(21 8°)

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND BUDGET
Resource Development Coordinating Committee

Charles E. Johnsan, CPA

114-1

114-2

114-3

Offien Director
Brad T. Barber
Offox Dyaty Dirvvtor
Rod D. Millar
Committce Chairman 116 Stcle Capital
JohnA. Harfja  Salt Lake Ciy, Utah 84114
Faecotiee Dirwior  {801) 5361027

March 26, 1992

Penclope Smalley, Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Vernal District

170 South 500 East

Vernal, UT 84078

SUBJECT: Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the Diamond
Mountain Resource Area
State Identifier Number: UT911223-010

Dear Ms. Smalley:

The Resource Development Coordinating Committee, representing the State of Utah, has reviewed
this draft RMP/EIS. Following are comments from various state agencies:

State Lands and Foresiry
Preferred Alternative

ﬁeﬁmﬁomnmhumanagementpﬁorityarwandspedulemphuisma,wiﬂx
associnted surface occupancy restrictions, withdrawals, use restrictions, etc., may
adversely affect trust land management goals within DMRA. For the alternatives
presented, the management theme for Alternative D is the most consistent with trust
management goals, therefore, the Division of State Lands and Forestry recommends
Alternative D for the preferred alternative.

Utility Corridors

At this time, we see no reason why the state lands in the corridors would not be available
for use a8 utility corridors. However, we cannot guarantee continued availability over the
ong term.

Land Exchanges

e are somewhat disappointed that the draft RMP doesn't specifically identify trust lands
or potential federal acquisition. However, Tables 2-14 through 2-18 provide a reasonable
ork for development of exchange scenarios. Given the apparent preference to

RESPONSE TO COMMENTLETTER 114 (Resource Development Coordinating
Commitiee, Barber)

114-1 Thank you for your comment.
114-2 Thank you for your comment.
114-3 Standard operating procedures involving land ownership adjust-

ments are outlined in Chapter 2. The DMRA Management Situation Analysis
provides a list of state lands BLM would be interested in acquiring. Forthis reason
the RMP includes guidelines that would allow the greatest management flexibility
involving land ownership adjustments.
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pursue exchanges/acquisitions as opportunities arise, we wonder which agency (BLM or
DSLF) will make the first move. If we receive an application for a trust land use that the
BLM may perceive s inconsistent with its objectives in an area, we may find it difficult
Eopt for an exchange to accommodate BLM's management objectives.
Executive Order Withd ]

The il shale protection withdrawal imposed by executive order is characterized as “not
being used for its intended purpose” (page 3.20). The withdrawal seems to work to
the detriment of other management objectives in the DMRA. Perhape the RMP should

ithdrawal be terminated.

Eelop the rationale for a recommendation by the Secretary of the Interior that the
wil

Utah Natural Heritage Program

As with previous comments during the Diamond Mountain planning process, the Heritage
Program to the DRMP focuses on two major topics: 1) the identity and treatment
of rare plants, and 2) the recognition and continued protection of natural areas on the
Resource Area.

Rare Plants

Two definitions pertaining to rare plants in Appendix G of the DRMP were reviewed. The
definition of "CANDIDATE SPECIES" (page G.2) is correct, but the definition of
*SENSITIVE SPECIES (page G.12) may not be. In particular, we suggest checking the
statement that "The sensitive list is made up of species listed as Category 3c in the
Federal Register..." 1t is our understanding that the BLM list of sensitive spécies (at least
plants) in Utah is essentially the same ag the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) list
of Candidate species (Categories 1 and 2). That is, the BLM has provision for creating its
own list of sensitive species, but for plants (at least) has chosen to make thia list
essentially identical to the USFWS Candidate species list, not the Non-Candidate
(Category 3c) list. Clarification of this topic could probably best be done by the BLM State

Botanist,

Table 3-26 on page 3.69 shows the identities and current status of special-status plants
¥nown or potentially occurring in the Diamond Mountain Resource Area. We suggest a
few minor revisions to this table based on the following:

1. The table includes Non-Candidate (Category 3c) plants as well as Candidate and
listed plants. However, the table does not include all of the known Category 3¢
plants on the Resource Area. We suggest that the table be consistent and include
either all or none of such Category 3¢ plants. For sake of brevity, perhaps it would
be beet to include none of them,

114-4 Rather than remove the Oil Shale withdrawal in its entirety, the
proposed plan specifically outlines those areas where a withdrawal termination is
recommended.

114-5 Thank you for your comment. We agree, please refer to the
Glossary for a correction of the term sensitive species.

114-6
table.

We agree, Category 3C plant species have been deleted from the
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2. Status of a few of the plants are different than shown in the table, either through the
table being in error or from status changes that have taken place since publication
of the DRMP. We also suggest referring to Category 1 and 2 plants as "C1" and C2"
rather than "1C" and "2C", in keeping with the most common usage of these
abbreviations.

3. There are a few minor corrections needed based on taxonomic changes and spelling.
’;ﬂhthmmggmdmﬁsimn,thephntsmdmtumofmles-%wouldappura’s
follows:

COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME STATUS (Heritage Comments)
Park Rock Cress Arabis vivariensis - (To become C2 in '93)
Horshoe Bend milkvetch  Astragalus equisolensis C1
Hamilton milkvetch Astragalus hamiltonii (Is not C1)

thistle Cirsium ownbeyi c2 (Note correct spelling)
Untermann’s Erigeron untermannii
Barneby’s pepper cress Lepidium barnebyonum  E*
or ridge cress
Flowers penstemon Penstemon floweryii c2
Gibbens beardiongue Penstemon gibbensii c2
Goodridh’s beardtongue Penstemon goodrichii c2
Graham's beardtongue Penstemon grahamii Cl
Clay reed mustard Schoencrambe argillaces T*  (Newly listed)
Toadflax cress Schoencrambe suffrutescens E*  (Not Glaneocarpum)
Uinta Basin hookless cactos Sclerocactus glaucus o™
Ute ladies’ tresnes diluvialis T (Newly listed)

1. 44 FR 58870; dated Oclober 11, 1979
2 £3 FR 37420; dated Ociober 6, 1987
3. 55 FR 39864; dated September 28, 1980
4. 57 FR 1403; dated January 14, 1992
| 5. 57 FR 2063; dated January 17, 1992

_Nextwithregardtoraroplants,wobelicveitinimportantfoﬂheevenwalmwmte
the level of formal protection that will be given to special-status plants through law and/or
BLM policy. This appears to be done adequately in the following parts of the DRMP:

1. In Chapter 2, under the section MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE COMMON TO ALL
ALTERNATIVES, the management governing special-status plants (page 2.14) is the
same as that outlined for special-status animals (page 2.5-6). The latter policies
appear to be adequate for plants as well as animals, and it is appropriate that such
management is the same in all alternatives.

2. The statements for "Special Status Species” on page 2.60 are also good (though there

appears to be an unintentional double negative in the statement under Alternative A).

114-7
you.

114-8

114-9

corrected.

The table has been updated to reflect changes in status. Thank

Please refer to our response 114-7 above.

The unintentional double negative for Alternative A has been
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8. Under Alternative E, the above management directions appear to be further
strengthened by defining listed T/E plant habitat as Management Level 2 and
|__ Candidate plant habitat as Management Level 3.

[Finally, a key objective in the Recovery Plan for Sclerocactus glaucus was that certain
significant populations of the species on public lands receive special designation and
management protection. The designation and (most importantly) proposed management
of the Nine Mile Canyon and Pariette Wetlands ACEC’s appear to satisfy this Recovery
objective, Ifthe U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurs, then these two ACEC designations
could hasten Sclerocactus glaucus’s eventual removal from the list. The Heritage Program
thus strongly supports designation and management of the Nine Mile Canyon and Pariette

Wetlands ACEC’s as proposed in Alternative E.

Natural Areas

The Natural Heritage Program supports ACEC designation as proposed in Alternative E
for the three relict vegetation areas on the Diamond Mountain Resource Area. These
areas are Red Mountain (north of Vernal), Castle Cove (northwest of Vernal) and Leers
Canyon (tributary to Argyle Canyon). The first two are included within the larger

Red Mountain-Dry Fork Complex ACEC, while the latter would be an ACEC by
itself. If the BLM decides to adjust the boundary of the Red Mountain-Dry Fork Complex
ACEC as a result of public comments, then we recommend that the individual Red
Mountain and Castle Cove relict areas retain their proposed ACEC status and
_:_ngement.

We support and recommend carrying forward almost all of the individual management
preacriptions for the above two ACEC's, as shown in Table 2-18 of the DRMP. Rather
than listing all of the items in this table with which we agree, we will only comment on
one posgibly questionableitem. It concerns the prescription for fire in Leers Canyon found
on page 2.114. In a near-relict area, it seems best to let fire have as near to natural a role
as possible in the context of the surrounding lands. It is not clear if the "prescribed fire"
in Leers Canyon refers to: (1) wildfires that are managed in certain ways rather than
being immediately suppressed, or (2) fires that are intentionally set and then managed.
In the latter case, it would not seem appropriate to let intentional burns be used as a tool
to support crucial big game habitat management objectives as ends in themselves. Given
Leers Canyon’s small size and long/narrow orientation, there should be ample surrounding
land on which to conduct intentional burns for big game habitat. As a contrast, the
preecription for fire in the Red Mountain relict area (page 2.115) reflects the goal of
Einhiningﬁrs’anahndroh.

Division of Water Rights

The Division of Water Rights has two concerns that we would like to see addressed in the
final EIS. They concern (1) water rights for instream flow, and (2) wetland improvement
at Pariette Draw.

114-10 Thank you for your support of these ACEC nominations.

114-11 Thank you for your support of the ACEC designations for the relict

‘| vegetation areas. The boundaries of the encompassing Red Mountain-Dry Fork

ACEC Complex has not been modified in the proposed plan.

114-12 BLM agrees. We have changed the fire prescription for the Lears
Canyon ACEC in the proposed plan to read: “Maintain the natural role of fire within
the relict vegetation area. Large scale fires would not be allowed to kill more than
50 percent of the pinyon-juniper community, or 40 percent of the Douglas fir-
mountain browse community in Lears Canyon over the life of this RMP. Outside of

the relict vegetation area, allow fire to burn under prescribed conditions to support

the stated values of a vigorous, healthy vegetation community, to support critical
soils; and, crucial wildiife habitat.”
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§

znmdwmthm&amﬁnhmumoﬂndmmwﬂlu&u
acquire water rights on certsin streasas for the purpose of maintaining instream flews and
riparian habitet. However, there is no explanation of how such water rights will be

in accordance with Section 73-3-3(11), Utsh Code Annotated. Whatever method the BIM
wwm%mwhmuhhmmSmdmﬁrmthm

The BLM alse propeses to improve the wetland habitat in the Pariette Draw area. They
give little information in the Draft EIS ou how they will accomplish this improvement.
We are particularly interested in where thay propose to get the water they will need for
making the insprovement, Aun,tberntboduhonldbeltatedmthﬁulmmd

114-15

114-16

114-17

| conferm to state law.

Division of Wiidlife Resources
Allexnative A
_Mdt-naﬁvepheeamnalm&icﬁoumncﬁﬁﬁumrﬁn‘inugemnaﬁng
-areas and peregrine falcon nesting habitat, but the restirictions are not adequate.
Restrictions on sage grouse nesting habitat should be from mid-March throngh June and
peregrine restrictions should be from February through Angust.

Fgez,ls,Pmph4mthatﬂnfwe-disturbhgndiviﬁuwmﬂdbeaﬂawdwithm
the 600-foot riparian buffer zone if there was no practical alternative. However, there is
1o mention of mitigation measures if such activities were to take place. Riparian habitats
are critical to most wildlife species. Surfaceduhzrbmgachvmumultmmmglhve
impact through loss of such habitat. The BLM's Riparian Area Management Policy states
thtamluuofnpanmhahutmstbemmted If this alternative is chosen,
mitigation measures must be included in environmental assessments tied to this RMP.
We also believe a statement referring to coordination between your resource area and the
Army Corps of Engineers would be necessary before any decision document is signed
| concerning potential loss of jurisdictional wetlands.

Al{ernative B

This alternative is the alternative of choice for the Division of Wildlife Resources. It
provides for active management of wildlife populations and wildlife habitat. It provides
for restriction of activities which would adversely affect wildlife species. This alternative
also provides the greatest protection to critical wildlife habitats and wildlife species which
are threatened, endangered, or in need of special attention. From a wildlife perspective,
thuwouldbetheprefenedllta’n&hve

soquired. At this point, we assume that sequisition will be made from willing sellers and -

114-13 The following statement has been added in Chapter 2: “Water
rights acquisition will be made from willing sellers and in accordance with Section
73-3-3(11) Utah Code Annotated.

114-14 BLM propoees to continue habitat maintenance and development
at Pariette Wetlands for waterfowl production, riparian enhancement, and reduc-
tion of sediment loading of the Green River. Any additional water acquisitions for
Pariette Wetlands would be from willing sellers and inaccordance with Section 73-

3-3(11) Utah Code Annotated.

114-15 Please note, comments 114-15 through 114-33 are identical to
comment letter #8 (UDWR, Moretti). Please refer to our response 8-2.
114-16 Refer to our response 8-3.

11417 Refer to our response 8-4.

uolelNSUoY pue UOKEUIPI00D - G JeIdeyD



6S4'S

114-18

114-19

114-20

114-21

114-22

114-23

Penelope Smalley
March 26, 1992
Page 6

Alternative C

Whﬂc&isdmﬁnwoﬁdum&kﬁmsmugemmwngmn&,mpmueﬁon
zone is described. This alternative also lacks adequate seasonal restriction of activities
forngemuneoﬁngmumdpcogﬁnefalmnwﬁngm. Sage grouse restrictions
lhouldboﬁomnﬁd-Mamhthrwthuneandpaepinerutrkﬁomnhonldbe&om
| Felbruary through August.

This altarnative does not provide for protection of potential bighorn sheep and black-footed
ferret reintroduction sites. This should be included in the DMRMP as these are animal
species requiring special consideration. ExisﬁngBLMHabitatManagmntthfotthis
ammﬂinouﬁomforthereinhoducﬁmofbighmdmepmdbhck-foobd ferrets (Page
Lﬂ)andshouldbeeomideudinthism.

yaddiﬁondAUMsnaﬁndthmghrmgeimpmm&waﬂdheudpedto
livestock. We realize that this is the objection of this alternative, but not allocating any
oﬂheaddiﬁomlAUleotwﬂdBkmkuthindﬁemnﬁvemaﬁsfacwrthWR.

'Iheﬁpaﬁanbuﬂ'euoneisonlyaaowinthin alternative. While this provides for some
pmtpcﬁonoftheusenniﬁvem,umfootorwhrbuﬂ'ermnewouldbeprefcmd.
'l'hmisnomﬁmofmitiglﬁonfcrripaxianhbitatlouwhensuchlmismvoidable.
ﬂﬁg&ﬁmmhcondduvedforﬁpaﬁmm

Alternative D

Conmmmgudingthisdtemaﬁvemsimﬂutotbonexpmndunderﬂtuuﬁvec
Mbmmﬁmmwﬁimdformmmmtﬁngpm Seasonal
restrictions are not adequate for sage grouse and peregrine falcons, Black-footed ferret
introduction sites do not receive adequate consideration and protection. Additional AUMs

wildlife. The intent of this alternative is to minimize wildlife restrictions to mineral
exploration and development. Impmﬁomthueacﬁviﬁesomhnvaanegaﬁveeﬁect
on most wildlife species. 'l‘heneimpachmnstbeoonsiduodintham. Page 2.5,
Pnugraph&stateathatitistbeBIMsmpouiﬁhtytoreeogniuopportuniﬁuto
maintain, improve, and expand wildlife habitat. Activities related to mineral exploration
and development often conflict with this objective. Alternatives which minimize negative
| impacts on wildlife should be considered.

Alternative B
__ﬁhdwmﬁnmﬁdufmthebedimplemtaﬁmofmlﬁpleuuoﬂhermumm&
TheDWRmpmtheeﬂ'orttopmtectwﬂdﬁfeandtheenvimnmmtwhﬂepwvidingﬁx
the development of other resources. We would suggest that wildlife be considered initially

for additional AUMs developed from range improvements, Page 2.30, Paragraph 7 states
that these AUMs would initially go to livestock. Experience has shown that it is difficult

114-18-20

114-21

114-22

114-23

Refer to our responses 8-5 through 8-7.
Refer to our response 8-8.
Refer to our response 8-9.

Refer to our response 8-10.
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to assign AUMs to wildlife that were previously assigned to livestock. We would also
suggest that the riparian buffer zone be expanded from 330 feet to 600 feet as in
ARernative A. This would allow for greater protection of critical riparian areas.

The following comments may apply to several of the alternatives:

p—

Monitoring should occur to identify areas of use by peregrine faloons. DWR is concerned
that prairie falcons and goshawks were omitted from the list of raptors occurring in the
area, There are known locations of these species in the Nine Mile Canyon and other
sreas. The Northern goshawk is a USFWS category 2 species requiring special
management. The prairie falcon is a raptor of special concern. Ferruginous hawks, also
8 USFWS category 2 species, are located within the DMRA. A 0.5 mile buffer zone around
active nests and seasoual restrictions from March through July would be required for
these species. We would also like to emphasize the presence of golden eagles in the area.
DWR would like raptor surveys conducted prior to implementation of management
activities. After the data is gathered, it should be made available to us for inclusion in cur
database.

114-25

Seasonal restrictions on critical elk and deer winter ranges would not be required if
animals were not present on the site (Page 2.35). For short-term activities this would be
acceptable. However, for long-term activities, we are concerned with this statement.
Although snimals may not be present one year, if an area is designated as critical winter
habitat, then use has occurred in the past and is likely to occur in the future, Allowing
acﬁviﬁeewithbng—temimpachcmﬂdcausebiggamemimalutobedisphmdinbpm
quality habitat.

114-26

114-27

Whﬂewﬁm&mungmﬁﬁﬁumdonvmmm.umdwwnmmwa

zones, grazing is allowed (Page 2.36). Seasonal restrictions of grazing within the outlined
buffer zones from March 1 to June 30 should be considered. Guidelines adopted by DWR,
BLM, and USFS state that a two-mile buffer zone be established arcund sage grouse leks
and protected from vegetative treatments. Sage grouse populations and habitat are
declining, This species provides unique hunting and viewing opportunities and critical
habitats, such as leks and nesting areas, need to be protected.

[Tn order for adequste habitat to be maintained for possible bighorn sheep reintroduction,

domestic sheep must be excluded from these areas. Disease is a major contributor to
declines in bighorn sheep populations. BLM must make a serious effort to eliminate
domestic sheep in bighorn habitat by changing classes of livestock or exchanging grazing
permits, or retiring permits (Page 2.40). DWR should be involved in negotiations and kept
informed of possible conflicts and alternatives.

114-28

Fllcreased vehicular access as outlined on Page 2.41 presents some negative impacts on
wildlife, Many studies have shown that increased use by improving access causes many
wildlife species to abandon the area. Species particularly semsitive to such disturbance

incinde black bears, cougars, raptors, bighorn sheep, and elk. We would suggest that

114-24

114-25

114-26

114-27

114-28

Refer to our response 8-11.
Refer to our response 8-12.
Refer to our response 8-13.
Refer to our response 8-14.

Refer to our response 8-15.
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ccess improvements concentrate on horse, foot, and bicycle trails. This could reduce
acts to wildlife.

addition to the road restrictions placed on OHV on Page 2.50, seasonal restrictions
tlined for wildlife should be applied to OHVs in areas critical to wildlife such as leks,
nesting areas, wintering areas, and fawning and calving areas.

WR should be consulted during analysis of cases involving the harvest of ponderosa pine,
laspen, cottonwood, and other large conifers as outlined on Page 2.62.

