagaibly gqualify would be from the dam to Indlan ¢ressing boat
raee.

We definitely weuld not he willing to sell owr land aleng
the corrider. due to the fact that is where ona~third of our hay

production for our operation coues from. We algo are nol resep-

tive to the reatrictions that apply %o Wild and Seeaic rivers.
Our Tand on the river 18 very productive portioh of land that
aupports purt of our operation not to mention the large number of

geese, deer and elk alzo found herm. We ara sure you would not

appreciats tha Federal Government telling you what you may de %o

Improve your yards. We have 2aan how the Otvis4on of Wildlife
Resources has lat their refuge land for woterfowl turn ¢s a nox-
tous weed patch. We fesl it is better to have that land in

production for us and the wi1d14fe, than to Just add to the

\‘_"”dV enormous noxXteus waed problem nlong the Green River,

In closing, has your monitoring shown sfgnificant change in

resource managensnt and/or condition to reclaseify Bridgaport as

107-9 We reconsidered our original recommendation to designate the
Green River for inclusion as a scenic river in the National Wild and Scenic River
System. We still concur with this recommendation. Any opposition will be
considered bythe Secretary of the Interior and Congress prior to afinal designation.
The concerns you have about intrusions into the river corridor affecting the river’s
eligibility and classification were discussed inthe original wild and scenic river study
completed in 1980. At that time it was determined that the river should be
recommended for designation as a scenic riverinthe Wild and Scenic River System.

107-10 Thank you for expressing your concerns. Any land acquisitions
undertaken by BLM in support of the upper Green River's W&SR recommendation
would be from willing sellers or givers should the opportunity to acquire such lands
arise. The management prescriptions for the Green River Corridor in Browns Park
would affect only public lands managed by BLM.

107-11 The Bridgeport Allotment is proposed to be an “I” category allot-
ment due to high potential for improving wildiife habitat, not due to unsatisfactory
range conditions. We appreciate your desire to be involved inthe decision making
process and in the monitoring of your allotment. We will continue to give you the
opportunity for maximum involvement.
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107-11
Cont.

an "I allotment, tnstead of an “R" allotmant and how will this
affect cur munagemant? Wa would like to remain involved in the
deacisions made about management of our allotment, and wou'ld like
Lo partictpate 1n any monftoring you do in the future. We know
our rangelsnds ara & valuable rescurce and we want 6 do our best
to keen them 1n a condition we can be proud of. We fes) this

EIS fa very biaged towards wild1ife and 18 not taking u multiple

use approach.

Sincerely,

Ol 4k

Alex Radosevich

President, Willow Creck Land and Livestock, Inc.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 108 (WAKE)

108-1

Thank you for your comments. Please refer to our response 79-2.
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109-1

109-2

109-3

U.S. Diversiliod Group Resource Management Donaid R. Sexsuer

800 Grarw Street General Manager
Pisburgh, PA 152194776

412 4334670
Telex 86 6425

Diversified
Group

March 26, 1992

Penelope Smalley, Team Leader
Burean of Land Management
Vemal District

170 South, 500 East

Vernal, Utah 84078

Diamond Mountain Resource Area (DMRA)
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Smalley:

After a review of the subject DMRA document we would like to comment on its relationship
to our future phosphate development area. This contiguous property block is 8,751 acres
situate in Township 2 South, Ranges 22 & 23 !‘aswmsisﬁngofﬂlreefedemlphosphateluses
(7,472 acres), one state phosphate lease (1,157 acres), and fee land (122 acres).

The description ofthisfuwxephosphateopemﬁonisaccumtdycovemdinﬂmpta4-
Assumptions, page 4.8. The portrayed impacts and the environmental controls which would be
associated with the underground mining and surface milling operations appear realistic and arc
|consistent with our current plans.

rITChapter 3 - Affected Environment, page 3.32, the Phosphate section mentions 4,000 acres
under federal lease rather than the 7,472 acres which we control. The companion Map 3-14

does not show the KPLA extending into Township 2 South, Range 23 East as would be
consistent with our leases.