Regardlees of which alternative is chosen, guidelines for seasonal restrictions and buffer
zones for the protection of important wildlife species should be followed. These restrictions
would apply if the species is present in the area. Clarification of these guidelines follows:

Seasonal restrictions -
Mule deer 12/1 - 416 and 615 - /5
Elk 12/1 - 4/15 and 515 - /6
Antelope §/1 - 6/30
Goshawks 417720
Ferruginous hawks 3/1-6/15
Golden eagles 21- 716
Peregrine falcons 271 - 881
Prairie falcons 41-716
Sage grouse ans - 6/30
Buffer xones -
Peregrine falcons 1 mile
Bald eagles 1 mile
Other raptors 0.5 mile
| Bighorn sheep 0.5 mile from canyon rims and talus slopes

There are several statements to the effect that restrictions can be waived following site
specifie analysis which receive a "no effect” or "no practical alternative” result. DWR
would like to be involved with and informed of such analyses in order to determine the
i‘_emonwﬂdlifebefmmsﬁctimsmwaived

The following species are listed as sensitive by the state of Utah and potentially oceur in
the DRMA. Actions which could potentially have negative effects on these species must
either be considered, steps taken to minimize impacts, or mitigated for losses. These
species include:

Dwarf shrew Purple martin

Red bat Utah milk snake

L Spotted bat

114-29

114-30

114-31

114-32

114-33

Refer to our response 8-16.
Refer to our response 8-17.
Refer to our response 8-18.
Refer to our response 8-19.

Refer to our response 8-20.
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decisions on Page 2.35 suggest bear baiting be allowed by permit only in

Proposed
{ Alternatives A, C, and D, Alternatives B and E indicate that bear baiting permits will not

be issued. The DWR is opposed to not issuing bear baiting permits. Our stand indicates
that bear baiting is an acceptable method of bunting bears, as outlined in our cougar and
bear hunting regulations, The methods of taking are under the jurisdiction of the Utah
Wildlife Board.

Bear harvest rates are regulated by totally limited permit numbers. Baiting, which is only
permitted when the bears are harvested with archery tackle, is an important method of
allowing archers to get close enough to harvest a bear. If archers weren't allowed to hunt
over baits, uging dogs would be the only practical method of harvest. Not all archers
choose to utilize dogs.

If cleanup of the bait site is the issue, the BLM certainly has the responsibility and
prerogative to regulate this potential problem. Bear bait sites are like oil drilling sites,
firewood sales, and other activities where humans can affect the environment. Like these
other activities, satisfactory cleanup stipulations should be incorporated into the permit

_a_ndenﬁmul
[ DWR appreciates the wildlife stipulations ideatified and proposed in Appendix 2. All of

these stipulations are considered essential to effective management of wildlife and

| mitigation of i

guidelines ideatified for black-footed ferrets on Page A2.11 indicate that

[ Management
Alternatives A & E would continue to suppert DWR hunting regulations as they apply to

pnmedop. This should also be applied to Alternative B.

mmwmofWﬂdhfeRemrmwouldliketommandcommmtonﬂ»ﬁndMu
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. If questions arise, please
contact the appropriste Regional Habitat Managers. 'I‘lwymChmecbonande
| Phippen for the Northeastern and Southeastern regions, respectively.

Division of Qil, Gas, and Mining

From our review of the RMP/EIS, it is obvious that a great deal of effort and
craftsmanship has been employed in its development. Furthermore, our field trip to the
area with the EIS team was helpful in understanding the complex issues involved.

There are, however, two areas in the scheme of the planning effort with which we take
issue and feel deserve comment. One issue concerns the use of "No Surface Occupancy”
(N.S.0.) as a lease stipulation, the other is in how the RMP/EIS will affect solid minerals
development and use.

114-34 We agree, UDWR does control the method of taking. However,
the proposed decision would not allow the issuance of bear baiting permits due to
the potential public health hazard and conflicts with recreational users. Please
refer to our response 70-3.

114-35 Thank you for your support.
114-36 Thank you for your comment.
114-37 UDWR will receive copies of this document.

UOIIE}NSUOD PUB UOIBUIPIOOD) - G J8)dByD



e9l's

114-38

114-39

Penelope Smalley
March 26, 1992
Page 10

No Surface Occupancy
—Th—enuofmmrfacempmyappeautobeasﬁpnlaﬁonwhichisuudtomphm

any technical analysis as to whether N.S.0., as a lease stipulation, enables a lessee to,
when used, actually recover minerals under a lease. Currently, 8%, or 66,000 acres of the
resource area is categorized as N.S.0. (Page 3.29) for Oil and Gas Development. Under
Alternative "E", the prefarred alternative, this amount would increase to about 12% of the
resource area, or 90,100 acres (Page 2.47). Without an analysis or a presentation of the
technical feanibility of how possible oil or gas drilling and recovery may oceur under N.8.0.
sﬁpuhﬁom,mandyﬁsofmmulaﬁnimpm(uispmbdmpmtﬂfor
Alternative E) is not possible.

One solution to the lack of this technical analysis would be 1o include it in the document.
As an alternative, however, rethinking the compatibility of uses and the timing of certain
uses may be a more efficient and effective way to approach the dilemma.

As an example, N.S.0. is proposed as a lease stipulation for all level 1 and 2 lands in the
Brown's Park Complex. The exact acreage involved is uncertain, as the caleulated amount
of winter range required, Since the Brown’s Park Complex contains crucial deer and elk
winter range, special consideration is warranted in this area. Thevefore, considerations
such as timing of drilling activity, the site specific nature of drilling activity, and the
meeptofdrﬂﬁngwbid:,whhhreqtﬂruupedaﬁudnﬁﬁgnﬁm,uhmﬂbenﬁliudhphw
of no surface occupancy applying to the complex as a whole.

This same creative approach should also be examined 28 an aliernative to applying an
N.S.0. lease restriction in the 18,300 acres of potential black-footed ferret habitat. These
areas with potential for ferret reintroduction will have significant negative impacts on
umpereentof'hehighpotmﬁnloilmdgsmintheMythmch-N’mLﬁk
Canyon and Horseshoe Bend - Ashley Valley oil and gas regions. (Page 4.67 Alternative
E Impacts). The Pariette Wetlands are listod as an area which require special emphasis
in management as an A.C.E.C. Instead of applying the blanket N.S.0. stipulation to level
lnndzhnds,thmmnhmemndssbmldbedsdgnMupheuwhm
rﬁnlsﬁpulatimwouldbeappliedtodﬁllingacﬁvityordgvdopmt

Solid Miperal

Tar sands development and use would be precluded under the application of Alternative
E, dus to the Pariette STSA's designation as level 2 land. While we can understand the
need for protection of the Pariette Wetlands, it appears that the use of currently available
reclamation technology needs to be examinad as part of the alternative. Given the
opportunity for special lease stipulations requiring land reclamation, preciuding the

dunhpmmtofaspbnlﬁcmteﬁalsisnotwmmbd.

careful management of juxtaposed resource uses. Further, the RMP/EIS does not contain -

114-38 Upon review of the extent of lands with NSO stipulations in the
proposed RMP category map, and current horizontal drilling technology, it is
concluded that NSO stipulations overall do not significantly impact the technical
feasibility of extracting oil and gas resources.

The NSO stipulations proposed inthe proposed RMP are not *blanket” in natureand
are described below for the Brown’s Park Complex, the black-footed ferret reintro-
duction area (Eight Mile Flat), and the Pariette Wetlands areas. We believe current
technology involving horizontal drilling could be used successfully in theseareasto
access oil and gas from adjacent non-BLM administered surface lands (e.g., state
or private lands).

Inthe proposed final RMP, NSO stipulations concerning crucial deer winter habitat
in the Browns Park Complex would be applied only to the crucial sagebrush
vegetation type and is not a blanket stipulation (please refer to Appendix 4).

In the proposed RMP reintroduction of the black-footed ferret is proposed only at
one site (Eight Mile Flat). The area will not be covered by NSO stipulations either
prior to or after reintroduction. Rather prior to reintroduction the area will fall under
a lease notice (see Appendix 4) and following reintroduction a controiled surface
use stipulation (see Appendix 4).

The NSO stipulations which will apply in the Pariette Wetlands ACEC are outlined
in Appendix4 and arefor: Special status plant species, and goose nest sites. These
are specific stipulations applied to specific areasand aretherefore notblanketNSO
stipulations.

114-39 The decision involvingtar sands has been modified inthe proposed
plan. Please refer to Table 2-15.
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Penelope Smalley
March 26, 1992
Page 11

In another solid mineral area, phosphate, Alternative E, appears to address the potential

opportunity to develop the preference right leases (6,650 acres) in a manner which is

preferable to the other alternatives. The opportunity to use specific restrictions to

minimize adverse impacts to crucial deer winter habitat (Page 4.56) is indicative that this
ique can be used in other areas, i.e. Brown's Park.

Summary of DOGM's Position

[The planning employed in the Diamond Mountain Resource Area is complex and, we trust,
a dynamie process. If the planning team would examine the parts of the RMP/EIS which
we have noted above, the use of no surface occupancy lease stipulations, and the use of
site reclamation as a mitigation tool, the plan would better address minerals management
from our perspective. We encourage the BLM to be creative in its approach to using
special lease stipulations, at both the leasing and minerals development stages. If there
isaneedforﬁxrthadaﬁﬁcaﬁmoftheDiﬁsion’swmments,wewiﬂbegladtodismu
them with the RMP/EIS team.

114-40

114-41

The Committee appreciates the opportunity to review this propossl. Please direct any other
written questions regarding this correspondence to the Utah State Clearinghouse at the above
address, or call Carolyn Wright at (801) 538-1535 or John Harja at (801) 538-1559.

Sincerely,

(GBS

Brad T. Barber
State Planning Coordinator

114-40 As discussed in our response 114-38 above, the proposed NSO
stipulation is not a “blanket” stipulation, but applies only to the sagebrush
vegetation communities in Browns Park. Cooperative studies with UDWR have
documented significant numbers of deer from four herd units traveling up to 70
miles towinter inthe confines of the park. We believe this data supportsthe crucial
nature of this community, thus resuiting in the NSO stipulation. We do not have
sufficient data to support such a restriction on the crucial deer winter range on the
much larger southern slope of the Uintas. Alsothe exploration and development
methodologies of oil and gas and phosphate recovery are significantly different.
We believe it is appropriate at this time to recommend only special restrictions to
future phosphate development, not NSO stipulations on the south slope of the
Uintas.

114-41 Please refer to our response 114-38 above.
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116-1

116-2

116-3

116-4

116-5

116-6

116-7

116-8

116-9

1610
1782

T0: Vernal District Manager

At our meeting of March 17, 1992, the Vernal District Advisory
Council reviewed and discussed the Diamond Mountain Resource
Management Plan. Following a straw vote that indicated five votes
for Alternative A and five votes for Alternative E, The Council
passed a resolution as follows:

That the Bureau of Land Management recognize that the Council did
not pass a specific resolution on any of the alternatives because
none received support of a majority of the Council members.
However, the Council requests that as the final Resource Management
Plan is completed, that the Bureau consider the concerns expressed
by individual members as recorded in the minutes of the meeting.

These concerns are briefly summarized as:

1. Alternative E best manages riparian areas.

2. On page 4.23, there was an objection to the use of the word
ninsignificant® in describing the importance of the livestock
industry.

3. The RMP should address what would happen if there were feral
horses discovered on BIM lands in the Resource Area.

4. Consider the affect of wildlife grazing in riparian areas.

5. On page 2.31 the section on vegetation treatment does not say
anything about chemical treatment in Alternative E. There should
be some chemical treatment, particularly of weeds.

6. On page 8.25 the totals on vegetation treatment are not
correct.

7. On page 4.54, there was a question as to whether a citation of
wBangerter® is a proper source of data for wildlife values.

8. On page 4.54, there was a guestion as to whether the $9.19
fiqure for an AUM was properly used in describing the value of an
AUM to the local economy. There may be more current data from the
University extension that indicates a value more like $25 per AUM.

5. There may be new data from University extension that shows
there is no need for a buffer between domestic sheep and wild big
io_rn sheep.

10. On page 2.35, bear baiting is eliminated. This is an
emotional issue and any decision should be based on wildlife needs.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 116 (VERNAL DISTRICT ADVISORY
COUNCIL, Beers)

116-1 Utah’sbeef industry does not represent a significant portion of the
Nation’s beef production when viewed from a national point of view. However,
locally it is significant as indicated in the socioeconomic section of Chapter 4. Also
please refer to our response 104-2.

116-2 Please refer to Chapter 2 dealing with wild horses. In the
proposed plan DMRA recommends the Range Creek Herd Management Area
Boundary be adjusted to exclude that portion of the herd management area within
DMRA. No otherwild horse herd management areas wili be designated. Any feral/
wild horses detected within DMRA will be subject to the provisions of the Wild
Horse and Burro Act ortothe estray laws, as applicable. Untilthe recommendation
has been accepted, DMRA will continue to provide 49 AUMSs for wild horses in this
HMA.

116-3 As stated in Chapter 4 underimpactsto riparian habitat: “Allowing
wildlife forage to increase for wildlife use up to 67 percent from present forage use
levels could cause unacceptable use on riparian areas, especially during drought
years when wildlife would concentrate inwetareas.” Significantimpactstoriparian
by implementing the proposed plan is not expected; however, as part of Standard
Operating Procedures outlined in Chapter 2 for Vegetation Resources, it states:
“Temporary adjustments in use due to effects of drought would be made to
livestock and wildlife as shown by monitoring.”

116-4 Please referto Chapter 2 management commonto the proposed
plan and all alternatives for vegetation. Forthe proposed plan chemicaltreatment
is one alternative method allowed for the proper management of the vegetation
resource.

116-5 Thank you for your attention; the correction has been made to the
Table A8-4.
116-6 The citation has been corrected to USF&WS, 1985; please refer

to the reference section.

116-7 Please refer to the clarified discussion of socioeconomics in
Chapter 3. ‘
116-8 The majority of current data would suggest the need for a buffer

between domestic and bighorn sheep. Such a buffer would protect both species
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116-9
Cont.

116-10

iti jate in
consideration of whether to allow bear baiting is inappropria
aogi:nninq document. Stick with Alternative A which would allow

|continuation of bear baiting.

[11. i face disturbing mining strongly
11. Mo alternative addresses surf 1
enough, particularly phosphate mining in the Dry Fork/Red Mountain

area.

116-11 E Allov no reintroduction of black footed ferrets.

116-12 |1__3 Leave the Red Mountain area open to off road vehicle use.

signature,C@" pate: 3'/ 3 O/ P

Randy Beers
council Chairperson

from possible transmission of harmful pests and disease. Please refer to our
response 110-10.

116-9 Please refer to our response 70-3.
116-10 Please refer to our response 114-1.
116-11 Thank you for your comment. Please refer to our response 90-1

concerning black-footed ferret reintroductions.

116-12 Please refer to our response 13-1.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 117 (WILLIAMS)
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117-2

Please refer to our response 70-3.

Thank you for your support.
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117-3 FLPMA, section 102, states that public lands be managed in a
manner that will provide food and habitat for fish and wildlife and domestic animals.
Livestock grazing is considered a “principal or major” use on public lands along with
fish and wildlife development and utilization, mineral exploration and production,
rights-of-way, outdoor recreation, and timber production. Although differentamounts
of acreage would be closed to livestock grazing by alternative, a no-grazing
alternative is considered unnecessary and counter productive to solving resource
problems. There is a range of alternatives for forage allocation. Please refer to
Table 2-15 for vegetation allocations for the proposed plan and each alternative.

117-4 Thank you for your comment.

117-5 Restrictions are placed on OHV use to protect sensitive are as that
could be damaged if use was allowed to proceed without limitations. Individual RMP
teammembersidentified these sensitive areas and the needed limitationsto OHVs.
Areas that were identified as nonsensitive to OHV remain open to such use. BLM
cannot limit OHV use without a good reason.
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118-2

118-3

118-4

118-5
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 118 (BERNARD)

118-1 Please refer to the Summary of this document for a discussion of
the management priority area concept. Chapter 2 provides a detailed list of the
management levels and the resource values assigned for the proposed plan and
each alternative. We believe it would be counter productive to close the entire
Browns Park Complex and Nine Mile Canyon to mineral entry.

118-2 BLM-administered mineral estate would only be closed to leasing
whenitis determinedthat other land uses or resource values cannotbe adequately
protected even with the most restrictive lease stipulations and that appropriate
protection can only be ensured by closing the lands to leasing.

118-3 Please refer to our response 118-2, above.

118-4 We agreethat ACECs andrivers proposed for designation as wild
and scenic rives need special protection. Each of these areas possess certain
values that make them special. We identify these values and propose manage-
ment of these areas to protect these special values. If we feel protection requires
closing an area to mineral leasing or restricting OHV use to designated roads and
trails, that is what we do. Using this method we often find that ACECs and rivers
proposed for wild and scenic designation can be managed using a variety of
management practices. That is why some areas in an ACEC, for example, may
be closed to mineral leasing and OHV use, while other areas can accommodate
both uses with no adverse affects.

118-5 The entire length of the Green River that flows through the
resource area was evaluated for possible wild and scenic river designation (see
Appendix 7). Based on this evaluation and public comment it was determined to
drop the section between Dinosaur National Monument and the public land
boundary north of Ouray from further study in the proposed plan. The remainder
of the Green River was brought forward in the proposed plan for possible
designation in the Wild and Scenic River System.
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118-6 We believe it is unnecessary to close all riparian areasto OHV use
in the proposed plan to maintain or improve riparian conditions. Althoughintensive
OHV use in riparian areas can be damaging, many riparian areas in the resource
areareceive very little OHV use currently, and most likely will not receive heavy use
over the life of the plan. However, riparian areas in the proposed plan that would
receive special consideration are the upper Green River segment in Browns Park
and Pariette Wetlands. In these areas, OHV use would be limited to designated
roads and trails. The upper Green River is getting increased OHV use, while
Pariette is an important waterfow! nesting area. Refer to the Utah State Riparian
Policy in Appendix A6.1. In Alternative B, OHV use would not be allowed within 700
feet of riparian areas.

118-7 Please refer to Chapter 2, management common to the proposed
planand all alternatives, forlands and realty management regarding land ownership
adjustments.
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167-1

167-2

167-3

167-4

167-5

March 30, 1992

Dear Ms. Smalley:

——  Thisis my comment in regard to the draft Diamond Mountain Resource Management Plan.
Of the five alternatives, | prefer “B.” It comes closest to managing the resource area with
biodiversity in mind, which is the key to the type of management that will promote the long term
health and stability of the land. I especially like its emphasis on endangered species protection,
ferret reintroduction, Wild and Sceric Status for the Green River, greater care in managing the
Browns Park area, foot access to Ashley Gorge, and protection of Red Mountain, Dry Fork
canyon, and of the slickrock areas above Red Fleet. However, there still isn’t enough emphasis on
_enforcement, and the document’s socioeconomic categories are appalling--they label anyone in
favor of careful use of the land as a “young newcomer” and reserve the title of “worker” only for
those who favor exploitive use of the earth. That is extremely offensive and very inaccurate. One
[ other general observation regards bear baiting; this lazy person’s way of hunting, like hounding,
shouldn’t be allowed on public land. :

It may well be that you’ll end up choosing alternative E. If so, please modify it by
incorporating the Uintah Mountain Club’s proposed changes. These proposals, which | was
involved in formulating, are definitely not of the let’s-ask-for-a lot-more-than-we-want-and-hope-
we-end-up-getting-exactly-what-we-want variety, They are an attempt by a variety of people to
compromise and come up with a solid proposal that should need no further dilution. If anything,
they don’t go far enough toward promoting biodiversity and nondestructive recreation.

p—

My main concem with the RMP involves the Red Mountain area. No alternative adequately
protects this area. Al of Red Mountain, as well as the sickrock extending eastward into the rock
formations north of Red Fleet reservoir and westward across the bottom of Taylor Mountain and
up into Dry Fork Canyon, should be protected not just as an ACEC, but by leve] one management.
The Red Mountain area should be protected as a semi-primitive, nonmotorized area! Additionally,
it should get VRM class one designation, This area meets the criteria for such management, it
deserves it, and it should have it! (Actuall y, it should have been designated a wilderness study area
and included in the BLM’s wilderness proposal). It is important to the maintaining of the integrity
of the area that the BLM acquire sections 16 and 2 on Red Mountain, especially 16, and include
them in this overall management plan. Also, as much surrounding area as possible should receive
level two management.

From forest to year-round riparian areas to slickrock, Red Mountain has a diversity of life
and landforms. This area has the finest scenic values of any spot in northeastern Utah. The
geological outerops, pinnacles, and fins, the red uplift, the large arch, and the relict vegetation
community make this both a scenic and an educational and scientific area of value (and it is utilized
by locat teachers). Itis also very valuable for wildlife forage. There are a number of areas that are
potential habitat for endangered species; they should be checked for the possible presence of such
species, and for suitability for reintroducing species. Also, it is part of a high density
archaeological/paleontological area, and is know to have ancient cultural sites and art. Two other
values are important and interrelated--watershed and recreation, This area is not only very
beautiful, it is very fragile. Much, probably most of the soils on the lower half of the mountain are
crypiogamic. Motorized recreation is destroying those soils. Steinaker Draw is showing the effects
of this erosion, with sediment washing through deep channels into Steinaker Reservoir much more
rapidly than it should. This would not happea if the mountain were protected for its multiplicity of
values. Designating it a nonmotorized area would preserve the watershed and allow for outstanding
opportunities for solitude in a wondrous setting just a few miles from Vernal. The area will lose

most of its values in praportion to its use by OHV riders.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 167 (WAKE)
167-1 Thank you for your support.