For the various alternatives in the DMRA we would offer the following comments:

[ Alternative A - As stated on page 4.19, our Iphosphate ands would be open to
development with restrictions to minimize adverse impact to deer winter habitat.
Development of these reserves could add 350 jobs and $4,000,000 annually to

the local economy.

USX Corpazation

RESPONSETO COMMENT LETTER 109 (U.S. DIVERSIFIED GROUP, Saxauer)

109-1 Thankyouforyourcomment. ltis helpfulto know ourassumptions,
outlined in Chapter 4, are realistic and consistent with your plans.

109-2 We have modified our figures in the proposed plan describing the
number of acres under lease by USX.

109-3 Your assessment of the affect of Alternatives A and D upon USX
leases is correct.
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Group
Alternative B - This alternative would effectively prevent development of phosphate
reserves as stated on page 4.29, due to obscure wildlife considerations.
Your statement in Chapter 1 - Minerals Management , page 1.11 appears to
ameliorate these restrictions. It is stated that "Areas under existing leases will
be managed in accordance with the stipulation attached to the existing lease”.
While "... additional restrictions could be applied to protect critical resource
values ...", "These additional restrictions would not preclude the existing lease
rights”.

109-4

[Alternative C - This appears to be concerned with impacts to cultural and
paleontological resources. While there is no mention of phosphate lease lands
listed under this alternative, we belicve underground mining would not have an
adverse impact.

109-5

109-6 I_T_ltemative D - Similar comments to Alternative A on phosphate lands.

[Alternative E - Similar comments to Alternative A on phosphate lands with one
exception. Designation of the Southeast quadrant of Township 2 South, Range
22 East as an ACEC could adversely impact development of the phosphate
reserves since there is some overlap with planned surface facilities.

109-7

1914 ]

‘We appreciate this opportunity to review the draft DRMA.

Thank you for your interest and consideration to our comments. Would you please include us
on your mailing list for the final EIS.

Yours very truly,

Dol S

Donald R. Sexauer

cc: Richard F. Riordan, Consultant
Sandy, Utah

1109-4

The restrictions under Alternative B would be imposed only at the
time of lease renewal.

109-5 The lack of comment about phosphate in Alternative C reflects the
fact that we did not believe there would be any impacts to phosphate under this
alternative.
109-6 Please refer to our comment 109-3 above.

109-7 It is unlikely that ACEC designation would impact USX leases. No
additional restrictions are imposed within the bounds of the ACEC that are not
imposed outside. At the time of actual lease development or lease renewal,

restrictions would be developed only after site specific analysis and mine plan
adjustments.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 110 (UINTAH COUNTY COMMISSION,
N McKee, Merrell, Adams)

COMMISSIONERS:

Max O Aders

Locin F, Merred

H. Glon McKee
ASSESSOR - Lorin T. Merkley
ATTORNEY - arry H. Souvsll

110-1 We are in receipt of the Diamond Mountain Permittees and Other
Concerned Individuals’ letter (comment letter #226). Boththe Uintah Countyand

UINTAH COUNTY

STATE OF UTAH REConOeR ey et Daggett Soil Conservation District submitted copies of the permittees’ letter with
Our past is the nation's future. SHEer - o s their own individual comments. Please refer to our specific responses to the

- Nelson J. Mershelt

1244 %]

110-1

110-2

Diamond Mountain permittees’ letter as requested by the Daggett Soil Conser-
vation District (comment letter #179).

DATE: March 26, 1992
T0: Penelope Smalley and Jean Nitschke-Sinclair, 110-2 We believe we are in compliance with the regulations regarding
Team Leaders public scoping and involvement and have made every reasonable effort to involve
yorcan of Land Management Uintah County in the preparation of this plan. At the onset of the RMP process,
élgnfgut‘r}tigo g:;_tn several public scoping meetings were held to identify issues and discuss the then-
! upcoming plan. A scoping meeting was specifically held on November 2, 1988. It
FROM: The Uintah County Commission was stressed at this meeting (and at every opportunity) that at any time the public,
RE: Diamond Mountain RMP including county officials, was encouraged to contact the BLM to express their

Uintah County is requesting the BLM to consider Alternative A, for
the following reasons:

First, we recognize that the DMR Area is a very large and complex
resource area. Coordination and cooperation will inevitably be
needed to finish an acceptable draft. We also recognize that some
team members who worked on the DMRA and EIS drafts are not native
to this area and are susceptible to making mistakes. We hope these
mistakes, calculation errors, etc., and personal opinions are not
part of the final Alternative Draft for submittal to the Director.
Some time ago, Uintah County suggested that the Uintah County
Extension Agent form a committee and respond with any concerns
relative to the livestock industry. This resulted in a letter to
you from the Diamond Mountain Permittees and Other Concerned
Individuals. We concur with the response from that committee.
Please find attached, & copy of this letter, also signed by the
Uintah County Commission.

FTE crr ¥ 1610.3-1 (d) states "A notice of intent to prepare, amend,
or revise a resource management plan shall be submitted, consistent
with State procedures for coordination of Federal activities, for
circulation among State agencies. This notice shall also be
submitted to Federal agencies, the heads of county boards, (and)
other local government units.”

Also, referring to Chapter 5, Consultation and Coordination, page
5.1, third paragraph, "Initial steps in the process began in 1988,
with the development of a preparation plan. Other early efforts
included research, inventory, analysis, and interagency
coordination.” Further, also on page 5.1, under the heading of

Consistency, paragraph 1, “Coordination with other agencies and

1

COUNTY SBUILDING ¢ 152 EAST 100 NORTH « VERNAL, UTAH 84078 —-—-—-—/

concerns and/or offer suggestions. In September 1989, planning issues and
criteria, developed after input from the public scoping meetings were mailed. In
September 1990, members of the Uintah County Commission were invitedto attend
a two-day briefing and tour for the Governor’s Resource Development Conserva-
tion Committee to familiarize them with the issues and scope of the RMP. An update
report was mailed to all interested individuals and organizations in January 1991.
This report briefly outlined the alternatives under consideration. Again county
commissioners of Uintah County were provided information and the opportunity to
respond. The draft document was released for public review and comment in
January 1992. Anopen house on the draft RMP was held on January 29, 1992, in
Vernal to assist the public in their review of the draft document. Team members
have made numerous contacts with the county commissioners during the scoping
and alternative development stages. In addition one of the commissioners has
been onthe Vernal District Advisory Council throughout the process, and therefore
had numerous opportunities to become involved.
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consistency with other plans were accomplished through frequent
communications and cooperation efforts between the BLM and involved
federal, state , and local agencies and organizations.” And, in
paragraph 2, "The RMP team reviewed the land use plans for Daggett,
Duchesne, and Uintah Counties to ensure consistency. BLM personnel
have met with the respective county planners and commissioners to
promote greater understanding of goals, objectives, and resources
of both the counties and the BLM."

Chapter 1, page 1.14, "The Planning Process”, reviews "Action Steps
'In The Planning Process”. Step 1 states that Issues and Management
Concerns will be identified. This is intended to expose concerns,

i , or opportunities which can be resolved through the
planning process, "The BLM managers and specialists from the
Dismond Mountain Resource Area and Vernal District staffs held
several scoping weetings in November, 1988. The public, other
federal agencies, and state and local governments were asked to
participate in this scoping process.  Information from these
sources was combined by BLM into three broad land-use planning
issues appropriate for resolution in the RMP/EIS planning process.”