167-2 The socioeconomics portions of the document have been sub-
stantially reworked. Please refer to our response 103-5.
167-3 Please refer to our response 70-3.

167-4 Please referto our responses 103 (UMC, Borton) and 228 (UMC,
Durrant) for our specific responses to the Uintah Mountain Club’s comments.

167-5 Please refer to our response 79-2.
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Cont.

[ understand that the OHV users are very much in favor of Alternative A. [ am in fairly
close contact with a few of these individuals and am dismayed by their attitude, which is basically
that they should be allowed to ride wherever they want, and that any area that might be closed to
them shoutd immediately be fought for regardless of its other possible uses. They justify their
activities in part by claiming that the weather washes away signs of their passage. This is definitely
not true of Red Mountain. I have photographic and video evidence which the BLM is welcome to
of long term damage that has been done to this area by OHVs. There are eroding ruts, tire-
blackened slickrock, litter, and vandalism through much of the area accessible to vehicles (and
vehicles have tried to get to all of it). Please keep in mind that you have an obligation to protect a
variety of values, and 1o promote a variety of uses of public land including quiet, nondestructive
uses. This area’s values do not involve grazing, mining, or other economic activities, they involve
aesthetic, biological and other values as noted above, values that are not compatible with motorized
vehicles. There are many other arcas to ride in. For example, the “sand hills” nocth of Steinaker
Reservoir are used by OHVs a lot more than the mountain itself, and could be left open for their
use (the Uintah Mountain Club's proposed boundary for the lower part of the Red Mountain
ACEC deliberately avoids this area). Red Mountain should be protected, and designated for walk-
in recreational use only. In keeping with this, even mountain bikes and rock climbers drilling in

fixed protection should be prohibited.

In conclusion, I ask you to consider that the economic, physical, and mental health of the
people of the Uintah Basin will be best served over the long run by keeping intact the web of life
that we are a strand in. Emphasize biodiversity in your final plan and forgo short-term economic
projects that do long-term environmental damage, in favor of a stable, earth-friendly plan. You
included a quote on conservation by Aldo Leopold at the beginning of the draft RMP/ELS. Please
keep in mind the quote that perhaps best sums up that great man’s philosophy: “A thing és right
when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability, and beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong
when it tends otherwise.” Thank you for you consideration of my views,

Sincerely,

2.,

Paul Wake

848 W. 400 S.
Vemal, UT 84078
789-8235
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168-1

168-2

168-3

168-4

168-5

Dinaland Snowmobile Club

Vernal, Utak 34078

February 22, 1992

Bureau of Land Management
District Office

170 South 500 East
Vernal, Utah 84078

Dear B.L.M.:

Here are brief comments regarding the Diamond Mt., Red Mt.
and Dry Fork Management Plan Proposal:

1. The plan is difficult to interpret for the layman.

If pubic input was the intent, then the language would
discourage this. Un-necessary word and idea abbreviations,
and the use of scientific terms, serve no purpose for
| encouraging input from the average citizen.

— 2. No single alternative is acceptable; there are none
that allows continved use of Red Mountain by RHVS on
L existing expert and novice trail systems.

3. While we are all environmentally conscious, the plan
belabors environmental concerns and almost completely
| ignores most recreational use and economic values of areas.
—— 4. Specifically, we would 1like Red Mountain to remain
open for use as is with no restrictions unless irrespongible
damaging is caused and can be authenticated. This means
keeping the present major trail open for OHVs and the expert
| trailing systems left open.

— 5. Because snowmobiles can travel is areas and create no
environmental impact, they should be given more latitude

| rather than be confine to the RHV category.

Thank you for accepting these comment.

cerely Yours,

i YA,
Don Ratch

Executive Director

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 168 (DINALAND SNOWMOBILE CLUB,
Hatch)

168-1 We are sorry you found the draft document difficult to interpret.
The summary section immediately preceding the Table of Contents was intended
to help the reader understand the document’s format and easeinits review. Tothe
extent practical, without losing the desired intent, the use of government “jargon”
and scientific terms were kept to a minimum. The glossary has a complete list of
abbreviations, key words and phrases used in this document and their definitions.
168-2 Please refer to our response 10-1.

168-3 We feel the proposed plan addresses a wide range of recreation
uses on public lands in the resource area.

168-4 Please refer to our responses 10-1 and 70-1.

168-5 The reason for most restrictions to OHV use during winter months
is fo protect deer and elk on their crucial winter habitats. Impacts from snowmobile
use in these areas are considered to be similar to wheeled OHV impacts relative
to wildlife disturbance and displacement. In the proposed plan there are many
areas in the resource area where showmobiles can travel with no restrictions. At
the elevations of crucial big game winter habitat, normally snow accumulations are
low enough to prevent snowmobile use. However in winters of heavy snow
accumulations, enhancing snowmobile use in these areas, are also winters of
extreme stress to big game and snowmobile use would increase big game
disturbance and displacement.

NOTE: An aiternative proposal and petitions with approximately 560 signatures
was submitted with Mr. Hatch’s letter. The exact wording of the petition is:

In reference to the Diamond Mountain resource area RMP/EIS, we as concerned
citizens of the Uintah Basin do not and will not support any of the alternatives as
proposed in the RMP/EIS. Furthermore, we strongly recommend B.L.M. to
continue with current management policy, ourselves maintaining that alternative A,
the so called “No Action” alternative is simply a mere smoke screen which would
enable B.L.M. to change management policy at any given time without regard to
economical, social, and cultural impacts these changes would have on local
citizens. Our deepest concerns are the nomination of the Dry Fork Red Mountain
area as ACEC.
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(revised)

THIS DOCUMENT IS SUBMITTED BY THE DINALAND SNOWMOBILE CLOB
AND THE COALITION FOR RESPONSIBLE OHV USE. BOTH
ORGANIZATIONS ARE LOCATED IN VERNAL, UTAH. ADDITIONAL
SUPPORT IS, OR WILL BE FORTH-COMING FROM THE BLUE RIBBON
COALITION, A NATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR "SENSTBLE USE" OF
PUBLIC LANDS.

SINCE THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REVISED, WE NOTE AT A LATER
DATE THAT THE TRAILING SYSTEM CREATED BY EXPERT BIKERS SHOW
LITTLE OR NO EVIDENCE OF USE. THE TRAILING ESSENTIALLY
FOLLOWS EXISTING GAME TRAILS. IMPACTS ARE ERASED ON AN

ANNUAL BASIS BY NATURAL ELEMENTS OF WIND, WATER AND RAIN.

EXCEPT FOR THE USERS -- THE EXPERT BIKERS -- NO ONE SEES
NOR KNOWS OF THESE TRAILS. THIS IS A POSITIVE TESTIMONY FOR

THEIR CONTINUED USE.

For the §ake of_ brevity only, neither this proposal nor the petition signature sheets
are duplicated in this document. They are available for public review in the Vernal
District Office.
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A proposal to allow continued OHV use
of Red Mountain, to exclude it from
RNA status, and to submit it as in-put
for consideration toward the Diamond
Mountain resource area RMP/EIS.

Descriptive Location

Red Mountain 1is 2located nine miles north of Vernal, Utah.
It falls adjacent to the Steinaker Reservoir boundary on the
southeast, is bound on the west by the dirt Taylor Mountain
road, and 1is adjacent on the north to the Chevron Resource,
(simplot) phosphate operation. It contains approximately
1972 acres. The location is unique because:

1.
2.

It is a recreational area close to Vernal.

The rugged physical features offers not only beauty
and solitude, but is compatible with ORV travel on
the already existing major trail and minor expert
class RV trailings.

Non-discernible expert trails are generally confined
to the east side; a single trail goes from the north
rim to Taylor Mountain Road.

Outstanding geclogical features display brilliant red
moenkopi formation in sharp constrast to shinarump
mowrey sandstone. The Red Mountain summit contains
ponderosa pine, but indications show harvest that
took place in the late 1800s and early 1900s.

While the mountain is extensively used by RVs, hikers
horses, and lately mountain bikes, the remainder of
mountain is pristine in nature. While other trails
have been used over the years, these do not show.

Evidence of displacements by man is manifest in tree
stumps, poles shoring up the main trail; wagon tracks
that are cut into the sandstone.
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Historical Past

When Ashley town was settled in the area north of Vernal in
the late 1800s, much construction was necessary. Timber was
hauled from the Ashley National Forest as well as posts from

. the south slopes of the Uintas. Wagon trails made patterns

across, up and down these slopes; some can still be seen
today.

But different from all of this was the unique and beautiful
Red Mountain consisting of 1972 acres. Here was a source of
close timber - the mighty ponderosa. Hence, a wagon road
vas laboriously carved from the southwest sector upward
about two miles to the summit. A second and connecting road
was constructed by hand, down the east slope, across ravens
and along precarious, narrow sandstone slopes. Over this
the pioneers pulled their wagons loaded with logs.
Destination was Ashley town where building was taking place.

Soon the sensibility of hauling timber from Red Mountain
vaned. The Dbetter trees were gone and what few remained
were not worth the effort.

But a use pattern was set. Families from Vernal still
visited the area by horseback, hiking and with old model
ford cars. The same old wagon trail was used since it was
the only trail and the only way to get up and back.
Occasionally entire wagons full of kids frequented the
mountain -- the young and the old. To this day the pattern
continues except access, instead of by wagon, is by OHVs,
hiking and again, horses. So we have had, over a period of
about seventy years, an established and non-conflicting type
of recreational use.

We do not want this use pattern to change. Additionally,
other OHV trails are used with no apparent impact on Red
Mountain proper. There is ample evidence that the area has,
in fact rejuvenated from a period of intense use and
construction to 1it's present condition of a most pleasant
place and an all around, diversified recreation area. To
re-designate or to "fix it vhen it works" idea, does not
make sense. Management, not closure to the many
recreational opportunities, is the ansver.

UoljElNSUO,) PUB LOBUIPIO0D - § Jajdey)



8L1L'S

ENVIRONMENTAL TMPACT

Since Red Mountain is a remnant of the Uinta Mountain
system, and it's prominence is the result of hard Shinarup
formation protecting the red moenkopi, the resulting system
1s striking in that it all stands alone to the south of the
main range. The tough exterior offers little chance for
tender, perennial ‘pPlant growth... Lixewise, growth is not

possible for many of these kinds of plants because of a lack

of water. Therefor, ORV travel is possible with minimum or
no impact. It ailso should be noted that "No endangered,
threatened or sensitive animal species are known to occur on
Red Mountain*, according to J. S. Tuly, "Red Mountain
Research Natural Arean. Animal displacement isg minimal or

non-existent since there is no sustaining water, and a lack
of dependable food.

Of significance is the fact that the Shinarup formationm is
greatly exposed, especially along the southeast slopes.
Along the upper stretches it provides a hard surface that
shows little or no impact from R.v.s. Other than the main
trail, no impact from R.V.s is found because of the hard
surfaced terrain even though other trails and areas are
used. It is recommended that this use continue, but
certainly monitoring for damage should be in order.

The present rough trail systems make it possible for one to
leave the traits and hike to various spur areas which
over-1ook the gulleys and draws. The panorama is
breath-taking to both the north and west. To the east and
southeast, a rugged and expert RV set of trails are offered
on the slick Shinarup sandstone. There is little or no

evidence of these trails because of annual weather
cleansing. One would say that nature's natural elements,
vind, water, rain, ice and snow re-arranges the landscape
and keeps it in a natural form by obliterating tracks 1left
by animals and RVs alike...Finally, the trail systems
provide a wide range of human recreational needs for both
the expert, the young, the o014, handicapped and even the
blind. This is and can be a place for everyone with each

finding his or her degree of solitude considering diversity
of areas.

To further substantijate the above claims. 1 again quote the
- S. Tuhy study wherein he states, "Soils appear to be
shallow and considerable bare sandstone is expesed in many
of the 1locations beneath the pine". This barren condition
is even more Pronounced over the entire surface of Red
Mountain except to the extreme south. From the above we can
conclude that ORV's have little or no impact on Red Mountain.
Because of this, and the fact that more people can enjoy Red

Red Mountain when it is not designated (43 CFR 8223), or locked
in to the present Proposed management plan, leads to the belier

that Red Mountain should remain used as is.
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Recreational and Economic Needs

At the present time, Red Mountain's biggest asset is
recreation. Management should point to this and allow a wide
and diversified kind of recreational activities. Considering
the area, a great variety of recreational activities are
possible. 1In this respect the mountain is uniquely
different from most. There 1is no reason that hiking,
biking, picnicing, ORV  use, horseback riding, can't all
exist side by side in this fine area. As mentioned, the
variety of trails makes it possible to find solitude as well
as experience group education and instructive activities.
Pev places can afford this. Red Mountain can.

The State of Utah is in an economic crisis, and particularly
ig it shown in Vernal, Utah. Because the extraction
industries are now dormant, recreation comes to the
fore-front as a viable economic factor. Recreation is big
business, for it affords over 2 billion dollars to Utah's
annual economy... The industry is the fastest growing,and
ranks second in the State (Utah Travel Council, 1986). Red
Mountain can become a part of this industry with careful and
sensitive management -- management which will suffice
rather than closures and limitations.

J. S. Tuhy suggests in his paper of March 17th, 1987, that
the resources of Red Mountain are probably insignificant to
the social and economic bases of Uintah County. RNA/ACEC
designation should have not effect, positive or negative, on
revenue®. THIS COULDN'T BE FARTHER FROM THE TRUTH!!. The
same might be said about river trips in this area that now
bring over 2 million dollars annvally to this area's
economy. Recreation? Yes. It continues to amaze me how
Mr.Tuhy's (Nature Conservancy)single trip on foot on to Red
Mountain, has 1lead him to so many conclusion -- all
gupporting a single biased view. He may have spent a week
or two; natives here have spent a lifetime of use and study.
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TO~BLM FROM-

VERNAL DISTRICT OFFICE UTAH FOUR WHEEL DRIVE
1708. S0O0E ASSOCIATION INC.
VERNAL UT. 84078 WESTON DAY IDSON
LAND USE OFF ICER
Z738. 100E

LOGAN UTAH 84321
7502534 W
733-8521 H

RESFONSE TO BLM DRAFT RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN/ENVIRONMEN AL
IMFACT STATEMENT, DIAMOND MOUNTAIN RESOURCE AREA.
15616.10

DEAR SIRS,

WE HAVE FOLLOWED THIS PROCESS FOR SOME TIME, DUR FEELINGS THAT
LOCAL PEOFLE SHOULD MAKE THE DECISIONS AFFECTING THE LAND
ARDUND THEM HAVE LIMITED OUR RESPONSE UNTIL THIS STAGE.

HOWEVER DUE TGO REQUESTS AND COMUNICATIONS WITH THE PEOPLE
LIVING WITHIN THE AREA, REGQUESTS FROM PEOFLE FROM THE GARER,
OUR EXPERIENCE WITH REGULATION IN OTHER FARTS OF THE STATE,
AND OUR RECREATIDNAL USE OF THE AREA, WE MUST NOW ENTER THE
DEBATE.

~THIS RESPONSE IS AIMED AT INFORMING THE BLM, AND OTHER
DECISION MAKERS COF THE CONCERNES OF CERTAIN LONG-ESTABLISHED
USER GROUPS. INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO; 4 WHEEL DRIVE,
MOTORCYCLE, ATV, & SNOWMOBILE USERS,.ETC. WHO USE MOTORIZED OR
OTHER VEHICLES FOR FERSONAL RECREATION, EXPLORATION, HOBBIES,
AS MWELL AS DCCUPATIONAL REASONS AND COMMERCIAL PURFOSES.

WE ARE ALS(D MEMBERS OF UNITED 4WD ASSDC. AND THE BLUE RIEBON
COALITION, THIS RESFONSE WILL BE CONSIDERED AS REPRESENTING
THOSE BROUPS AND THEIR MEMBERS AS WELL.

IN GENERAL THOSE PEOPLE WHD HAVE ENJOYED ACCESS TO COMMONLY
HELD LANDS BY WHATEVER MODE OF TRANSFORTATION HAS BEEN MORMAL
AND CUSTOMARY FOR THE TIME AND ACTIVITY.

—-DUE TO POPULATION GROWTH IN THE REGION AND EXTENSIVE LAND
CLOSURES AND REGULATION IN OTHER AREAS, THE VALUE OF ACCESS 10
LAND WITHIN THE STUDY AREA IS PROJECTED TO INCREASE OVER THE
LIFE OF THIS RMP.

ALSO FUNDS DUE TD STATE AND FEDERAL OHV AND TRAIL ACTS WILL

CONTINUE TO INCREASE. THESE FACTORS WERE NOT AFPEARANT AT THE
BEGINING OF THIS PLANNING FROCESS AND MUST EE ADDRESSED BOTH
IN THIS MANAGEMENT PLAN AND IN FUTURE BUDGET REQUESTS.

THE SINGLE FORM OF RECREATION WHICH STANDS OUT AS BEING UNIQUE
TO BLM LANDS AND UNAVAILABLE ELSEWHERE. IS THE OPPORTUNITY TO
EXFLORE AND DISCOVER THE LAND AND WHAT IT HALDS.

LoneuNsSuo” DLIR LIONR2LHIDIOON « & 121901 1



I18L's

169-1

169-2

169-3

169-4

EACH FERSON NEEDS THE OFORTUNITY TO DISCOVER FOR HIM OR HER
SELF THE EEAUTY OF THE LAND, IF THEY ARE TO DEVELDPE AN
APRECIATION OF IT.

THIS 1S A NEED WHICH THE BLM LANDS ARE UNIQUELY ABLE TO
FULLFILL,. A5 THESE LAND HAVE BEEN DFEN TO TRAVEL EY WHATEVER
MEANS NORMAL. AND CUSTOMARY FOR THE TIME.

THE BLM HAS ENCOURAGED THIS AND WE LOOK FORWARD TGO MANY MORE
YEARS OF ENJOYING THESE OFFORTUNITIES.

WE MUST ASK THAT A PRUCEDURE, LIKE THAT OF THE FOREST SERVICE.
BE INCLUDED IN THIS PLAN AS APROVED, FOR CREATING TRAVEL FLANS
TO REGULATE ANY AREA DESIGNATED AS AN EXISTING TRAIL OR
DESIGNATED ROUTE AREA.

THE LACK OF PROCEDURE TO ALLDW INTENSE FUBLIC INPUT OR THE
FAILURE TO FOLLOW ONE ONCE IN FLACE. WILL RESULT IN CONFLICY
AND TIME AND MONEY EXFENSE ALL OUT OF PROPORTION TO THE
SAVINGS RESULTING FROM ADMINISTRATIVELY CREATING THOSE PLANS.

WE HMAVE REVEWED THE DRAFT MANAGEMENT FLAN AND MADE SOME
RECOMENDATIONS. WE ASK THAT THEY BE CONSIDERED.

THE RANKING OF ALTERNATIVES FOLLOWING IS FREDICTAELE. WE WILL
ASK FOR THE MDST ACCESS POSSIBLE.

FIRST CHOICE WOULD BE A FORM OF "D" MORE PROTECTIVE OF SOME
CRITICAL OR FRAGILE SITES OR A [LESS RESTRICTIVE FORM OF "E" DR
"A" ALL AREAS HAVE TOO LONG AND EXTENSIVE OF SEASONAL
RESTRICTIONS. :

"D" SECOND

A" THIRD

“E" FOURTH

“BE" AND “C" NOT ADVISED AS LOST USES OUTWEIGH POVENTIAL
BENEFITS AS WRITTEN

[(—WE COULD NOT HELP EUT NOTICE THE EXTREME RANGE DF OHY

POSSIBILITIES AVAILABLE IN THE DIFFERENT ALTERNATIVES. THIS
INDICATES TO US THAT SIGNIFICANT IMPAIRMENT OF OVHER USES 1S5
NOT EXPECTED AS A RESULT OF OHV USE WITHIN THE DMRA.