According to the Federal Statutes quoted, the initial contacts by
your agency with the Uintah County Commission should have begun in
1988. The BLM should have met with the county, one on one, and
explained what the resource area consists of, hov many anticipated
alternatives would be considered, and possible conflicts, concerns
or opportunities that might exist. Such contacts would have
discovered existing county plans and pelicies which could have been
considered.

The present County Governmental Administration (Commission) is not
the same administration that existed in 1988 and 1988. Therefore,
the Uintah County Commission hereby notifies you that we do not
agree that you have complied with the regulations and statues with
regard to our involvement in the planning stages which have been
quoted in this letter, and in your draft document. We respectfully
request that any reference to "local government”, “county
government”, "county commission", "county agency or departments”,
"county planner”, or other terms which would refer to Uintah
County, including but not limited to Chapter S,

Coordination, be withdrawn from the document.

The Uintah County Commission was essentially left out of the early
planning process which eliminated our input regarding social,
economic, cultural and custom data, as suggested in Chapter 5,
Consistency, paragraph 2, Team leaders may not have intentionally
neglected to solicit our input, however, they must be responsible
for this oversight.

Uintah County is asking the BIM to consider our issues and position
as stated in the Uintah County Interim Land Use Policy, adopted
Eﬁtober 1, 19981,

110-3 To the extent the Uintah County Interim Land Use Policy is
consistent with federal regulations, we will naturally adhere to the county’s policy.
In those instances where the policy outlines adherence to state or local laws and
ordinances contrary to federal directives, we would have toarrive at some common
understanding. Be assured that we will continue to consult and coordinate closely
with the county on matters that may/will involve the county or its residents.
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110-7

F;der the general comments section of the attached letter from the
Diamond Mountain Permittees, etal, we wish to make additional
comment regarding the economic impact of the $54,000,000 annual
revenue generated in the three county area from livestock and
livestock products. There is no evidence to substantiate that
people from outside the Uintah Basin will offset the annual loss
in revenue from reductions in AUM's or general ranching operations.
Ranching and agriculture are the major economic cornerstones of

local community stability.

From this point, we will address specific sections of the draft and
our concerns:

Section: Chapter 1 Purpose and Need

Page 1.17 Step 2 - Original criteria were developed in early
1990, and sent to interested parties.

Page 1.17 Step 3 - Collection of various kinds of dats.
During this phase, special status plant species were inventoried
during the summer of 1989.

Why was step 3 done prior to step 2 ?

Neither the present County Commission or the County Public Lands
Representative were aware of any DMRA planning effort until some
time during Step 5, in mid-susmer, 1990. The preferred Alternative
E,lus not specifically discussed with the County before it was
selected.

On July 10th, 1991, a second notice was sent to team leader Smalley
requesting a copy of maps or material relating to Alternative E.
Was the material available at that time? Attached is a copy of the
second letter of request.

Chapter 2 - Common Management, Riparian Management

Page 2.10 It states that on January 22, 1987, BLM issued its
natjonal riparian area management policy which defined the term
riparian area, set management objectives, and outlined specific
policy direction. This paliey should not be subject to the liberal
extended definition as given on page A6.1, titled Utah State Office
Policy, Riparian Area Management Policy, IM UT 87-261 Revised,
February 28, 1988. The Utah definition, in our opinion, goes far
_bﬁyond the National BLM Director's original definition and intent.

Reintroduction of Black Footed Ferret
We would prefer that introduction or reintroduction of the Black

Footed Ferret be eliminated from the document. We have no
satisfactory evidence that this mammal ever inhabited Uintah

3

110-4 Thank you for your comments. Please referto our response 104-
2.
110-5 Again, please refer to our response 110-2. We have consulted

with and encouraged participation by the county commissioners at the outset and
through out this planning project. We believe we have complied with BLM’s
established procedures and in the established order for completion of a major
planning document such as an RMP.

110-6 The Utah State BLM Riparian Policy is an extension of the
National BLM Policy and describes guidelines to further the national policy
statements including initiating management to maintain, restore, or improve
riparian vaiues.