~THUS WE LOOK FORWARD TO OPEN AND LIBERAL OHV OFFORTUNITIES IN
THE FINAL MANAGEMENT PLAN. OUR PREFERENCE WOULD BE AS CLOSE 7O
"D* A5 FOSSIBLE AS NOTED.

[ THE URIFORMITY OF AUM AVAILAEBILITY FOR GRAZING ACCROSS THE
SPECTRUM OF ALTERNATIVES IS ALSD A QUESTION. ESPECIALY AS
REGAKDS “C" WITH THE RESRTICTIONS ON OTHER USERS AND NO AUM
CHANGE .

I

THE LAST SECTION DF THIS REFLY IS A LISYT OF PREFERED
ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FROM THE DIFFERENT ALTERNATIVES.

~THE BODY OF THIS RESPONSE 1S ORGANIZED ALONG THE SAME THEMES

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 169 (UTAH FOUR WHEEL DRIVE ASSO-
CIATION, INC., Davidson)

169-1 An important part of the RMP process is the development of a
travel plan for the resource area. The RMP will include a map identifying all public
land in the resource area as being either open, limited, or closed to OHV use. This
same map will show roads that will be designated as travel routes during periods
of limited use. After the RMP is completed, a larger scale map will be published
that will be used as the official resource area travel map.

169-2 The wide range of OHV opportunities in the draft was for analysis
purposes. The proposed plan offers a level of OHV use somewhere between the
two extremes.

169-3 Alternative B, livestock closures were recommended on munici-
pal watersheds, riparian areas, T&E habitat, and bighorn sheep reintroduction
areas. Alsotoaccommodate an increase in wildlife use, livestock reductions would
be necessary due to minimal rangeland treatments proposed inthis alternative. A
25 292-AUM loss for livestock was analyzed in Chapter 4 but was not shown as
an initial reduction in Chapter 2. This has been corrected and now reads:
“Establish livestock grazing preference at 25,007 AUMs.” The remaining alterma-
tives and the proposed plan would remain initially at 50,299 AUMSs due to no initial
complete closures affecting existing use. Possible future reductions to livestock
from livestock/wildlife conflicts for forage in crucial wildlife habitat could be
mitigated by rangeland treatments and management practices. Any AUM losses
to livestock due to negotiation to eliminate domestic sheep from proposed bighom
sheep reintroduction areas would occur over time and be done voluntarily by
grazing operators through change in class of livestock and altemative grazing
systems.

169-4 Thank you for your comments and suggestions.

NOTE: The remainder of Mr. Davidson’s comments presents an alternative
proposal, selected from the alternatives presented in the draft document. Forthe
sake of brevity only, this proposal is not duplicated in this document. ltis available
for public review in the Vernal District Office.
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AS THE BLM DRAFT DOCUMENT.

~ATV/OHY/4WD AREAS: WE SUFPORT FROPOSALS TO PROVIDE
ATV/OHV/4WD  INTENSIVE USE AREAS IN CONVENIENT PROXIMITY TO
SERVICES,

THESE AREAS FROVIDE AREAS TO TRAIN YOUNG RIDERS AND FROVIDE
IMPORTANT SOURCES OF RECREATION IF SIMFLE OPERATION OF A
VEHICLE OR A FAMILY OR GROUF OUTING 1S FLANNED.

-PLANNING CRITERIA

~OVERALL CONSIDERATIONS

THE SUCCESS OF THIS PLAN DEFENDS ON THE FAIR AND EQUITABLE
AFPLICATION OF THESE CRITERIA AND RECOGNITION OF EXISTING
RIGHTS AS ENJOYED BY LAND USERS, WHETHER PAST REGULATORY
ACTIONS HAVE RESULTED IN SPECIFIC PERMITS AND
RESTRICTIONS/RECOGNITION OF THOSE RIGHTS OR NOT.

—-BFECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS

WE AGREE THAT CERTAIN AREAS ARE BY THEIR NATURE DESERVING OF
DIFFERENT MANAGEMENT OF CARE OR USE. IT IS OUR ADVISE THAT
THESE AREAS ONLY BE DESIGNATED AFTER DUE CONSIDERATION AND
THAT THE NUMEER AND SI1ZE OF THESE AREAS BE AS SMALL AS
POSSIBLE TO MINIMIZE DAMAGE 70 AND/OR LDSS OF RESOURCES DK
VALUES DUE TO MISAPPLICATION OF SPECIAL PRESCIFPIONS OR
RESTRICTIONS, SUCH AS CHAINING, BURNING, ROAD OBLITERATION AND
REMOVAL OF HISTORICAL FEATURES IN THE NAME OF RECLAMATION.

-RESOURCE AVAILABILITY AND ACCESSIBILITY

AS THIS IS OUR PRIMARY CONCERN, IN THIS RESPONSE WE WILL
ADDRESS THIS I1SSUE UNDER THE APPROFRIATE SECTIONS AND
HEADINGS.

~BUDBETS; AS THE BUDGET OF THE BLM IS GDING TO BE USED AS A
CRITERIA FOF SELECTION OF MANABEMENT PRICRITIES, THE
REALLOCATION OF BUDGETARY MONIES TG IMPLEMENT AND ADMINISYER
THIS RMF MUST BE SUBMITTED TO YHE SAME CAREFUL CONSIDERATION
AND FUBLIC INPUT AS ANY OTHER FACTOR GOING INTD THESE
DECISIONS, AS MUST FUTURE BUDGET REQUESTS.

=CULTURAL. AND FALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

THOSE FEATURES AND ARTIFACTS OF THE PAST {50 YEARS ARE OFTEN
GIVEN 70O LOW A PRIORITY, OFTEN RESULTING IMN THEIR
"RECLAMATION" AND SUBSEQUENT L0SS.

ALSD TOO LARGE A BUFFER ZONE AROUND AREAS OF INTEREST WILL
ADYERSELY AFFECT OTHER RESOURCES AND USES, AND MAKE IT
DIFFICULT TO MANAGE THE RESODURCE EEING FROTECTED.

-F1RE MANAGEMENT

COSTS OF FIRE SUPKESSION WILL INCREASE IN DIRECT FROFORTION TO
REDUCTION OF ACCESS TO AN AREA. THIS MAY RESULT IN LARGER
AREAS BEINB BURNED. ALSQ BEFORE/AFTER EFFECTS OF FIRES WILL
BE GREATER DUE TO MOVEMENT OF FIREFIGHTING PERSONEL AND
EQUIFMENT. THESE FACTORS AS WELL AS OTHER EFFECTS MUST HBE
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=V IBUAL
ALTERNATIVE “A" ALLOW SEMI-FRIMITIVE ACCESS ROUTES ETC, TO
ALLOW DESPERSION OF USE AND EXPLORATION BY CASUAL USERS &1T.

=WOODLANDS

=PRODUCTIVE PINYON-JUNIFER, USE SUSTAINED YEILD EXCEPT IN
FTREATHENT AREAS. MANAGE TO CREAT SUSTAINED FENCE POST YEILD
Cl.EAR/ REFLANT XF NECCESSARY.

=CONIFERS, ASPEN, FINE, USE SUSTAINED YEILD,OR COODRGINAGTE WITH
OTHER MANAGEMENT PRIORITIES, PLANT AS FART OF RIFZIONE
TREATMENT, REPLANT AS NEEDED, SALVAGE DEADWIOD AS, UREATE SOME
ECONOMIC VALUE IF POSSIBLE.

=700,000 ACRES USAEBLE FOR GATHERINIS, HARVESTING, CO-ORDINATE
WITH OTHER MANAGEMENT GOALS IF FOSSIBLE, TREATMENT AREAS
SHOULD BE DFEN FOR FPLANT SALVAGE.

== THANK ¥YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO RESFOND TO fHIS WELL-DONE

DRAFT DOCUMENT.
%4/, -
L e,

T Gptr O Moz, 2.
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170-1

170-2

170-3

Marcn 28 1992

Penelope Smalley, Team leader
BLM

Some comments pertaining to the Ruple: Cabin alotment.
—
4.23 Ia reflecting the economic value to the community. You

You should include everything involved, the value of the cow,
investment in private lands. Because private and public lands
are economically tied together. With out each other they are
not an economical unit. Just the Uintah Basin Grazing Asso.
alone puts more into the local economy than you have stated
in the report.

May we suggest that you get help from professional
economist, USU, or county agents who understand agricultural
economics, to more fairly represent agriculture interests.

Also the visitor days seem over stated in value and
numbers, for this report they should be tied only to BLM
land users. '

FZETG On Ruple Cabin alotment the livestock aums have been
voluntarily reduced to improve range conditions. But the
increase in wildlife has more than filled in for those
previously used by livestock. The proposed wildlife aums
are to be more than double. We think this is extreme and
puts to much pressure on the private land owners. While not
doing enough on public lands to produce aums needed for
public wild 1ife.

Tae wild 1ife going between Colorado and Utah needs
monitered better. It isn't unusal for us to have 300 to
400 elx in just onme day on the Ruple Cabin lands. While
| there should be only 390 wild life aums total.

[ We would also object to any nev wild life species being

introdiced without permission of private land owners impacted.
Die to the volume of this draft, we may have missed

something, we would like to be able to respond more in the
future,

With Uintah Basin Grazing Asso.

should include more than just the feed put into a.u.m. values.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 170 (BURTON)
170-1 Please refer to our response 104-2.

170-2 We agree with your concern that sufficient forage be present to
support objective levels of wildlife as requested by UDWR. We have planned
approximately 300 acres of new sagebrush treatment within the allotment (referto
Appendix 8). We would also continue to maintain the more than 3,300 acres of
previously treated sagebrush as per the agreement signed in 1988 between the
UBGA, UDWR, SCS, and BLM. Vegetation monitoring would determine if
objective levels could be met once all improvement work was completed.

170-3 Private landowners would be involved in any reintroduction of
wildlife species to resolve issues prior to releasing wildlife.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 171 (HALL)

1711 Thank you for expressing your concerns.

responses 12-1 and 53-1.

Please refer to our
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172-1

March 31, 1992

Jean Sinclear

DMRMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management, Vemnal District
170 South 500 East

Vemal, UT 84078

Dear Jean:

| am wriing to express my appreciation for the fine job you and your siaif have done on the Draft Diamond
Mountain Resource Management Pian, and particularly on Allemative E. | admit I've had time only to
scratch the surface of the drat, but the parts 've read show that BLM ks making the effort fo provide for
louly muttiple uses—and fewer abuses. The volume as a whole must be equally good, for Wil Durant
doesn't pass out compliments lighllyl

My special concem is for the sickrockred rock area between Steinaker and Red Mountain. When |
worked and lived in Dinosaur National Monument | tabored under the naive belief that any scenery worth
seeing was inthe monument. Alter moving into Vemat and exploring its environs more, | saw how wrong |
had been. Moonshine Arch and the stesp Navajo Sandstone slopes around & are ke a ittle piece of
Classic southemn Utah canyon country transpianied right imo our back yard. A itte farther north and east,
inthe strike valiey along the south siope of Red Mourtain, there is an area of numerous pillars and small
windows eroded In red sandstone. This latier area seems relatively unknown and undisturbad—'m not
sure what the land status is—and offers superb opportunities for hiking and solitude.

The Moonshine Arch area, in contrast, seems rather too well-known to a few ORV-users, vandals, and
literers, yet many other paople who appreciate outstanding natural scenery have been unaware of &, It
deserves much better, starting with physical bariers 1o vehicie access. Designation as a “primilive
fecreation site” of some sort, with encouragement of hiking and other pont-motorized uss, would be ideal
prolection. There may also be a potentéal for a mountain bike trail in the area, utiiizing parts of the slickrock
and the existing roads at the fool of the sickrock. Both hikers and bike riders woukd need to be educated
o stay off fraglle cryplogarmic soils. Such protection, minimal trail development, and some interpretation

ﬂld uitimately be linked with the Flaming Gorge-Uintas Scenic Byway Development Plan,
Thark you for taking the time to read my {and, | hope, many others’) comments. Keep up the good work!
Sincerely,
/M il
Linda West

764 West 500 South
Vemal, UT 84078

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 172 (WEST)

1721

Please refer to our responses 70-1 and 79-2.
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174-1

174-2

174-3

1671 North 3996 West
Vernal, Utah 84078
March 30, 1992

Jean Sinclear

Bureau of Land Management
Vernal District

170 South 500 East
Vernal, Utah 84078

Dear Jean,

As a member of the Grant L. Hacking Partnership who owns
Mame's Hole and Bear Hollow, I am greatly concerned as to the
proposed plans for these areas. 1 appreciate the care that the
Bureau gives to the land but do not feel that the proposals for the
above mentioned areas are necessary.

As I was listening to a news report on the American farmers and
how they have always been the backbone of this nation and yet are
quickly being driven out of business, I thought about what is
happening now with our own land. My father has always taken great
care to manage his private land in Mame's Hole and Bear Hollow for
the benefit of the wildlife as well as his cattle. He has tried to
preserve the natural state of the land and plant life also.

—— ] oppose the creation of a road from Mame's Hole over into
Lambson Draw because of the disturbance of the ecosystem and the
possibility of fence cutting, trash, off road vehicle damage and
danger to the cattle. I cannot see that the expense that this road
would create would be worth the benefit of being built. 1t would
take acreage from my dad who has paid many taxes which goes back
into the community and take away feed for his cattle.

1 am also opposed to the burn proposal without knowing
specifically where the burn is to take place. My grandfather
tried it many years ago and after a two year wait tried burning and
the wind shifted and burned many acres that shouldn’t have been.
The building of a campsite in Bear Hollow is absolutely
unnecessary. How is the BLM going to patrol this area to keep the
public from trespassing and desecrating the private land
surrounding it. Has the expense of building this campsite been
considered when there is a public campsite located at Matt Warner

reservoir a few miles down the road.

“—— 1 am opposed to all of these proposals because they are
catering to the recreation side of our society and not the concerns
of the tax paying farmers who are the food producers of this
nation. Who is going to take care of this land and produce meat for
people if little bits and chunks of it are continually opened up to
the public. This affects not only the cattlemen but the fragile
balance of the plantlife and the wildlife. We need to leave some
of this area untouched by further development.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 174 (HALL)

174-1
response 12-1.

174-2

174-3

Thank you for expressing your concerns. Please refer to our

Please refer to our response 68-2.

Please refer to our response 53-1.
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174-4 Please refer to our response 53-3.

174-4 I am opposed to any development and increase in wildlife in
the Mame’s Hole and Bear Hollow area.

incerely, 7/ M

Barbara H., Hall
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Conservation Issuss Committea
134 Nest Main
Vernal, U7 84078

March 26, 1992

Penciops Smalley, Team Leader
Buzeau of Land Mapagement
Vernal Distriet

170 South 500 Basl

Vernal, UF 84672

SURJECE: Druft Enviconmental Impact Statement for the Diamond
Mountain Resource Msnagement Plan.

Dear Ns. Gmalley:

After thorough study and discumsion nf your Draft BIS for the
Diamond Mountain Respuroe Nanagement Plan, we have made Lke
decimion to support Altermative B as the beat alternative of the
five presented for our consideration in the draft document.

It should be noted that although we support Alternative E a the
best for tha five alternatives, there are some modifications that
we fes] should be made in your vroposed alternative before it ie
fipalised.

Tt is importaut for BLM to remlize that the sconemc fufvar =f fhs
varnal area will depend wpon several, often cemilicting, user 2¢
the natural tesources found on public lands. While much of our
economic guccess. past and future, is linked to Aydrocarhor anl
mneral sxtraction, thexe is a gxowing nwareness that tecreation
and "quality of life" will pay ap increasingly impertunt part in
the generation of xevenues and livelilhoods in Northeast Utsh. The
impogtance of natuzral cesources that we way cefer top as
“amenities"--cloan sir and water, scenic vistas, the consvmptive
and nogconsumptive enjoyment of wildlife, the extrwezdinery
cultural and paleontologicml resources, and o wide variety of
recreationel oppozrtunities--ceonot be overstated. It is Lhe
meiztenance of thege resources thet enbances the quality of lile
for curvent Vintab Basin residents snd thet will alseo drew
individusls and businesses to ouxr axreq in the future,

2 "full investment portfolio™ for the future wil) incluode botdk
protection of these "amenities® and preservation of eunvivonmwstal
vaives, & well ms the timely and bensficial ugse of recewnble and
non-ranenable comwodity vesources on the pwpiic landa. 7a large
measurs, we depend upon the Bureau of Land Nanugement for guidence
and cooperation in plamning a healthy economic future for the




VoL 4

175-1

1756-2

176-3

175-4

175-5

175-6

175-7

Vernal area. The partuership that has existed between Blm and the
Vernal Arex Chamber of Commerce must continve, and we look fozyard
to working with you in implamenting a Diawond Mocatain Zesource
Nansgaman® plan that will be beneficizl to all our Citlrens.

What follows are specific observations and suggestions for
inproving the fina® forwm of Alternative ®;

1. the Draft EI8 seems tn b= comprehomsive amd Well-rosearched.
Alternative B appears reamonable in the balance it attempts to
strike between resource use amd enviromental protectian.

2. A very pasitive aspect of the Draft RIS is its emphasis on
ciputisn areas, rangeland imgrovemsntz, and the protection and
ebhancsment of scenic and recreational areas.

3. The Deaft BIS plates esphasis cn the appropriate exchange and

transfer of lands between RIM and private indiwiduala where
improvement of management would result and where all citisens would
beaefit. It alse allows for the timely and appropriste trensis:
ui lands to munieipalities and to the dounty in cwses where thes»
lands would be essentizl for the continued growth sud bepefat of

the community.

5. It allows necessary water development, new cowmc:cations
sites. and esseatial right-of-ways with adequate safeguards and
reatzictions.

5. “Protection zones™ should be established nround valumble and
high-senmitivity archaealogic and paleontologinc nites. While these
sones nay oot prevent vacdalism, they may help to avert demage by
coauel visitation, More interpretive facilities showld be provided
for the educetion of the public on these sites, Sush facilities
mey actuslly encoursge the public to help BLM protect sensitiwe
cites in well-travelled areas. BIN must alse give more empha:i:
to enforcement of those regulations for the public lands whic:
protect nnigue and senxzitive, “one-of-p-kind® zites.

£,  There appears to be ro differesce Between alternatives
vedcerning the developmeat nf potential commercinl phueytate
deposita in the Red Mountain-Ashley Creek agea. The high scenis
gualaty pf this aree and the crueisl wildlife habitat found there
eause some ambivalence sbout the wisdom of ellowing mnother f£ull-
scale phosphate mine in the foresesable futurs, Mest of the
Chevren phosphats mine has nnt been adequately reciaimed, and umti;
reclamation hax procesdad furthay 1t may nat be wise tn allaw the
magnitude of surface disturbance you foresee with full acale
development of the resouree,

7. Conasiderise the expanse of public lands now open to ORV u3s.
1L may be good penagement io reatrict OBV vse in ripagian are:r,
aread of highly erodible 30ilR, eriticpl soils apd floedplains,
cultural and exchasological protection gones, and Aress with mes:-
primitive, uoc-motorited values. This weuld provide adeavats

RESPONSE TOCOMMENTLETTER 175 (VERNAL CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
CONSERVATION ISSUES COMMITTEE, Perry)

175-1 Thank you for your comment.

175-2 Again, thanks.

175-3 Thank you for your support.

175-4 Thank you.

175-5 BLM will continue to emphasize protection and interpretation of

both paleontological and archeological resources as well as enforce existing laws
dealing with disturbance and removal of these important resources.

175-6 Please refer to our response 113-1.
175-7 ~ Thelimitations you recommend are being included in the proposed

plan. We recognize the importance of the Moonshine Arch area and the need to
develop a management plan that will protect the area.
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175-
Cont.

protection to sensitive arseas, and move divexsity in the recrestion
spectrum on BLK lunda. 9pecifically, the extzenordinary ares known
as Hooashine Avch, lecotad north of Steinaker, has undargone matked
dogradation .and secanic dasaye 13 occurring or has accarred to the
sljckrock.

Thenk gou for the opportunity to comment on this Draft BIS, We
appreciate the hard work that has gome intc bringing this document
to the public in its current torm, and we lock Forwars to shacing
with you in the wize manacement of our public lands in years ¢o
o,

Best t!qa:ds,% é’#

?.3. Ploase understand these comrents are made by the Conserveticr
1ssues Coxmittes of the Chamber and do not necessarily vepregsnt
the opinion of the Chamber Board of Directors or the Chamber
menbership as a whole. The Board of Directors has asked eack
. cowmittes to prepare itz own ideas and suggestions where it feelr
it sppropriate.
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176-1

176-2

176-3

176-4

176-5

176-6

176-7

176-8

176-9

176-10

176-11

) lley March 30, 1992
Bureau of Land Mangement
Vernal District

170 South East

Vernal, Utah 84078

Attention: Penelope Smalley

We have reviewed the Diamond Mountain Resource Area Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement and tried to understand it, We are concerned about
the 'take from livestock - give to wildlife' impression we get.