110-7 Documentationthatthe black-footed ferretinhabited Uintah County
has been shown in the Black-footed Ferret Recovery Plan (USF&WS, 1988, p. 7)
and the Draft Black-footed Ferret Reintroduction and Management Plan for the
Coyote Basin, Utah Complex (USF&WS, 1991, p.5). Itis BLM’s opinion that this
is satisfactory evidence presented by USF&WS and UDWR that black-footed
ferrets have indeed inhabited Uintah County. Prior to any reintroduction, a site
specific plan willbe prepared with the assistance of a local committee representing
all affected interests.
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110-8

110-9

110-10

110-11

County. At some point, with the existence of the Ferret, an EIS
would be required prior to any improvements, sowing of new
vegetative habitat, or improving range or ranches in general. We
prefer that this not be a part of the agenda for the Diamond
ng“t‘i“ Resource Management Plan.

Chapter 4 - Assumptions

Page 4.5 It states that for the life of the plan, the price
of oil will equal $20 per barrel, and the price of gas will be
$1.50 per thousand cubic feet. Future demands are certainly going
to place these prices at higher levels than have been assumed in
EES draft document. We feel these figures are underestimated.

Page 4.18 It states under "From Management Actions for Special
Emphasis Areas" that not designating Nine Mile Canyon, Red
Mountsin-Dry Fork or Browns Park Complexes as ACEC's would make it
more difficult to stabilize and protect the important cultural
resources within these areas because they would not receive the
management priority consideration afforded an ACEC. We disagree
with this thinking. These were nominations by the Nature
IConservancy and the Uintah Mountain Club, and are not necessarily
worthy of being granted special management consideration. Do the
opinions of these two environmental groups merit the extension of
additional ACEC's?

Page 4.17 "From Management Actions for Livestock Programs”,
states that it is intended to eliminate domestic sheep grazing
within 10 miles of identified Big Horn Sheep reintroduction areas.
Again, we concur with the comments given by the Dismond Mountain
Permittees findings, that the 10 mile buffer is not defendable.

[ATternatives A and E, have distinctly different land areas in
Level 1 through 4. Future oil, gas and mineral inventories are
presently unknown and we cannot place more restrictive levels of
management on these areas that could coniribute to the future
economic welfare of the Uintah Basin. For an example, are there
valuable trace minerals, uranium, or deep overthrusts of
hydrocarbon reservoirs that are presently undiscovered? It wasn't
until the late 1970's that the overthrust major hydrocarbon
reservoirs were discovered in Uinta County, Wyoming, just North of
the Diamond Mountain Resource Area.

Uintah County would like some language inserted in the proposed
tinal draft to state that if any future unknown resources or
reserves (hydrocarbon minerals or otherwise), are discovered within
the DMRA, that local govermment be included with other appropriate
agencies to make necessary amendments to the plan to accommodate
1&5 development if deemed economical.

The entire area is

110-12 |Iinerul leasing is incompatible within approximately 65% of the

lands in the Red Mountain-Dryfork complex.

4

110-8 We agree that the price of oil and gas may fluctuate over the next
15 years and demand may increase. However, for analysis purposes, the current
oil and gas prices were used. Should the price of oil and gas significantly change,
the economic impacts to oil and gas companies would aiso increase significantly as
would the benefits from production.

110-9 ACECs may be nominated by anyone. Justification for an ACEC
and supporting documentation must be submitted to BLM for consideration. The
Nature Conservancy, Uintah Mountain Club and the Utah Chapter of the Archaeo-
logical Society each nominated and supplied supporting documentation for their
areas of concern. During the development of the RMP these nominations were
analyzed and if found to be compatible with the overall management objective for
one or more of the alternatives developed, they were included in that alternative.