We believe the HIM has a good track record in managing or monitoring our allotment
(Little Hole). According to our figures and yours, we run 1 cow to 96.5 acres from
June to October. This is a high acre per cow ratio.

For 11 years we have used Taylor Flat allotment to help manage the Little Hole and
delay the use of the grass faor 30 days. On page AS.40, the Little Hole is listed
in unsatisfactory condition. We disagree.

We have built several reservoirs to improve cattle distribution and recently
proposed a pipeline. We realize water holes and wet meadows can be overgrazed, but
by using Taylor Flat, we have cbserved, as we gather and move cattle, an overall

| improvement in the Little Hole.

The chart on A2.6 shows you want to double the wildlife AUM in the Little Hole and
the same chart says the current resident deer population is 44. We believe this
is a low figure, but believe wildlife and livestock AUM could be significantly
increased with juniper and pinion control, (through controlled burning)

[Page 4.60 shows that 9,000AUM will result in $11,500 yearly loss to the local
livestock industry. This is incorrect.

Referring to page 4.59, we would like to comment that firewood is and important
resource. Dead and down trees and dead-standing trees should be harvested.

4.56, we believe the black-footed ferret transplants put too many restric-
on the multiple use system.

|

9 |§§ |

page 4,16, Gov, Norman Bangerter is used as a reference and we don't feel he

E

an expertise in this area and his comments should not be taken as fact.

page A7.12, Garge Creek is listed as being 17 miles long. This is incorrect.
is closer to four miles and two of those miles are on private ground. We know
can not trail up it
riparian or wild

g

I
of only 3 places livestock can drink out of Gorge Creek.
or down it. We feel that Gorge Creek should definitely not
and scenic river system concern.

[ad

On page A7.14, Little Davonport Creek is listed as the headwaters being in
confluence with Gorge Creek. This is incorrect.

We are opposed to the closing of riparian areas to livestock grazing. These areas
can be managed! (see page 2.54)

On page A8.40, the Little Hole is listed as a riparian concern. WHy? We would like
this clarified.

Referring to page 2.30, we are concarned about the Wild and Scenic River Act. There
are too many restrictions that affect the use of natural resources, It infringes
jon_private property rights,

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 176 (HUNTING)

176-1 The Little Hole Allotment was listed in unsatisfactory condition in
error; it has been changed to show satisfactory condition.

176-2 One thousand (1,000) acres of closed stands of pinyon-juniper are
proposed to be burned and seeded inthe Little Hole Allotment. Please referto Table
A8-4. The 44 deer is an estimate of deer numbers on public lands only. This may
account for the differences we estimate and the number you have observed.
176-3 Please refer to our response 104-2.

176-4 It is our opinion that cutting cottonwoods adjacent to the Green
River (including dead and down) would not be compatible with protecting riparian or
wildand scenicrivervalues. Suchtrees also provide valuable perchingand possible

nest sites for numerous bird and small animal species. There are many areas in the
resource area where dead and d own pinyon and juniper firewood can be harvested.

176-5 All black-footed ferret reintroductions would be classified as “ex-
perimental nonessential” which allows for management flexibility to assure the
reintroduction would not significantly impact existing or future land uses on public
lands. All proposed restrictions have originated from draft USF&WS guidelines
intended to ensure a successful reintroduction. We have also recommended no
changes to current authorized permits or leases in areas where black-footed ferrets
are proposed for reintroduction. We believe this does not restrict multiple use.

176-6 The reference to Governor Bangerter has been corrected to
USF&WS, 1985. Please refer to the reference section of the document for the
complete citation.

176-7 Gorge Creek was listed as 17 miles in length in error, the correction
has been madetoread 1.7 miles. Although Gorge Creek is inaccessible for the most
part, it is considered a riparian area because it exhibits riparian vegetation. Gorge
Creek was inventoried and placed in a late seral stage of ecological condition;
however, the lower end next to the Green River is below its potential. Gorge Creek
was determined to be non-eligible for further consideration in the national wild and
scenic river system. (Please refer to Appendix 7.)

176-8 Thank youforthe correction, the change has been made to the text.

176-9 Please refer to our response 92-9.
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176-12We are opposed to the acuisition of private land by federal or state 176-10  Little Hole Allotment is listed as a riparian concem due to the
agencies.  (page 2.11) increasing presence of noxious weeds, primarily whitetop, along the banks of the
176-13 [We_are opposed to the closing of bear baiting. (page 2.35) Green River. Riparian conditions are far below potential where livestock can easily
access the river and livestock can be a conflict with float boaters.

[After reviewing this document we feel that none of these alternatives are

176-14 ;gq’table vithout ::i“m’? r;"ln:lg‘é Bs Pn"aat: i:’:mgl"’"e“ and wﬁtﬁ’w 176-11 Please refer to our response 30-1. Managing a river corridor to
and f‘%m"umkemd‘é should have more lml”t oo the direction of this management ;';lan protect wild and scenic values could, at times, limit some types of uses in the river

corridor. Private property rights would not be affected.

merearemnyot}nrcamtswehwldhketomkemtmeyaremtspwfm
to our main concern, 176-12 Thank you for expressing your concems. Any transfers of land
ownership involving private land would be on a willing seller or willing giver basis.

Sincerel
Y'(Z‘j % 176-13 Please refer to our comment 114-34.

176-14 Thank you for your comment.

c CON\LQ/

5 Ml
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177-1

1772

Brent Hansen, CPA
P O Box 263
Vernal, Utah 84078

March 31, 1992

Penelope Smalley, Team Leader
Bureau of land Management
Vernal District

170 South 500 East

Vernal, Utah 84078

RE: Diamond Mountain Resource Management Plan
Dear Ms. Smalley:

1 support alternative E. But, some improvements need to be dome
to that alternative before it is acceptable. Alternatives C and
D are inconsistent with balanced management as required by the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act because of their emphasis
on livestock and winerals over other resources. Alternate A is
the status quo which is unacceptable because management practices
and values have changed since the previous plan was adopted.

1 support the Uintah Mountain Club's proposed changes for alter-
native E. Their suggestions provide better protection of the
resources and a better definition of multiple use. You can not
use all lands for all uses. Some uses preclude other uses sc
there has to be an understanding that some lands will be limited
to certain uses. Multiple use means that the needs of all users
will be met.

How can you claim that you have a balanced alternative when you
will allow livestock grazing on 99% of the land and leasable
mineral activities on 90% of land and open the other 10Z with no
surface rights (page 2.30)? Only 1% is closed to grazing and zero
is closed to mining. Multiple use and a balanced plan require
that these percentages be decreased.

You have not included enough land under the level 1 and 2 classi-
fications. There is definitely more than 12 of level 1 land in
this management area. And, because of all the critical wildlife
winter range and archaeological sites within this area, the level
2 acreage is understated. You need to provide more protection to
a larger percentage of the land in this plan.

Phosphate mining should not be permitted in the Red Mountain-
Ashley Creek area. This land has high scenic value and is crit-

ical/crucial winter range for deer and elk. You did pot provide

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 177 (HANSEN)

177-1 Please refer to our response 61-1. The multiple use concept does
not require multiple use on every acre nordoes a balanced plan require a more even
split of the management levels. We attempted to use the priority management area
concept and assigned resource values to the specific management levels consis-
tent with the overall management objectives for the proposed plan and each
alternative.

177-2 Please refer to our response 61-2.

uonejINSUCY pue UoeUIPIoY - G Jaydeyn
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1772
Cont.

177-3

177-4

177-6

177-6

177-7

177-8

1779

177-10

177-11

Diamond Mtn Resource Mgt Plan —— March 31, 1992 — page 2

a broad range of management direction on this issue because all
of your options allow phosphate mining.

More protection of the slickrock area north of Steinaker Reservoir
is needed. This scenic area needs to be protected. 1t should be
closed to OHV use. You should actively work to acquire section
16 in the Red Mountain Area for improved management of this area.

Protection zones need to be established around important and
sensitive archaeological and paleontological sites which limit or
restrict surface disturbing activities. More survey and enforce-
ment activities are needed to protect these resources on public
1ands.

The lands in Diamond Breaks and West Cold Springs WSA's need to
be placed in the Browns Park Complex ACEC should either of these
not receive Wilderness designation.

[T support Wild and Scenic Status for the Upper and Lower Green
Rivers. I have on both stretches and they both qualify for this
special designation.

Too much of the area in altermative E is open to CHV use.

84% with no or seasonal restrictions does not equal a balanced
plan. Especially when only 6% is closed to OHV use {excluding
any roads within that 6%). As a minimun alternative B should be
implemented on this portion of the plan.

The riparian protection zones are too narrow at 330 feet. They
should be twice this width. The experiment on Salt Creek in
Wyoming where a stream was created where there was no stream
showed that the surrounding vegetation will create raparian habi-
tat if it is properly managed.
zones prevent the vegetation from expanding the water zone.

(page 2.31). Fire is an important and natural tool for nature.
Suppression of all fires is poor management. This kind of policy
is what got us in trouble at Yellowstone.
should be permited to burn unless they threaten structures or

|are life threatening.

An allowable cut of 3700 cords of wood per year (page 2.31) is
contrary to the assumption that a maximm of only 3000 cords of
greenwood should be cut (page 4.15). Opening up 85% of the wood-
lands for cutting only leaves 15% of the land as natural woodland.
This is inadequate since part of this 15% will be poor woodland.

to be the "lesser of demand or substainable yield". You sold
560 tree permits for an area where good quality trees are rare
(page 3.72). Why sell something you do not have?

Livestock grazing in these extended
[1 do not agree with the plan to aggressively suppress all wildfires

1 believe that wildfires

You need to further restrict cedar post and christmas tree cutting

177-3 Please refer to our responses 70-1 and 79-2.

177-4 The need for protection zones around important archeological and
paleontological sites was discussed during preparation of the plan, but it was
determined they would not be needed because the laws that protect these
resources give adequate protection without establishing additional protection
zones. We agree that more surveys and enforcement activity is needed to protect
these resources.

177-5 Please refer to our response 77-5.
177-6 Thank you for your support.
177-7 The purpose of OHV restrictions is to protect resources that would

otherwise be damaged if the situation went uncontrolled. We feelthat objective will
be accomplished in the proposed plan. Approximately 42 percent of the resource
area would be open, 6 percent closed, and 52 percent would be limited either
yearlong or seasonally to designated roads and trails.

177-8 The 330-foot riparian zone begins at the outer edge of the riparian
vegetation. BLM believes this provides adequate protection to riparian areas.
Please refer to Appendix 6 for the BLM Utah’s riparian policy.

177-9 We do not propose to aggressively suppress all wildfires. Referto
Chapter 2, Management Guidance Common to the Proposed Plan and the
Alternatives, for common guidance for prescribed fires. Naturally or human-
induced fires would be allowed to burn when approved prescriptions are established
and burn plan prescriptions are met.

177-10 The maximum firewood cut that can be maintained on a sustained
yield basis in the proposed plan, is 3,700 cords per year. This figure was derived
after eliminating all productive acres that could not be harvested due to restrictions
imposed on woodlands by other resources or topographic features. It was
assumed, based on demand, that the annual cut would level off near 3,000 cords
per year. The additional 700 cords would be available for harvest each year if
demand increased due to some unexpected event. Assuming 3,000 cords are cut
each year, 65 percent of the productive woodland area would never be cut.

177-11 We realize good quality christmas trees and cedar posts are hard
to find in the resource area. The only permits we sell are for personal use. There
are many families that use this recreational opportunity for an early winteroutingand

uoleyNsuoy pue UoeUIpIoo) - G JeideyD
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177-12

177-13

Diamond Mtn Resource Mgt Plan — March 31, 1992 —-- page 3

You only have 78000 acres of commercial value timber capable of

a8 substable yield. The other 105000 acres are not productive
enough to manage for a substainable yield (page 3.70). Harvesting
this other acreage could prevent its return to a woodland site.

On page 1.14 you state "All alternatives contain measures for
protection of important woodland resources." This statement is
false as indicated in the above paragraphs.

@ndoes alternative E specify treating 19,400 federal acres,
assumptions on page 4.15 says “Total vegetation treatment
opportunities could be realized on approximately 18,000 acres
» » « over the life of this plan”? Is this a balanced plan, or

are you looking out for the livestock industry at the expense of
concerned users?

I have writen several other comments in my book which would be
time consuming and lengthly to put into letter format. Therefore,
1 have attached copies of the relavant pages, 1f you can not

read may sloppy writing, I can come in and read it to you. My
phone number is 789-7162.

Sincerely,

M b‘ﬂ-"“»v

Brent Hansen, CPA

attachments

have been doing it foryears. The opportunity to cut a family christmas trees is very
important to many people, even though the quality of the tree they cut may be only
fair.

177-12 We have approximately 78,000 acres of pinyon-juniper wood-
lands productive enough to be managed on a sustained yield basis for firewood
production. There are many other pinyon-juniper areas in the resource area
that could be cut for firewood, but do not grow fast enough or reproduce well
enough to be considered productive stands. Many times the best use of these
areas is for wildlife habitat or livestock forage and they may, in some areas, be
harvested with these goals in mind.

177-13 The 22,950 acres shown in Table 2-15 and A8-4 is a total
figure, which includes vegetation treatment for wildlife and watershed manage-
ment principally in the sagebrush and pinyon-juniper woodland communities.

NOTE: Mr. Hansen included hand-marked pages from the draft document.
For the sake of brevity only, these additional pages are not included in this
document. They may be reviewed at the Vernal District Office.
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178-2
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 178 (MOON)

178-1 Economic impacts are analyzed for each alternative in Chapter 4.
Impacts from implementing the proposed plan should not significantly reduce the
local tax base.

178-2 BLM responsibilities in animal damage control (ADC) are outlined
in Chapter 2, Management Guidance Common to the Proposed Plan and the
Alternatives.

178-3 Under management common to the proposed plan and all alterna-
tivesfor livestockin Chapter 2, it was not stated that the Taylor Grazing Actand PRIA
were inadequate. It does say however, that the existing planning documents did not
clearly analyze the forage needs for objective wildlife levels.
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178-4 Thank you for your comment.

178-5 Please refer to our response 68-1 which discussed livestock-
wildlife forage needs. Our analysis shows range improvement work could also
supply additional forage for livestock and wildlife on the Castle Peak allotment. We
believe the reintroduction of native bighorn sheep would not significantly affectthe
livestock industry as outlined in the proposed plan. Changes from domestic sheep
to cattle would be accomplished through voluntary negotiations. Please refer to
Table 2-15 under livestock.

178-6 Guzzlers are generally more expensive to construct than reser-
voirs and spring locations are limited. In many cases reservoirs are the only
feasible water source option.

178-7 Thank you for your support.

178-8 Please refer to Table 2-15 under vegetation for forage assign-
ments.

178-9 Please refer to our response 68-1.

178-10 Please refer/ to our response 109-4.

178-11 Please refer to our response 178-5 above. Any AUM losses to

livestock due to negotiation to eliminate domestic sheep from proposed bighorn
sheep reintroduction areas under the proposed plan would be accomplished over
time and done voluntarily by grazing operators through change in class of livestock
and alternative grazing systems. We hope this would alleviate any serious
problems to the livestock industry.

178-12 Appendix 2 displays current wildlife use in AUMSs, not individual
animal numbers. If we assume the big game use in the Castle Peak allotment for
6 months, the AUMs would convertto 75 deer, 66 antelope, and 17 elk current use;
and, 125 deer, 348 antelope, and 80 elk objective use. These estimates are for
public land only and do not account for big game use on adjoining state and/or
private lands. Based on herd unit population figures supplied by UDWR, we
attempted to “pro-rate” these estimates on an individual allotment basis. We
realize such an exercise could account for the difference in numbers we estimate
for Castle Peak allotment and the numbers you have observed. Achieving
objective levels would be based on continued range improvement work and
vegetation monitoring to assure adequate forage is available to all. -
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178-13 The correction of adding 18 existing reservoirs to Table A8-4 on
page A8.3 has been made. Also the 100 reservoirs have been changedto read 50
on Table A8-4. These reservoirs would be built primarily for watershed improve-
ment, but would have other benefits such as providing wildlife and livestock water
and providing potential sites for riparian establishment.
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Daggete Soil Consarvatian Diatriet

o

Rasth 0, 1972

Penelope Gealley, Team Loader
Buresu of Land Manegesant
Vernal Districs

170 South 500 East

Vernal, Utah 84078

Deoar Bs. Bmallsyr

The Deggeté Coaunty Boil Conservation Distrizct Board is
reaganding te the recuset for raviaw af the “Diamand
Mountain Resource Arsa Resource Mansganent Plan and
Erwironmental Ispact ftatasent.”

Au a District Board we feel that the docunent is biased
towards Touriss and Nildlife. We sre supparting the letter
179-1 that has besn prapared by the Peraiitess. WNe feel these
parel ttaes support the concapt of eultiple land use.

Ne are stteching bu this lettar the somsents presented by
the peraittess. Please attiress sach of the ltses a= you
prepare the final document for the Dismand ¥Mountain Resource

Area.

Thenk vou for your conwideration,

Sincerely, .
it & ftubl.

Ivan Bere Ruble
Chelrman

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 179 (DAGGETT SOIL CONSERVATION

DISTRICT, Ruble)

179-1

Thank you for your comments.
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179-2

GENERAL COMMENTS:

[Economics of the Livestock Industry in Uintah County:

Several times in the document agriculture is referred to as a minor
or insignificant industry. According to the 1991 Utah Agricultural
Statistics agriculture produced the following cash receipts:

Dagget County Duchesne County Uintah County

ecej
Livestock &
Livestock Products $1,500,000 25,700,000 19,900,000
Crops $200,000 4,200,000 3,400,000
Total $1,700,000 29,000,000 23,300,000

Total for 3 Counties = 54,000,000

Fifty-four Million seens like a significant amount of money to us,
the Diamond Mountain Resource Area has a direct impact on
agriculture in these counties. As you can see most of the money
derived from agriculture in the basin is due to livestock. Most of
which at some time or other spend time on public land.

Several times in the document the value of an AUM is assumed to be
$9.19;_.'1'his value ve believe, refers to the value of the forage to
the—permittee, including all cost associated with raising
livestock except the capital cost of the livestock itself. This is
not the value an AUM returns to the economy. In a paper publish in
the Utah State Economics Department Dr. Nielsen has research the
value for AUM to local Utah communities generated by cattle and
sheep. The values per AUM of federal grazing for range animals in
Utah's economy are:

Gross value cattle (cow-calf operation) = $23.72/AUM
Net value cattle (cow-calf operation) = 13.66/AUM

Net value cattle x 3.5 multiplier = $31.43/AUM

Net value sheep x 3.5 multiplier = 47.81/AUN

Gross value sheep & cattle = $35.86/AUN
(slaughter weights)

Gross value sheep & cattle = 54,07/AUM

{retail-cut valus}

The 3.5 multiplier is from a state economic sector study by Dr.
Syder USU Economist. He estimated the appropriate multiplier to
measure secondary impacts to be 3.5 and should be used on net

values.

179-2

Please refer to our responses 3-24, 104-2 and 104-3.
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To figure a weighted average we took the net value for cattle and
sheep and times that by the number of allotments which are: 88
cattle allotments and 16 sheep allotments. We took an average of
the 31.43 value for cattle and the 47.81 value for sheep for an
average value (39.62) for the dual-use allotments and obtained the

following values:

88 x $31.43 = 2,765.84
16 x $47.81 = 764.96

4 x $39.62 = _158.48
3,689.28

1792 88 + 16 + 4 = 108

Cont.

3689.28/108 = 34,16

The $34.16 would represent an average AUN value on the Diamond
Mountain Resource Area which is significantly higher than the $9.19
value use to calculate gains or losses to the industry in the

document.

¥e also believe it should be realized that gseveral econonists are
questioning the value of bunting and tourism to local economies.

nake the point that after you take in the amount spent on
building and maintaining roads, providing additional law
enforcement, picking up litter etc. in some cases tourism and
hunting might have a negative economic value or a value that is
significantly belov the $25.00 value that is used in the document.

Also even though tourism might help the local economy, it must be
realized that it does not generate any new wvealth. If the money is
spent here that means it is not spent in some other community. In
contrast, the livestock industry generates new wealth every year
vith that year's production of livestock.

Furthermore, reductions in livestock AUMs result in direct loss to
the local economy, a 9000 AUM reduction means that quantity of
animals and the asgociated dollars are lost to the local economy.
while an increase in the number of Wildlife AUMs might drav more
tourist or might not draw more tourist and hunters depending on a

mmber of factors and conditions.

of deep concern to the livestock operators is the fact that every
citation in the document concerning livestock returns refers to
gain or loss to the livestock permittee or livestock industry.
Never is it mentioned as a gain or loss to the local economy. In
contrast, in almost every case gaing or loss to the tourism
industry is expressed as a gain or loss to the local economy. It
is not expressed as a gain or loss to the local tourism industry.
As livestock operators we feel we are an integral part of the local
economy as we live here spend our money here and have done so for

| generations.
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179-3 Please refer to our response 52-2.
Wildlife/Livestock Conflicts:

e I 179-4 Please refer to our responses 116-8, 178-5 and 179-22.
Several times in the document conflicts are mentioned between

wildlife and livestock. In almost every iIncidence the
reconmmendation is to reduce livestock AUMs. While this might be the
only solution in some causes we believe in nmost incidence’s
wildlife and livestock can coexist on the range. Texry Messmer Utah
State Wildlife Extension Specialist recently reviewed the available
literature on the subject he found 150 studies that looked at the
effects of wildlife and livestock grazing. In 150 studies that
mention livestock and wildlife 88% reported beneficial effects to
wildlife from livestock grazing. We believe with proper management
livestock and wildlife can graze together with beneficial effects
to both., We also beliave that this is also the best management
practice to keep the range healthy and productive. Furthermore,
since the area is supposed to be managed as a multiple use area we
believe this best fits that usage. Included with this letter is

citations of 52 studies reporting beneficial impacts from livestock
to wildlife.

179-3

Bighorn Sheep Introduction:

[The management plan calls for introduction of Rocky Mountain
Bighorn Sheep. It also calls for a 10-mile buffer zone around
reintroduction sites from domestic sheep. However the 10-mile
buffer zone was not documented to any literature. We did f£ind the
Desert Bighorn Council did in one of there transcripts recommend
a 9-mile buffer, however this was not based on research it was just
a recommendation. It seems that the size of the buffer zone should

be based on topography and be highly dependent on the natural
1794 | parriers that separate the species. In Nevada Bighorns have been
succesgfully reintroduced with a 2-mile barrier. Although, the
several times bighorn reintroduction is mention in the document
only one time does the document describe all the factors that
govern successful reintroduction, <these include: Adequate
quantities of available range (2) lack of competition with other
ungulates (3) Improper juxtaposition of key habitat components (5)
adequate guantities of one or more critical seasonal ranges (6)
lack of human harassnent (Smith et al. 1991). We believe because
of the serious impact these releases would have on livestock
pernittee’s in these areas, very serjous study and consideration
should be given to these releases. Wa also feel much more research
is needed on the subject, as these releases are extremely expensive
and can force local sheep operators out of business. If bighorns
are to be reintroduced it should be with the smallest buffer zone
needed s0 as not to waste resources and lower the impact to local
sheep producers. Therefore, we would like to see justification for
the 10-mile buffer zone in the Diamond Mountain Resource area and
how that was arrived at. Recently University of Idaho Veterinary
Scientist have done several studies to study disease transmission
from domestic livestock to Big Horn Sheep. In consulting with Dr.
Alton Ward Head Diagnostic Bacteriology, several aguestions have
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179-4
Cont.

sheep populations. In sampling 250 live-captured, and 7 dead
bighorn sheep from Central and Southwestern Idaho and 19 Dall Sheep
captured near Arctic Village Alaska. Lungworms were present in all
groups even though none of the animals had contact with domestic
animals. Also lungworms were found in two lambs that were taken by
caesarean section and separated from the ewe suggesting the woras
can be passed to offspring in the maternal enviromment.
Furthermore, DNA fingerprinting of lungworms obtained from domestic
and wild sheep showed they were a different species. Dr. Poryet
found that in vaccinating wild sheep with domestic sheep Lungworm
vaccine that the wild sheep still died. It appears that earlier
literature suggesting lungwora transmission from domestic sheep to
vild sheep vas invalid because samples were taken from the nasal
passages only, while recent research has shown that most wild sheep
harbor the organism in greatest numbers in the tonsils. In talking
with Dr. Ward he felt there were a combination of factors that
caused Bighorn mortality including: Viruses, bacteria, stress, and
population that are so small inbreeding results and causes a
reduction in the immune system. Also, while Dr. Ward thought the
populations should be separated, he could see no justification for

a 10-nile barrier. Included is some recent research on the subject.
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179-5

179-6

179-7

179-8

179-9

Baction: summary

Page:

i

Comment:

The management priority area concept is not
defined as to how or what criteria are used to
designate the levels also what personnal is
envolved in making this decisions. Also these
management priority areas should be guided by
the multiple use concept and not give one use
priority above another use.

Comment by Aldo Leopold according to the World
Book Encyclopedia he wrote several essays
defining the need to have wilderness areas. We
hope this does not sat the tone for the entire
docunent as devoted to one area of interest and
not to a multiple use, multi-group area.

Section: Chapter 1 Purpose and Need

Page:

1.5

| [

[
L]
L]

_

1.14

Comment:

Under the title Resource Uses Affecting
Vegetation, Soils and Watershed Values, this
vhole section is aimed primary at developing
wildlife habitat. It fails to address range
improvements that will benefit wildlife and
livestock. Also the paragraph on areas suitable
for livestock grazing, grazing 1s not
restricted to livestock, wildlife also graze,
no mention is made of controlling over grazing
by wildlife.

Under the title Pish and Wildlife BHabitat
Management at the top of column two the
statement land closures for livestock grazing
or surface disturbance are identified in terms
of wildlife objectives. This seems to imply
that wildlife are the dominant consideration,
and that land closures for livestock grazing
or surface disturbance is the only way to reach
these objectives. This does not consider the
nost important factor, habitat, which

may actually be improved by livestock grazing
and it assumes that the grazing of livastock
and wildlife have to be detrimental to each
other.

Under the title Vegetation Management the
statement Conflicts between wildlife and

1

179-5 Please refer to our response 61-1.
179-6 Thank you for your comment.
179-7 We believe the first paragraph in the section you reference

adequately explains the issue of resolving conflicting demands for consumptive and
nonconsumptive uses of vegetation, soils, and watershed resources. The subse-
quent questions related to these broad issues are meantto help identify and analyze
all uses affecting these primary resources and management actions necessary to
maintain or improve these resources for the long term. The term 'management
practices" ,as used in these questions, include range improvement and vegetative
treatment, both of which may be beneficial to both livestock and wildlife.

179-8 The statement: "Land closures for livestock grazing or surface
disturbance are identified in terms of wildlife objectives”, has been deleted.

179-9 The statement: "At least one alternative gives wildlife first priority
on critical winter ranges”, has been deleted.
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179-9
Cont.

livestock forage uses are identified in terms
of range carrying capacity. At least

one alterative gives wildlife first priority
on critical winter ranges. This statement fai}s
to recognize vegetation management is the main
objective and any management objective should
be thought of in terms of the best possible
management strategy for that goal and not in
terms of giving vildlife or any other use first
priority.

Ssction: 'mptot 2 Alternatives

Page:

—_—
2.7

179-10

Conment:

The statement Livestock grazing management
will incorporate the needs of key plant species
important to wildlife and safe to use by
wildlife . . . we hope this is also takes into
account the fact that livestock grazing can
benefit plant species needed by wildlife and
can have a positive effect on vegetation
management.

Bection: Chapter 3 Affected Bmviromment

Page:
3.11

179-11

[™)
.

"
(-]

179-12

[3.50

179-13

179-14 '_3—__.52

Comment :

Under the heading Mule Deer in the statement
about deer wintering in the Brown's Park area
no mention is made of the resource damage that
is occurring do to high deer populations
(Urness PC) . mps/wars Iresss

The statement "Riparian communities along the
Green River have been affected by historical
human and livestock overuse and regulation of
river flows from the Plaming George Dam." This
statement does not include the damage from
wildlife in that area.

Under Socioeconomic heading the statement
*since the twentieth century, however a slow
progression toward a land-extractive economy
has been occurring® it must be realized that
agriculture has not diminished in the area also
agriculture is probably the most stable
industry in the area.

Under the heading Recreation the statement "the

179-10 Livestock grazing benefits to plant species needed by wildlife has
been taken into account. Deer winter range in Browns Park, for example, is
maintained by allowing spring cattle use on grass in the area to promote the vigor
of existing sagebrush species.

179-11 The following sentences have been added to Chapter 3, under
mule deer to clarify the heavy deer use. Six years of drought conditions (1986-92)
have reduced sagebrush forage production and plant vigor on much of the deer
winter range. Heavy deer winter use has intensified this problem and has been
documented on the annual interagency deer pellet group transects. In response,
UDWR has issued over 2,850 doe permits to offset these poor forage conditions.

179-12 We were unable to document historical wildlife overuse in the
riparian communities along the Green River and thus the reason for wildlife being
deleted from this sentence.

179-13 Thank you for your comment.

179-14 The economic section in the document has been substantially
modified. The $25 figure you refer to has been removed.
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net economic value per day for racreation
vigitor day is $25." We would assume the means
on average and he is not saying $25 is without
exception the value. Also theras is no mention
of how this value was derived this needs to be
explained and documented wvith tacts or data.

179-14
Cont.

ol

[
m
w

Table 3-23 this table has some impressive
figures on it however, it has no documentation
as to how the net economic value was derived
therefore no way to tell if it is accurate or
not.. Also is this net economic value to the
Uintah basin or to Utah, Wyoming and Colorado.

179-15

||

The first paragraph that addresses hunting and
recreation the reference to the citation by
Bangerter 1989. This citation has no place in
a scientific document a political speech by a
political figure with no training in economics
is very dubious to its validity. These figures
may or may not be accurate, however vhere they
vere obtained is unknown so they cannot be
validated. If these figures are to be cited
they should be referenced to the person who
calculated them and how they were calculated,
not to who used them in a speach.

(%)
.

"
w

179-16

Under the heading Agriculture, the statement
agriculture plays a minor role in the basin
economy is hard to define what is considered
a minor role, and even if it is minor it is an
important role to those affected by it. Also
the statement Presently an AUM is valued at
- —9.19 as determined by the Agriculture
e statistics Service USDA (1991). This might be
e a true statement but should not be used in the
7 context that an AUM is only worth 9.19 to the
, local economy. The figure 9.19 is the value on
s averade that AUM 48 worth to the permittee. The
“s yvalue of a Cow Calf AUM in Utah is estinated
at 34.16 (Nelson 1991). This is the figure that
should be used for economic comparisons,
especially when comparing effects with hunting

and recreation dollars.

179-17 e

S

gaction: Chapter 4 Emvironmental Conssquences

Page: Comments

Under the heading Livestock the statenment "the
more recent demand for leaner red meat may

179-18 | 4.4

1. 79-15 . Tabl_e 3-23 of the draft has been deleted. We believe the informa-
tion as p.rowded. in this document adequately presents and analyzes the social and
economic conditions and impacts of the proposed plan and the alternatives.

‘179-.1 6 The correct reference for Governor Bangerter's speechis the 1985
‘National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildiife Association Recreation -Utal’,
prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The reference section of the
document has been revised.

179-17 Please refer to our response 104-2.

179-18 _ The gssumption section of Chapter 4 provides a basis for analysis
based on available literature and trend. A demand for leaner red meat is not
necessarily contrary to the statement that the livestock industry appears to have

reached maturity in the West, it may mean a shift from feedlot finished cattle to
rangeland cattle.
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179-18
Cont.

179-19

179-20

179-21

[4.14

F.'m

affect the use of feedlots, increasing demand
for rangeland forage by yearling cattle
operations” seems to be in disagreement with
the statement at the bottom of the paragraph.
*Both the sheep and cattle industries appear
to have reached maturity in the west. There is
little indication of prospects for significant
expansion.” Also the reference to Field 1991
is not cited in the Reference Section so it is
inmpossible to check the reference. Furthermore,
statements like this should be used sparingly
and conservatively, no one knows the future.

Under the paragraph The Rancher/Farmer desires
to maintain traditional lifestyles does
injustice to the farmers and ranchers these
people are also deeply concerned about the
environment, the condition of the resource area
and the continued effort to improve the value,
condition and ascetic value of the resource.
They are also strong supporter of the multiple
uge concept and usually have a greater

vested interest in the area than the young
nevcomer because the condition of the area can
impact their heritage, livelihood and social
values.

Table 4-3 Job Projections by Alternative,
projections for Alternative E show a rather
high impact to agriculture especially since
several times in the document it is referred
to as a minor or insignificant industry. It is
not known hov these figures are derived since
under alternative E the number of livestock
AUMs is supposed to stay the same.

Under the heading Impacts to Fish and wildlife
Habitat Resources the statement "Additional
forage and increased numbers of watchable and
hunting wildlife could generate an additional
63,400 per year to the local economy in
expenditures for lodging, food, transportation,
and equipment (Bangerter, 1991) This is seen
as a beneficial impact." We think it must be
realized that just because wildlife is

there it is not certain that additional tourist
will come view them, the tourism market may
have already reached a maximum. Also the dollar
figure has no documentation and once again
the reference to Bangerter is unacceptabls.

179-19 This section of Chapter 3 has been deleted as it does not
add or detract from the intent of the analysis.

179-20 Table 4-3 of the draft has been deleted from this docu-
ment. The model used to derive the data used in the table has limited applicability
and was determined to be unsuitable for this project.

179-21 The word “could” was usedto express the point of whether
?ourists would come to view additional wildlife. Our analysis is based mostly on
increased hunting opportunities and the development of interpretive trails to
enhance wildlife viewing.
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179-22

179-23

179-24

|

17

Under the heading Prom Management Actions for
Livestock Programs the statement "Negotiating
vith livestock permittees to eliminate domestic
sheep use vithin a 10-mile buffer of identified
bighorn sheep reintroduction areas has the
potential to reduce the likelihood of disease
transmission for domsstic livestock to bighorn
shesp, This would significantly increase
survival rates for bighorn sheep." There is no
reference to where the 10-mile buffer zone cane
from, after reviewing the available literature
ve could find no such reference, the Desert
Bighorn Council Technical staff 1990 in
Guidelines for management of domestic sheep
in the vicinity of desert bighorn habitat
{Desert Bighorn Council 13 pp.) recommend a
nine nile buffer. Some Bighorns in Nevada have
been released with success vith a two mile
buffer. Besides the proximity to domestic sheep
many other factors influence bighorn survival
rates: Some recent research froa the University
of ldaho suggest Bighorns already carry the
diseases that some are claiming they obtain
from domestic sheep. The stress due to capture,
transport, and release, and subsequent stress
due to human activity, and forage competition
with other wildlife can result in these
diseases beconing lethal. Simply setting a ten-
mile buffer will not guarantee success.
Therefore the last statezent in the paragraph
"thig would significantly increase survival
rates for bighorn sheep® absolutsly cannot be
docunented and should be stricken from the
docunment.,

Under the heading Impacts to Livestock
Management Programs "improved grazing systems
would result in an increase of 500 AUMs
annually  thereby positively affecting
pernmittee’s incomes®™ not only would this
inprove permittee's income iafwould also help
the local economy)md the resource,and improve
wildlife habitat and species diversity.

The last paragraph on the page "Assuming that
9.19 is the yalue of the forage consumed per
AUM, 50,299 AUMs brings in 462,200 to the loca

economy annually.” This is inconsistent with
the statement of what the 9.19 value mentioned
on page 3.53. This statement is what the value
of forage is to the permittee and not the value
the AUM has to the local econcmy which is

179-22

179-23

179-24

Please refer to our responses 110-10, 116-8 and 179-39.
Please refer to our response 3-24.

Please refer to our response 104-2.
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179-30

significantly more at $34.16 (Nelson 1991).

The first paragraph "Assuming $25 is the
visitor use day value, then 190,000 recreation
days will eguate to 4,750,000 into the local
economy annually.* There is no documentation
8s to where the number of visitor days came
from. Also we would challenge the statement to
the local economy. This must include the salt
Lake metropolitan Area and parts of Colorado
and Wyoming, Which shouldn't be considered the
local economy.

Paragraphs 1,2,3 all make direct referen

the removal of livestock to benefit vildﬁt:?
This does not include management of livestock
and yildlife to the benefit of each other and
the resource area. It only allows that
livestock and wildlife are not compatible wvhich

is in direct disagreement wi
the subject, g with literature on

Under the title Ilpacts to Livestock Management
lz.rogx:m first paragraph. Again no thought
given to management systems incorporating
vildlife and livestock which have been shown
in the literaturs to be beneficial to both.

Under the title From Management actions for

‘::gzgggnmmth ces. The figures are not
e reference t erter

unacceptable. o Bang 1s

The whole first column is lying the
livestock and wildlife are mi.q:pouypant:gibh. It':;:
is very narrow minded thinking and ie
definitely not supported by any research or
evidence. Also the figures of the cost to
liv?stock industry are inaccurate and

don’t address the loss to the local economy.

Under title IMPACTS TO RIPARIAN HABITAT
RESOURCES subtitled; From MNanagement Actions
for Livestock Programs. We agree completely
with the statement *However not using livestock
grazing to control noxious veeds on 18 percent
of the early and mid ecological stage riparian
areas, would result in weed expansions in
riparian areas. These weed expansions could
move ecological condition toward an earlier
biogical stage." We also agree completely with
the statement in the next paragraph. “Allowing

179-25 The visitor day number came from a report compiled annually by
BLM. Estimates are made using visitor registers, car counters, UDWR hunting
reports and estimates made by field personnel. Please referto our responses 179-
14 and 179-15.

179-26 The statement: “Where livestock management can be used as a
toolto benefit wildlife, compatible grazing systems would be implemented” hasbeen
added to Chapter 4 under impacts from management actions for livestock manage-
ment.

179-27 Grazing prescriptions are proposed as a tool to maintain orimprove
resources under the proposed plan and Alternatives A, C, and D.

179-28 Please refer to our response 179-16 above.

179-29 Under Alternative B, removing livestock to increase wildlife AUMs
is one way to achieve the stated goals. It is not BLM's preferred method, however.
Please refer to 104-2. .

179-30 The same statement is not used under the other alternatives,
because livestock could be used as atool to control noxious weeds in riparian areas
and to maintain or improve riparian values and wildlife habitat.
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179-31 Thank you.
wildlife forage to increase for wildlife use

up to 67 percent from present forage use levels

could causes unaccsptable use on riparian 179-32 Again, please refer to our response 104-2.

areas, especially during drought years when
wvildlife would concentrate in wet areas. 179-33 Refer to 104-2.

179-30 Livestock use could be :ontrolled during these

Cont. periods while wildlife are not easily
controlled. Benefits to the riparian rescurce |179-34 Thank you.
from reduced livestock grazing could be . . ]
offsetby increased wildlife use.* These [179.35 Please refer to changes made in Chapter 4, impacts to fish and

statements we believe state very real concerns oare . . k for Alternative C.
to simply reducing livestock AUMs as a panacea wildlife habitat from livestoc

for everything. We wonder why they are
L_ not mentioned in other areas of the document.
4.3

1 Under the title From Management Actions for
Vegetation Resources. We agree with the
statement "Even with 100 percent allocation to

179-31 vatershed, this alternative would benefit

watershed the least due to the low nunber of

acres identified for vegetation treatment and
the least amount of pinyon-juniper woodlands
and sagebrush in mid ecological condition.®

L_ This is a very good point.

4.33 The fiqures are inaccurate due to wrong
179-32 assunptions about the value of an AUM to the
local economy.
4.34 Column two again compares figures of loss
179-33 to the livestock industry and gains wmade by

recreation. These comparisons as stated are
invalid. Also any loss to the livestock
L operators is also a loss to the local economy.

4,36 Column one, paragraph 3 we also agree with the
statement *Vegetation management decisions in
Alternative B allow only Biological control of

: noxious weeds and insects within the ACECs.
179-34 This may cumulatively affect adjacent lands,
via degradation and loss of desired vegetation
composition and production levels, causing
economic losses to state and private
landowners®.