110-10 There are numerous studies recommending a buffer between
domestic and wild sheep. Atthe outset of this planning project, we identifieda need
to know which recommended buffer size, ifany, would be appropriate for the specific
topographic situations within the Basin. At that time no bureau guidelines were
available. A committee of local experts was formed, with representatives from
UDWR, CDOW, USFS, NPS, BLM and local veterinarians. Abuffer up to 10 miles
was recommended by this committee to account for the Basin’s unique topographic
features while minimizingthe possible threat of disease transmission between both
sheep species from common water and gathering facilities and direct species
contacts. The wording of the proposed plan, involving opportunities to create this
buffer through negotiations with the involved permittee(s), allows us the greatest
management flexibility for each potential reintroduction site.

As a point of historical accuracy, the Bureau did issue draft guidelines (under
Instruction Memorandum No. 92-239) which recommends a 9-mile buffer. This
guidance was issued after the draft RMP was released for public comment. We
sought clarification from our Washington office as to which buffer guideline to
propose. Based on this consultation, it was determined that a 1 mile difference in
buffer zones would not be significant, again with the condition that negotiations
would be used prior to any final reintroductions. This documentation as to the
rationale for the proposed plan has been added to Chapter 3. Please also referto
our responses 116-8 and 179-39.

110-11 Should significant mineral resources be discoveredinthe resource
area which require a plan amendment, the Uintah County and other appropriate
agencies would be involved.

110-12 Please refer to our response 61-2.

uoneyNSUCD pue UoHBUIPIo0D - G 18)deyD



8rl'S

110-12
Cont.

mapped on page 2.111, map 2-7, of the Draft EIS. The map should
be amended to include only the areas West of Highway 191, This is
consistent with the 1000+ signatures relative to this issue.

All alternatives should recommend withdrawal of mineral leasing for
this area at the expiration of the current lease period. A
reassessment of management levels for this special management area
needs to be done.

In summary, we strongly encourage you to consider our concerns,
these recommendations and potential conflicts. The impact of the
DMRMP has an important influence on the local economy, and quality
of our present and future customs, culture And_comluu)ity stability.

Sincerely Yours,

H. Glen McKee

Lo;;,iﬂ F.yll
‘I(%axb. Adams
UINTAH COUNTY COMMISSION

Ucc:de
enclosures
cc: Jim Parker
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QUESTAR PIPELINE COMPANY
79 SOUTHSTATE STREET o P.0.BOX11450 o SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84147 ¢  PHONE {801} 530-2511

March 26, 1992

R MACXNAM

TIMOTHY
DIRECTOR. PROPEATY AND
RIGHTS OF WAY DEPARTMENT

111-1

Ms. Penelope Smalley, Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management

Vernal District

170 South 500 East

Vemnal, Utah 84078

Subject: Comments on Diamond Mountain Resource Area - Draft Resource
Management Plan and Environmental fmpact Statement.

Dear Ms. Smalley:

Questar Pipeline Company (Questar) is an interstate natural gas pipeline company that
operates gathering, transmission and storage pipeline and related facilities in Colorado,
Utah and Wyoming. Questar operates over 2,400 miles of pipelines within the Rocky
Mountain area. Our company provides Uinta Basin producers with gathering,
transportation and storage services and with access to customers, markets and other
pipeline companies within the region.

Questar’s pipeline facilities within Daggett, Duschene and Uintah Counties presently have
an assessed valuation of $72,600,000. During 1991, Questar's property taxes to these
counties totaled $714,400.

As such, Questar has a sizable facility and operating investment within the Diamond
Mountain Resource Area, and appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the
draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (RMPJEIS).

1. Oil and Gas Management Categories:

[ The RMP/EIS recommended management plan (Altemate E) provides for
a mix of management actions allowing for resource development while
protecting environmental values. However, this approach proposes that an
increasing highpercentage of resource development areas now be subject
to controlled or restricted stipulations (Category 2 and 3) while substantially
less resource acreage is subject to standard stipulations. In fact,
percentage of lands classified as Category 2 and 3 increase from 50% to
77% while Category 1 development lands decrease from 60% to 23%. In

a region heavily dependent upon the ofl and gas industry and during

Blackham)

1111 The socioeconomics s
been expanded from the draft. Plea
Chapter 4.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 111 (QUESTAR PIPELINE COMPANY,

ections of the proposedplan/final EIS have
se refer to the socioeconomics sections of
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111-2

111-3

111-4

Page 2

somewhat difficult financial times, this reduction of available acreage
presents a potential negative impact to the area’s economic growth. The
RMPIEIS should consider management direction that encourages oil, gas
and mineral development which in tumn supports the economic growth and
stability of the surrounding communities and helps fund the state and
| federal agencies which manage the lands, resources and wildlife.

Designated "No Surface Occupancy” Areas:

’;ees being considered for "no surface occupancy’ (NSO) should be
carsfully evaluated prior to designation. Usually, NSO areas are restricted
from use in order to protect particular wildlife species, improve riparian or
range land areas, avoid water shed areas or close areas due to other
environmental concems. Often, the oil and gas industry has demonstrated
thet its activities can be scheduled and conducted without disturbance to
wildlife or environmental issues. In addition, state-of-the-art construction
and reclamation techniques have been successful in minimizing land
disturbance and reducing environmental impacts. Overall the BLM is
urged to work with industry where possible regarding particular NSO
designated areas to resolve problems and allow development within these
areas.

.

Existing Leases and Rights-of-Way:

rC)uestar urges that BLM maintain provisions to acknowledge and honor the

valid existing rights granted for leases and rights-of-way associated with the

focation and operation of existing facilities. These existing facilities located

within proposed Wild end Scenic River comidors, recreational use aress,

or ACECs should not be subject to new or additional conditions or
stipufations contained within the RMPJEIS.

Utility Comidors:

The RMP/EIS Preferred Altemative apparently designates a “utility corridor*
across the Diamond Mountain, Browns Park, and Ewing Canyon areas.
This utility corridor has a bottle neck at Jesse Ewing Canyon. Presently
four pipelines pass through the area. The proposed quarter mile wide
corridor Is to be reduced to 1/8 mile in the canyon due to slopes greater
then 30% which is felt by the RMPto be unsafe for heavy equipment. The
preferred alternative E states that the bottleneck will allow only a maximum
of three new facilities in the corridor essentially closing the North-South
passage between Utah and Wyoming. In Chapter 3 of the draft, EIS, it is
stated that "Jesse Ewing Canyon in Browns Park has four major pipelines

111-2 BLM should work closely with industry before NSO designations
are formulated in order to allow development, while still protecting critical resource
values. NSO stipulations are only proposed where they were deemed to be the
least restrictive to protect crucial or important resource values.

111-3 Please refer to Chapter 1. Within the opening paragraphs of
Chapter 1 the document states: “...valid existing rights take precedence over any
management decisions depicted on the alternative maps. Nothing on the alterna-
tive maps should be interpreted as challenging those rights.” Also within Chapter
1 the planning criteria (those constraints or ground rules to which the RMP and
associated EIS are developed) specifically states: “All alternatives recognize the
existence of valid existing rights. Nothing in the management options identified
would preclude those rights.” These directives also apply to the proposed plan.

111-4 Chapter 3 has been clarified to support the decision regarding the
utility corridor through Jesse Ewing Canyon. Under the proposed plan the canyon
would not be closed to major rights-of-way; however, we believe the Canyon could
only support up to three additional rights-of-way.
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and reached capacity’. This North-South corridor is critical to energy

111-4 | transportation in the region.The route shouid not be closed at the present
Cont. time and the RMP should be open to new technologies which could allow

for the safe installation of new facilities while mitigating environmental
impacts.