-~
.

w
~

Column two, top of the page. The statement
*"This would be a significant long-term negative
179-35 impact to the majority of wildlife spacies
within the resource area." How many and what
gpecies is the term majority referring to, and
how are they negatively affected. According to
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the literature most cies o
livegtock grazing. spe an benefit from

Under the title Impacts to Livestock Management
prograns the statement about extra income to
livestock permittees does not take in to

account the positive economic i
local economy. RIS THpACES To the

Under heading From Management Actions for
Livestock programs the statement "Cattle would
congregate along the riverbank and adversely
affect the vigual quality of the corridor.®
t!:gxim;r :gt::?:;:r “asl“::“ fixz:t that cattle would
e second that cattle someh
affect visual quality, This is a ow

subjective viewpoint
et b viwor.;wp that would depend entirely

Column two Paragraph 2 and 3 appears to be
mathematical error. Figures inaccurate due to
previously stated reasons.

Column 2 last paragraph Statement "thig wou
reduce or eliminate the successful return ig
Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep to their native
habitat within the resource area”, This
statement is nisleading and is not documented
by scientific fact or evidence.

Under the title From Management Actions for
Eiparian Habitat Resources the statement
However, unfenced riparian areas could allow
uncontrolled human and 1ivestock use, resulting
in continued deterioration of certain riparian
areas in the rescurce area.® This should also

ui:glude a statement about uncontrolled wildlife

Under title Prom Management Actions fo:
Vegetation Resources. Does not take into th:
account the value of the increase forage to the
local econemy or to wildlife, ‘

Column 2 paragraph 4 the statement "Fora
allocated to wildlife would resain at tg:
current use of 27,600 AUMs." What about the
addition 3,400 AUMs mentioned on 4.46 for
bighorns and pronghorns.

Column one paragraph 4 and 5 wron fi
previously stated reasons. 9 Higures for

179-36 Please refer to our response 104-2.

179-37 We agree that the statement would depend entirely on the viewer.
In this situation we are talking about a person that is floating on the river in a raft or
fishing, picnicking or hiking along the river bank. We stand by our statement that
cattle congregating along the river bank would affect visual quality in the area.
179-38 Please refer to our response 104-2.

179-39 This statement refers to the increased risk of disease transmission
from livestock to bighorn sheep when livestock use is allowed in bighorn sheep
habitat. This has been documented in the following scientific studies: Desert
Bighorn Council Technical Staff, 1990; Spraker, T.R., 1977; Jessup, D.A,, 1982,
1985; Foreyt, W.J., 1982, 1989; Onderka, D.A., 1988; Callan, R.J., 1990; Bunch,
T.D., 1989; Sandova;, A.V., 1988; and Goodson, N.J., 1982.

179-40 Whether standard fences that control livestock are or are not used
for riparian protection would not affect wildlife from using these areas. Concentrated
wildlife use can have a detrimental effect on riparian areas, especially during
drought. Please refer to impacts to riparian habitat resources from livestock
program in Alternative B in Chapter 4.

179-41 Please refer to our response 104-2.
179-42 The paragraph on page 4.46 has been deleted.
179-43 Please refer to our response 104-2.
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179-44

179-45

179-46

179-47

4.55

4.60

From Management Actions for Livestock Prograns
Again thegclaim for a ten-mile buffer with no
documentation. In the second paragraph under
this heading "Management actions would, overall
benefit fish and wildlife habitat.” Should also
consider specific actions to manage vildlife
to protect riparian areas.

Prom Managament Actions for Vegetation
Resources "Alternative E allows wildlife forage
demand to increase from current levels of
27,600 AUMs to 40,000 AUMs a 31% increase" it
should be mentioned that the vegetative
treatments and other suggestions to
provide additional forage should be implemented
first before the wildlife is allowed to
increase othervise resource damage will result.
Also the citation to Bangerter is not
acceptable and the figures cannot be
documented.

Under the title Prom Management Actions for
Vegetation Resources. This section assumes
addition forage for wildlife will come from
range inprovesments and reduction in livestock
AUMs. Livastock AUMs have already been reduced
significantly and wildlifae also winter much of
the time on private ground it should not be the
sole responsibility of the livestock owner to
raise wvildlife for the state. Any increases in
wildlife should come after additional forage
is provided and no more reductions in livestock
nunbers should have to be forced on the
pernittees. As in many cages livestock numbers
are reduced then vildlife is allowed to
increase above carrying capacity, resulting in
resource damage which is blamed on livestock.

Under the title IMPACTS TO RIPARIAN HABITAT
RESOURCES we agree with the management strategy
pressnted in the statement " This improvement
vould be accomplished by implementing
prescribed grazing practices conducive to
riparian inprovement, along with rangeland
improvements and noxious weed eradication”.

In column two, third paragraph there appears
to be a mathematical error as a reduction of
9000 AUMs using the figure of 9.19 would equal
a loss of 82,710 not the 11,500 dollar figure

179-44 Please refer to our responses 116-8 and 226-38. We would
consider specific actions to manage wildlife to protect riparian areas if this became
a problem.

179-45 Rangeland practices and grazing prescriptions would occur to
provide additional forage in the proposed plan. Also preliminary monitoring
indicates that the total forage available is close to meeting wildlife objective use and
existing livestock preference levels. As stated in the document, reductions in
livestock would be made on crucial wildlife habitat only after allmanagement options
are exhausted and only where there is a conflict between livestock and wildlife in
meeting forage assignments shown by monitoring. It was assumed, as stated in
Chapter 4, that achieving ecological condition goals through rangeland improve-
ment and other management practices would provide enough forage for existing
livestock grazing preference. The reference to Governor Bangerter has been

corrected to USF&WS, 1985. Refer to the references section of this document for
the full citation.

179-46 Thank you.

179-47 Refer to our response 3-24.
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179-47
Cont.

179-48

179-49

179-50

179-51

[Z.62

s
.

[
w

A8.18

stated and the figure of 94,800 increase from
tourism is not documented.

In paragraph 4 again the figures do not
accurately reflect the impact to the local
economy the reduction of livestock AUMs would
causa. And over state the impacts of the

increase in tourism would have to the
local sconomy.

Paragraph 4 talks about the closure or heavy
use restrictions imposed on livestock grazing
within level 1 areas will result in a long-
term ncoloﬁcal benefit to improved riparian
ecosystan these arsas and wvater quality of
the Green River drainage. What research or data
is this based on, this is an open-ended
statsment with no substance. Riparian areas
ought to managed as an area and not a small
ecosysten axcluded from the rest of the area.
How is livestock grazing by itself affeacting
the water quality of the Green River? Is this
implying the whole stretch of the Green River
is being degraded by Livestock? statements like
this should be use conservatively and
docunented by data or research.

This table is very general we realize it was
done to save space in the document. However,
it is extremely hard to understand the problems
on the allotments when they are described in
such general terms. The best solution would be
a short statement individually describing each
allotment its specific problems and possible
managenent px:actices to solve the problen.

We could not find the citation by Godfrey E.
Bruce anywhere in the document.

179-48 Refer to our response 3-24.
179-49 The sentence referred to has been omitted.
179-50 As you stated, the method used was intended to save space and

the types of problems were intended to be general. Detailed objectives and
problems by allotment will be stated and addressed at the activity plan level.
Allotment management plans will be written, as funding provides, in a priority as
listed on Table A8-5.

179-51 Bruce Godfrey was consulted during the writing of the economic
analysis of the draft document, but none of his text information was used initially.
In the final document Mr. Godfrey is cited as a reference.

NOTE: The comments from the Diamond Mountain permittees (comment
letter #226) are responded to here. Approximately 200 original signatures were
attached. For the sake of brevity only, these signature pages and accompanying
reference section are not reproduced in this document. The entire letter, with
signatures, is available for public review in the Vemal District Office.
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CONSERVATION « COURTPXY » SARETY

u,m UTAH TRAIL MACHINE ASSOCIATION

March 24, 1992

Penelopa Snalley, Team Leadw
Burssu of Land Managenent
Varnal District

170 8outh 500 East

Varnal , UT 84070

FE1  Diamond Mourtain Resource Arma Rescurce HManagssent Plan and
Environmental Isgact Statement.

Daar M=, Ssalleys

The Utah Trail Machine Associstion represents the interpets of
All motorized recrasticnal users of public lands in Utah. Over
the past saveral years We havé becore increesingly concerned with
tha apparent trenc among faderal land managers to rewtrict
sotoriznd actéds ta public lands evan though there is na
cbjective datas indicating that such access han resulted in any
disproportionate impact ta the resource.

Thim trand is sspecially troubling considering that motorized
usars are singled out from all cther classes of yswrs for spacial
restrictions. This is inappropriate because any type Df Use will
have soma kind pé {mpact on the land. Fout travel, sountain
biking, and horsaback riding all leave thatr own unique inprint
ah the land. Yk when the BLN , as well s other federal
agencias, . formulate plans rewtricting eccess, only notorizad
usars and their sffects wre sddressed.

We aru wall sware that certain wel!l financed and highly organized
Qroups have made it a priority to attack motorized recraation on
public land by daveiaping and perpstuating a bedy of propaganda
that groatly swaggerates the negative-ivpacts of woturized
recrastian, while cosplately neglecting the impacts of their own
chosen vses. It 1w your responsibility as profedsional land
sanagers to make decisians that are not only based on factual
inforaation, but alsn are responsive to the nowds of all clasuss
of your constityents.

Alse keep in gind that ip the next faw years spproximately twa
aillicne atrwe of the most scenie land in our state will be
withdrawn from miltiple use and placed ints thm the most
restristive catsgory of ally Wildornes:. ESecauss all motorized
usars #ill be tobmtly sxcluded $#rom thass vast 2ress you whould
have sn added incantive to maintain such atcess ko the greatest
possibix portion of the resalning Jands.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 180 (UTAH TRAIL MACHINE ASSOCIA-
TION, Huck)
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180-1

2

Motorized recreation is an important part of the economy of our
state. The 1990 Utah OHV Survey found that motorized recreation
adds 180 million dollars to our economy annually. The figures
given in Table 3-23 show that motorized travel in the DMRA
encompassad 34,200 hrg while non~motorized travel amounted to
only 14,000 hrs. It is clear that reducing motorized travel
opportunities will negatively impact a huge segment of your
users,

[We would suggest that if it becomes necessary to impose travel
restrictions in any particular area, these such restrictions
should apply to ALL forms of travel. If soils, wildlife, or
plants in a region will be harmed by a passing motorcycle, then
they will also be harmed by horses, mountain bikes, and troupes
of hikers. A few quick calculations will raveal that the
specific pressures exerted on the grouns by hursas’ hooves,
bicycle tires, and even hikers boots can greatly exceed those
exerted by motorcycle or ATV tires. Furthermore, motorized users
tend to make day trips, returning to a camp or to home to spend
the night. Non-motorized users, on the other hand, due to their
slower rate of travel tend to stay overnight, thereby increasing
certain types of pollution. This is especially true of horse
travel. All public land users should be included in any travel
restrictions that you propose for the Resource firea.

We find the motorized travel reastrictions suggested for the Red
Mountain area unjustified and arbitrary. For many years this has
been a popular destination for motorized users and there has been
no cbjective data presented showing excessive impact from this
use. The argument that certain resources COULD be impacted by
motorized access is without merit and inconsistent with our
system of laws and does not belong in any public document. 1If
damage is occurring due to human activities in this area then it
should be closed to ALL human access.

The protection of relict vegetation is cited as a reason to
restrict motorized travel in the Red Mountain area. Page 6.11
cites the following definition for relict vegetation:

A vegetation community or area within a vegetation
community relatively undisturbed by husan activities
to allow the community to progress towards it natural
climax composition. (bold face added)

This definition in and of itself would compel the land manager to
rastrict all human travel in the area to be protected. To limit
the closure to motorized travel is not only discriminatory but
alsc defeate the purpose of the restriction.

180-1 It is not our policy to limit all users to an area unless there are
impacts being created by all users. We prefer to address impacts and consider
needed restrictions on an individual basis. Some give and take is normally required
by all to accommodate the needs of others. Please refer to our response 13-1.
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180-2

CONCLUSION:

We argue strongly AGAINST the adoption of Alternative B
{Ecological Systema) It is a kind of watered-down wilderness
management approach that totally ignores the needs of the vast
majority of your constituents. You have a respensibility to
serve the needs of the people who use these lands. There will be
enough formal wilderness designated to achieve the whatever
purpose is served by removing human activity from the public

lands.

The Red Mountain area should remain open to motorized access as
has been the case for many years.

We urge you to adopt one or a combination of the remaining
alternatives together with increased sensitivity to the
legitimate needs of those who desire or require motorized access
to lands under your stewardship.

Thank you,

A&m«« Jéf/ g

ainer Huékz Ph.D.
President, UTMA

180-2

Thank you for your comment.
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181-1

1812

181-3

Jean Sinclair, Tesn Leader
Buresu of Land Menagament
Vernal District

170 Bouth 300 East
Vernal, Utah 640780

Dear Mx. Binclair,

1 am very concerned about the resource managesent plan
for Diamond Mountain. Proposals A, B, C and D sasm to be
toaded to the desirss of spacis! intarset groups. Short
tern profits and {eproper use nf fragile Yand is not in the
best interssts of the people of Utah. The Faderal
Sovernaant and tha State of Utah nesd to consider the
alternative which will best benefit tha majaority of
titizens. This choice should be Alternative E. It is the
most sensible managesent plan. D fragile desert
anvironnent neads to be protsctad, thersfors 1 support the
Uintah Mountain Club’s proposats for the isprovessnt of
Al fgrnative €.

[ I oppowe any more Yand designed for phosphate eining in
the Rad Mountain - Ashlay arse. 1 would rather see sora
[Coval 1 and Level 2 sadagemsnt prascriptions. Pratective
2ones argumd sensitive archaeological and paleontogical

ﬂtﬁs should be inciuded.
I hope the BN will be sesitive to the iand and the
peaple rather than the nesds of special interssts.

8incerely,

2

Krubsack

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 181 (KRUBSACK)

181-1 Thank you for your comments. Regarding phosphate mining,
please refer to our response 61-2. -

181-2 Please refer to our response 61-1.

181-3 Please refer to our response 177-4.
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189-1

189-2

189-3

189-4

March 31, 1992

Good Morning.

I'haven't comprehensively plowed through the whole Diamond Mountain
Resource Management Plan, but here's an opinion anyway.

Of the five alternatives, Alternative E is clearly the best. The others are far too
blased toward various single purposes. Even this good start can be improved, I think.

-- Please consider removing the area around the Taylor Mountain Road between
Red Mountain and Dry Fork from eligibility for mineral development. That seems to
be extraordinary ground for a number of reasons and deserves to be given some
protection.

-- Maybe you could identify more land as Level 1 and Level 2. That would at
least give more time to inventory the resource and be able to make more informed
| decisions on pockets of sensltive terrain. It's easier to preserve it than repalr it

-- Feel free to regulate access by ORV's. Nothing says that machines have the
| same access rights as people, especially in delicate areas.

-- Is there some way to give more emphasis to paleontological and historical

| values? How can already identified sites be protected?

Again, Alternative E seems to be the best bet. I congratulate you on your work;
it's lots of information about some pretty great country. Please keep me informed on
further developments in the planning process. Thank you very much for your time.

Sincerely,

oy 0ot

Day Delabunt
PO Bax 69
Jensen, UT 84035

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 189 (DELAHUNT)

189-1 Thank you for your comment. Please refer to our response 61-2.
189-2 Please refer to our response 61-1.
189-3 The proposed plan does outline the OHV designations for the

resource area. Please refer to the interim OHV map enclosed in Map Packet #10
for the graphic depiction of the designations.

189-4 The map in Chapter 3 identifying highly sensitive paleontological
areas has been expanded to include additional areas. The criteria usedin the draft
for allowing collection of this resource has been strengthened to give more
protection to the resource. More frequent visits to important paleontological and
histoic areas by BLM personnel would provide a greater degree of protection for
these resources.
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190-1

-y VERNAL AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

FLANNG GORGE
NECREATION MEA 134 WESTMAIN  VERNAL. UTAH 84078 (801) 789-1352

March 27, 1562

Penelope Smalley, Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Vernal District

170 South 500 East

Vernal, Ut. 84078

Dear Team Leader Smalley:

From what we have been able to learn in general about the Diamcad

Mountain Resource Area Resource Management Plan And Environmenta:
Impact Statement Draft, we prefer alternatives A or E cver
alternatives B,C and D. We are not prepared at thig time to make
comments on specific aspects of the draft but we have encouraged

our members and committees to participate as they feel appropriats

| on their own behalf.

We appreciate very much the efforts made by the bureau, it
director and staff to keep us informed of the progress of this ver
important project.

Sincerely youri

(uu, V/L‘L

Ma*& Fo}ey /
President
sn

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 190 (VERNAL AREA CHAMBER OF COM-

MERCE, FOLEY)

190-1

Thank you for your comment.
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191-1

191-2

191-3

Barth 30, 1972

Penelopa Bmallpny

Bursau of Land Manhagement
\ernat Diatrict

170 Eouth,. 500 East
Vertal, UT #4078

Deor M. Saalley,

I -appreciata tha opportunity to comsant on the BLN's
propoced Diantnd Mountain Resaurca- Managesent Plan, 1
suppart Alternative B, -only 1f it is extensively. ssendwd.
Swfore | detail the suggested amendasnts, ! aust mprese sy
seneral disnay at the apparent one-sitadnass of the
alternative. I feel it fails badly ta provide a full
spectrua of varying degries of developnant on tha land. In
particular, a pitifully seall aesd is slated for vary
protective aanagenent, whether it bp for watershad
protection, .recraation, or nildiife. I would like to see
auch more Tand designatad - Tevel 1 and 2.. [ also mupport the
Uintah Mountain Club’s propomal, which seams toc ne a true
2“1“-

[The slickreck arsa north of Stsinaker Reservoir should be
ciosed tD motorjzed vehicles, encept for the wxisting road
tn the top of Red Mountain. Thim slickrock, with archea ,
snd..altoves, 13 a very unusual arsd for nerthern Utah. It
is. the, clovest netural arma recreation to Vernal, and I 90
there about 10 £imes per ysar. [ also take student aroups
thera, in the Earth Beisnces Field Gtudipe clacses.
Limiting access would protect the area, but it is, ‘and stil)
would be, accesibis to -anyons capadie of -WalkiDa Up wasy
paths for short {lass than | nile) distances.

I fuel the only legitimate conflict harw is hetwsen
notorized versus nan-sotorized recrvation. The sineral
resaurces (s.4., phosphatic mock) sppear far too deeply
burisd for sconoaic recovery. The rock itsalé is mot Yiabie
to ouch hatitat or'ranga improvement. Inassuch as nesrly

3ncudin part of this area, then I fasl non-motorized
recreation should be the highest use at Level 1.

Protection zones restricting surface activitisg around
archasolagical and pal eantaipsical sites should be

eatabl jahed, aiorig nith snforcement of sams to protect wue
public rescurces. Thase tites arm nusercus throughout the

| stickrock area, bath bahind Stuinaker and Radflest.

411 of the resburca arms w111 b8 Dpen to actorized vehicles,.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 191 (ELDER)

191-1 Please refer to our response 61-1.
191-2 Please refer to our response 79-2.
191-3 Please refer to our response 177-4.
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1914

191-5

1916

[1¢ the 1ang in Diagond Breaks and West Cold Springs WBA's

ara not denisnated as wildernews, ther this-'land should be
placud into the Browns Park ACEC. Bath the Uppar and Lower
| Groen River would bonefit érop Wild and Scanic designation.

[ The rlw!m ares 3rd_canyon af Dey Fork around Alma Taylor
Hol1om shoytd be a Lews] 1 pucreation arsa, with .
non-potorized recredticn the highast use. In this arsa is
an extansive.riparian forewt, the largs sprinos of Dry Fork,

| o wall an- mﬂﬂli tnll systen wp Alra Taylw ﬂunnu.

[ The .Elﬂll\w Species Al:t shpuid be followed men deal ing
with)

= the riparian zones of the Middie and Lowet Breen River
h"o; the 4 sndumic fish, end rocsting of winterina bald
sagVes)

- Tha 'slickrock cmmyons and pinnacime Sshind Stllmkr and
Redflest . Iparecrine $alcon m-tni

= Tha riparian arsss of Ashléy Canyon, Bry Fork Canyon, and
the riparian arsas of the #ickrock canyons (Bpiranthes and

Lﬂvrlput)

8incarsly,

Ton Elder

191-4 Pleasereferto ourresponse 77-5. Both the upper and lower Green
River segments are recommended for wild and scenic river designation in the
proposed plan.