]

5. Black-Footed Ferret Reintroduction Areas

_Eoposed black-footed femet reintroduction areas identified as Shiner and
Antelope Flats overiap existing pipeline rights of way. The draft EIS places
restrictions on surface activities from March 1, through August 31st within

11-5 1/4 mile of the habitat occupied by the black-footed ferret. However, the

draft EIS states ‘these restrictions will not apply to maintenance and
operation of existing facilities”. These restrictions should not be placed on
maintenance and operation when these rights of way are renewed.

6. Areas of Critical Environmentai Concemn

The preferred alternative E creates several areas of critical environmental
concem (ACEC), which overlap existing Questar facilities. The impetus into
most of the overfapping ACEC’s is the wildlife in the area. Sage grouse
strutting grounds, critical deer and elk winter habitat, raptor protection

111-6 | zones and biack-footed ferret reintroduction will all effect future pipeline

activities in the area. The cumulative effect of these protection zones
should not be to prevent cument and future netwral gas transportation and
storage in area.

in summary, the Diamond Mountein Resource Area is in a critical area for natural
gas activities. The unique geology of the aree has aflowsd the development of an
underground gas storage facility at Clay Basin. The utility corridors and pipelines in the
aree are critical routes for supplying netural gas to much of the country. One eof the
nationel environmental issues addressed in the AMP were activities that *...can positively
affect cument trends involving global climate changes and acid rain". Continued
development of clean buming natural gas will have a positive effect.

Questar and its affiliate companies, have been active in the oil and gas business
within areas covered by the RMPIEIS for over 50 years, and urges BLM to consider
management direction which encourages economic stability and honors existing loases
and rights. Questar appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments pentaining to
the draft RMP/EIS.

Very truly yours,

TRB/gf

111-5 Under 43 CFR 2881.1-1(f) the authorized officer may modify the
terms and conditions of the right-of-way at the time of renewal. According to the
right-of-way grant authorized in 1989 for the Questar pipeline in question, the
renewal date is October 2019, which should alleviate your concerns. Itisreasonable
to assume that restrictions concerning black-footedferrets will probably be updated
by the time Questar’s right-of-way is renewed.

111-6 Webelieve the protection zones created inthe proposed planin the
ACEC also offerwindows of activity or areas that could be used for currentand future
natural gas transportation and storage.
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March 20, 1992

Penelope Smalley, Team Leader
Bureau of Lamd Management
Vernal District

170 South 500 East

Vernal, Ut. 84078

Subject: Diamond Mountain Resource Management Plan Draft E.I.S.

Dear Ms. Smalley,

I must commend you and your team for the conprehensive effort in
creating the Draft EIS of the Diamond Mountain Resource Managenment
Plan.

fter close review of the Diamond Mountain Resource Management Plan,
1 have some concerns about phosphate leases in the Red Mountain-Dry
Pork Complex.

This is a very unique area because of it’s wide diversity of high
quality resource values within a close proximity to an urban area.
It will be very important to determine the best use of this land.
To do this we must first identify the resources of the area. The
resources of the Red Mountain-Dry Fork complex are:

1. Recreation (Hunting, Fishing, Camping, Picnicing, Hiking,
Skiing, Riding of Horses, Bicycles, Snownmobiles, and OHVs)

2. Scenic Vistas and Aestetics
3. Riparian Areas

4. Wildlife Habitat (Including crucial winter range for Deer
and Elk)

5. Cultural and Historical Resources

6. Watershed (Surface and Underground Aquafir)

7. Vernal Area Municipal Water Supply

8. Archeological and Paleontological Sites

9. Biological Diversity

10. Relict Vegetation
ACEC designation is in tune with the best use of these lands. In
light of critical resource values identified in the ACEC nomination

for this area, no alternative addresses the impacts to these resources
should mining occur. Alternatives B, C, and E designate the Red

Mountain, Dry Fork Complex as an Area of Critical Environmental

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 112 AND 113 (GODDARD)

112-1 Thank you for expressing your concerns. Please refer to our

response 61-2.
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