191-5 Dry Fork Canyon around Alma Taylor Hollow has been identified
as a developed recreation site. OHV use is limited to designated roads and trails.
it has been identified as a no surface occupany area for leasable minerals. It also
has been closed to grazing by livestock. It is our opinion that designating the area
as level 1 would be unnecessarily restrictive to recreation development of the area.

191-6 Please refer to Chapter 2, Management Guidance Common to the
Proposed Plan and the Alternatives, for a discussion of the Bureau's responsibilities
under the Endangered Species Act.
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192-1

March 31, 1992

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Vernal District Office
170 South 500 East
Vernal, UT 84078

REGARDING THE DRAFT DIAMOND MOUNTAIN RMP WHICH WAS RECENTLY

SENT TO ME, I WOULD LIKE TO GIVE YOU My RECOMMENDATION IN THE RED
MOUNTAIN AREA. '

THIS AREA HAS BEEN USED IN A MULTI-USE CLASSIFICATION FOR
YEARS. THIS AREA IS MOSTLY SANDSTONE, WHICH IS NOT SUBJECT TO

- DESTRUCTION FROM VEHICLES, HORSES OR HIRERS.

THERE HAS BEEN CATTLE, WILDLIFE AND MANY OTHER TYPES OF
ACTIVITY IN THIS AREA. THE STATE OF UTAH CREATED SOME OFF ROAD
TRAILS FOR ORV USE AND THESE ARE USED EXTENSIVELY, NOT ONLY BY

LOCAL PEOPLE, BUT MANY FROM OTHER AREAS ARE USING THIS PUBLIC LAND
FOR RECREATIONAL PURPOSES.

AS FAR AS I CAN DETERMINE, THERE HAVE NOT BEEN CONFLICTS
BETWEEN DIFFERENT GROUPS OF PEOPLE, SUCH AS HORSES VERSUS ORV
USERS. ALL TYPES OF PEOPLE SEEM TO ENJOY THE AREA AND COOPERATE
VHILE USING THIS AREA.

THE SMALL AMOUNT OF EROSION DAMAGE SEEMS TO BE NEGLIGIBLE OR
EASILY REPAIRED . I WISH TO RECOMMEND TO THE BLM THAT THEY LEAVE
THE PRESENT CLASSIFICATION OF THE RED MOUNTAIN AREA AS IS, WHICH I
BELIEVE WILL SERVE THE CITIZENS BEST.

SINCERELY,

ﬁ/m/r»w C@M

NORMAN C. PEASE
2293 West 1000 North
Vernal, UT 84078

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 192 (PEASE)

192-1

Thank you for your comment. Please refer to our response 10-1.
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193-1

193-2

193-3

1934

March 31, 1992

Penelope Smalley

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

Attention: Penelope Smalley

We becane aware of this Diamond Mountain Resource Plan a few weeks ago, We
have looked at it and tried to wnderstand it, but, frankly, it is so complicated
it is unfair to expect an informed opinion of much of it,

One thing ve did notice is the introduction of bighorn sheep could limit
grazing, This is not right. We don't market and eat bighorn sheep.
Also ve don't understand the black-footed ferret issue but it seems it will have
an impact on use of livestock that would be restrictive,

We do not directly nm livestock, but our family does and we share acreage
on Diamond Mountain, So we are interested in changes that would affect this area.
Vk}ﬁveaninterestinﬂlebittle!blemﬂdomtﬂﬁnktherangecaﬂitimis
unsatisfactory, as listed in this plan, It is our experience that a farmer or
rancher who provides a living from the very land he uses, tries to manage the
resources to the best advantage,

[ e are concerned about the cost involved in producing this management plan and
huge volune, Also, it is interesting that little to no imput is included frm
those who actually work on and care for the land and resources and frompeivaté land
|owners included in the study.

rkarecanemdahatﬂemtrictimsttatmldheplacedmpﬁvategrm
and linits to livestock permits, Before any of these alternatives are considered

[those directly imvolved should have more imput,
Sincerely,

e

f and Pam thitmire
611 South Vernal Avenue

Vernal, Utah 84078

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 193 (WHITMIRE)

193-1 We believe the reintroduction of native species could be accom-
plished without significantly affecting the livestock industry. Reintroductions would
also be consistent with other federal and state land management agencies’ goals
of restoring bighorn sheep to their historic range. Please referto our responses 116-
8 and 178-11 for further information.

193-2 Refer to pages A2.10 and A2.11 for the proposed black-footed
ferret reintroduction guidelines. Under the proposed plan there are no significant
impacts to livestock grazing resulting from these guidelines.

193-3 Thank you for expressing your concern. Public input from all the
public land users has been sought and received throughout the RMP process.
Specifically, input has been sought and received during the initial scoping period,
to identify issues of concern to the public land users; in the development of the
planning criteria, the guidelines in the development of the alternatives, and, in the
development of the alternatives themselves. ltis our opinion that the draft RMP and
the proposed planffinal EIS adequately reflects the input from the public land users
received during the public scoping period at the beginning of this project.

193-4 No restrictions outlined under the proposed plan orany alternative
would be applied to private land. Livestock permittees will continue to be directly
involved in management of their allotment.
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194-2

194-3

194-4

194-5

March 30, 1992

Penel ope ‘Smal ey

Wreaw of Land Manaockwent
Veraal Digteict

170 Bauth, 500 East
Verngl , UT 84078

Dear Hs. !lllll‘h

I am a concerned citizen intsrestsd in the bast powsiblse
Tong term esnasesent of our federal tands, and would iike to
support Alternative E for the RM's proposed Diamond
Resoyrce Managanent plan. This alternative seees more
balanced than the others. In addition, I would like to see
some ‘modi fications to it to maks it bekter.

There sre several issues only partially addressad in
Alternative E. First,, 1 would 1ike to ese mors lands in
1eval 3 and 2. In particulary, the tiintah Mountizin Club‘s
propostl Kewas to as & reamonabls conpronisa, which would
allow more protection thin &) ternative E alone would
provide. Alsa, tha wlickeock. arma htrth of Steinaker
[Resmrvair should b clomed tp aotorized vachicles a6 this is
4 vary unusual area for northern Utah, The area adjoining
Noonshine Arch consists of spectacular sdickrock which has
|been abused because of mutorizad sccews. I hiked there in
Novenbsr; and thers were severa! arsas whare 8lickrotk had
beren spray painted with ipte of hsar cans and trash on the
ground. - Listting access wowld provide scee pratsction from
this type of sbusé. In addition, tha BLM would do well ta
consider the apquisitioh of Btate Bection 14 in the Rad
Mountain Ares to help preserve. this slickrock area. - fose
privats lands whould alzo be actuirsd.

Protection zomes restricting surfate activitis aroud
srchascioaical and palaontological eitas should ba
estat}ishad, atong-with enforcament of same to protect owr
publ it resources.

|I have no problen with ORV use in general, byt .it seees to
sake sense to me to concuntrate RV use in arvas lems
senmitive to tone term damage than the present groposals
allow, It seems to wwke no sonae to allow DRV.use oh al?
Jands within the Diamond Mowritain Resduice Area.

14 the 1and in Diasond Breaks snd West Cold Sprinsg GA's
are 0ot depimnated an wiiderneas, then this Yand should be
placed into tha Browns Park ACEC,

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 194 (OLSON)

194-1 Please refer to our response 61-1.
194-2 Please refer to our response 70-1.
194-3 We are not planning to establish 200-foot extended protection

zones around archeological or paleontological sites in the proposed plan, but the
sites will be protected. '

194-4 OHV use willbe allowed onthe less sensitive areas in the resource
area without restrictions. However, on sensitive areas this use will be limited during
critical time periods to protect important resource values. Examples of these are
deer wintering areas and critical soils during wet periods. There are several areas
inthe resource area where OHVs are prohibited yearlong. Please refertothe OHV
map provided in Map Packet #10.

194-5 Please refer to our response 77-5.
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194-6

Both the Upper and Lower Green River would benetit from Wild
and Scenic dasignation.

Eincerely,

Mex &Gov_

David P. OTson

194-6

Thank you for your support.
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State of Utah

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
DIVISION OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Norman H. Bangerter
[
Dee C Hansen
Enccwtive Direcrsr 1638 Wesl North Temple, Sule 118
Jerry A Miller Sall Lake Ciy, Utsh 841 16-2158
Dividtun Oirncorr 801.538-71220

195-1

195-2

195-3

March 30, 1992

David €. Little, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management

Vernal District Office

170 South 500 East

vernal, Utah 84073

Dear Nr. Little:

As curator and park manager at the Utah Fisld House of Natura! Mistory
State Park in Vernal. Utah, we are freauently involved in the evaluation of
palsontological resources on BLM land in the area. This letter is in response
to your request for a review of the draft Resource Management Plan/ Environ—
mental Impact Statement for the Diamond Mountain Resource Area. Your Alter-
native E seems to be the most acceptable management plan. However thers are a
few points that we would 11ke you to further consider.

PALEONTOLOGY: Map 2-7, Table 2-18 Alternative E, defines several ACECS.
Kknown paleonotologically sensitive formations, with known fossil localities,
are found in several of these areas (as defined by Map 3-3). More detall fis
needed under the Browns Park Complex (Miocene vertebrate fossils from the
Browns Park Formation); Red Mountain-Dry Fork Complex (Mesozoic vertebrate
fossils -~ see my expanded 1ist); Pariette (Uinta Formation badlands - Eocene
Lmls).

Table 2-13: Surely there is a misprint under Cultural end Paleonto-
logica) Management Alternative E. Protection zones should be established for
paleontological and cultural resources, with yvertebrate fossil collecting only
allowed by permit. Casual coilectina of invertebrates and plant fossils using
hand tools could be allowed with BLM permission (check in with you prior to
go1ng into the field). Surface disturbance by OHV use should be kept to a
minimum in these zones. Type localities for numerous mammal fossils and some
other vertebrate material are known trom the Diamond Mountain Resource Area.
To not protect thase areas would be considered very poor management by the
B(ienuﬂc community at large.

Table 3-2 Highly (to moderately sensitive depending on the area) forma-
tions for peleontological resources. In the last few vears paleontological
researchers have discoversd significant vertsbrate fossils and traces in this
area (see enclosed figure). If you need references regarding this data,
pleass contact us. Therefore, please add thase formations:

carmel Formation - Middle Jurassic - Presence of heretofore unknown
dinosaur footprints

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 195 (STATE OF UTAH, DIVISION OF
PARKS AND RECREATION, Bilbey & Hamblin)

195-1 Thank you. This information has been added to Chapter 3.
195-2 This table has been corfected. Inventories for paleontological
resources will be conducted on highly sensitive areas before surface disturbing
activities are allowed totake place. If paleontological resources are found,impacts

will be mitigated through avoidance or exacvation. At this time OHYV use will be
allowed to continue.

195-3 Thankyou. Both the table and map have been modifiedto include
the new data you provided.
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195-3

195-4

195-5

Curtis Formation - Late Jurassic - Presence of marine reptiles, both
types the first found in Utah of
this age. (Ichthyosaur and Pliosaur)

Mowry Formation - Early Cretaceous - Presence of the first known perch
(Beryciforme fish)

Frontier Formation - Niddle Cretaceous - Presence of herstofore unknown
dinosaur footprints,

Wasatch Formation - Early Eocens - Reptile and mammal fossils, some of
definition of mamma! ages.

Browns Park Formation - Miocene - Mammal fossils (Gomohothere, camel,
horse, etc.)

The definition of Tertiary mammal ages was determined by fossils
the Uinta and Green River Basins.

[ Table 4-18: Summarv of Impacts: Alternative E would be best. parhaps
with additional recognition of sensitive areas which could be managed more
rigorously, e.9. the anticlinal nose of Split Mountain where the Morrison

enclosed map that outlines paleontologically sensitive areas.

WATER: Although you consider the potential for contamination of the
ground water from a number of sources, vou do not discuss potential for
destruction of the aquifer itself. Mining, particularly west of the on-going
phosphate operation, places the ground watershed at risk. Much of the annual
Tlow into the valley’s aquifer comes from water flowing into caverns in the
1imestones of the Mississippian and Pennsylvanian formations. These caverns
honeycomb under the Park City Formation. Blasting associated with mining
collapses these caverns, destroying inlets for the groundwatsr. Water 1s our
most precious commodity in this desert. Most of 1t 1s being carefully

managed: let’'s protect these caverns and the aguifers as well.

I hope that this further information will assist vou In preparing the
tinal draft of the Diamond Mountain Resource Area Management Plan.

I 5

Sue Ann Bilbey, Curator

Alden Hamblin, Park Manager

Utah Field House of Natural
History State Park

235 East Main

Yernal, Utah 84078-2605

(801)789-3799

the earliest primates. Aided in the

collected from the Uinta, Duchesne River, Brideer, and Wasatch formations from

Formation is well exposed and is known to contain vertsbrate fossi is. Ses the

195-4

195-5

Please refer to our response 195-3 above.

Please refer to our response 61-2.
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196-1

1060 4th Ave
Salt Lake City, Utah 841034122
March 27, 1992
Ron Trogstad —_—
Diamond Mountain Resource Area Manager
170 South 500 East
Vemal, Utah 84078
Dear Mr. Trogstad:

1 am writing in regard to the Diamond Mountain Resource Management plan currently
under review. Please adopt a plan which will enhance ecological and cultural values which in
turn will enhance low impact recreation opportunities.

The time I spend each year backpacking in the Uinta Mountains and rafting the Green
River are tied to the Diamond Mountain Resource Area. The wildlife I see in the Uintas depend
on the Diamond Mountain area for winter forage and the water quality of side streams entering
the Green River depends on well managed land. Driving through herds of cattle on overgrazed
land on the way to the Island Park put in last year marred the experience of a couple of friends
from Vermont we were introducing to Utah rafting. Please increase the wildlife grazing
allocation to balance the livestock allocations.

1 want to thank you for opposing unfair hunting methods like bear baiting and I ask that
the management plan be compatible with wildlife reintroductions including the blackfooted ferret.
1 want to ask for alternative livestock grazing levels that will allow better range management,
s0 that vegetation treatment will not be necessary. Please limit any vegetation treatments to
natural methods such as fire.

1 would like to see off road vehicle use strictly limited under the new management plan,
1 do not think that sale or transfer of critical wildlife habitat should be allowed. [ would like
to see the Green river protected as a wildlife corridor and considered for more Wild and Scenic
River protection. T hope mineral leasing can be strictly limited especially in productive wildlife
lands and I hope low potential for mineral development will be equitably balanced against the
high cost of eavironmental damage. This issue of mineral development is especially close to me
because of damage I have witnessed in an area in which I once spent much time hiking.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Sincerely,

AW,

Ron Raunikar

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 196 (RAUNIKAR)

196-1 Thankyou for expressing your concerns. We believe the proposed
plan is the best balance of protective management while allowing compatible uses
within the resource area.
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Kageh 31, 1992

Dear Nr, Trogutad,

It has come to my attention that the BLN has selsased for public comment a draft

Environmentsl Impact Statement and Resource Macagement Man which addTess the Diwmond
Yountain Resource Areq in northesetemn Utah, My porpose in writing to yow: ig to urge
you to support the preservetion and/or snbaocement of the area’s petvrsl integrity, by
deenphasising the potential for oontinued rescorce exploitation andfor development. I feel
this area hosts many imporiant erohaeclogioml, wildlife, and recrestional valuwes——and poat
importantly, it contains hehitat for seversl eslangered species (i.e. Coloradn Rtver
aquevfish, humpback chub; rararbeck suoker, bald esgle, peregrine felcom, mnd shooping

OraRE).

In oy cpinion, alternative 3 of the draft EIS, would be the best chotce, and alter-

tative X would rank sscond out of the five proposed, even though severil improvemsits and
claritications are needed. Mpecificaliy, these imprevemsnts ace:

197-1

1972

197-3

197-4

197-6

197-6

197-7

E.:!'umur reductions in the mmber of AUM's allccated to demestio livestock,

[Z, Inplesantation of batier yunge-mmaagenent itstesd of employing vagetation mani-
clation for improving the Tunge oonditlon=-gnd if trectments are abaolutaly
| necessary, do them with preestibed burning, ‘8 naturgl mathod.

E Oppoaition to any black bear baitimg as an sccuptable hmting method.

FT Clowe the sutive Dlamond Mowntain ares to sil aineral developmsnt—and if khet

13 ot posaiblie, at loaet olosw all of the proposed Joowne Park Complex and
¥ine Mila Canyon Aress of Critical Eaviromaestal Comcern, the Ouray Matlasal
Wildlife Refuge, and the Wile and Scecie River candidate Tivers, to any Lype
of mizaral lmin.‘:m the no eurface oceupancy atipulations uould later be
walved. (I undaratand the Eesource Mansgenent Flan lista the mineral potential
__ en Diamend Mountain as los,)

S» Study the eztire length of the Gresn Blver in the Resoyrre Arex for Wild and
Scante dealgpation, as Lt eezves a8 s critical habitet wnd travel corridor.

Eum all riparian, proposed ACEC's, Wild and Scazic Rivars, and the two Wildermess

Etuly Areas north of Beowns Pazk to Off-Bigbway Vehicle use, except on eximtimg
snd desigrated roada.

7. Comsalidate land holdings on Diamond Mcumtaln, instead of further esafusing land
cwaersbip patterza by trades.

In ehort, I etrongly support the ACHC racormendations, the Wild ond Seenls River

stofy for all of the Green River, and a "no leass micaral recommendstion on sensitive
lands, Please land @ liatenicg ear, and take the coursge to atand 1 to the aseniagly
overuhelnlag preseurs from comndity intersste. Thaak you for your attantion,

a1t Lake City, Vtah
B4 109

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 197 (THOMPSON)

1971 There have been significant livestock reductions in the past as
stated under the “Forage Allocation History” in Appendix 8. This data has shown
that we are very close to meeting both livestock preference and wildlife proposed
increases under the proposed plan. Range improvement and management
practices would provide the additional forage necessary to fulfill the requirements.
Refer to Table 2-15, under vegetation, regarding forage assignment criteria.

197-2 Vegetation manipulation is an approved tool in range manage-
ment. Referto vegetation resources under Management Guidance Common to the
Proposed Plan and the Altematives in Chapter 2, and the 1991 bureauwide
Vegetation Treatment EIS, available at each BLM office. Also refer to Appendix
Table A8-4 for prescriptions of the major treatment methods planned.

197-3 Please refer to our response 114-34.

197-4 Webelieveit is unnecessary to close the entire Diamond Mountain,
the proposed Browns Park and Nine Mile Canyon ACECs and recommended wild
and scenic river segments to all mineral development. The proposed management
levels and mineral categories for these areas are adequate to protect the important
and crucial resource values while allowing for responsible resource development.

197-5 The entire length of the Green River in the resource area was
evaluated for possible inclusion into the wild and scenic river system. Based on
criteria set forth in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, it was our determination that the
upper segment, through Browns Park to the Colorado state line, and the lower
segment, between the public land boundary south of Ouray to the Carbon County
line be recommended for designation as wild and scenic river segments. Because
of conflicts and local opposition to designation of the segment between Dinosaur
National Monument and the public land boundary north of Ouray, a determination
was made todrop this segment from further consideration. Please referto Appendix
7.

197-6 Please referto ourresponse 177-7. Itis notour policy to close large
areas to OHV use because they are called ACECs, Wild and Scenic Rivers, or
wilderness study areas, etc. We prefer to identify particular problems within these
areas and change or limit the type of use that are aggravating or causing the
problem. Usingthis approach some areas can remain opento OHV use withinthese
important areas.

11977 Please refer to Chapter 2, Management Guidance Common to the

Proposed Plan and the Alternatives, for land ownership dispositions.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 198 (CRANE)

295 Crossbow
Green River, Wy 82935

February 18,1992 198-1 Thank you for your comments.

Mr. David Littie

District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
170 South 300 East
Vernal, Utah 84078

Dear Mr. Littje:

1 would like to make some comments about the Resource Management Plan.
After communicating with Questar, I found out they paid Metcalf
archaeological $222,669. for the archaeological work they did on the
recent pipeline across Browns Park. Mapco paid about the same amount
for their pipeline and Cheveron has two pipelines across Browns Park.
This adds up to nearly a million dollars paid for archaeclogicai work
required by BLM. bid the taxpayers get a million dollars worth of
information out of these studies? Where are the artifacts and
reports? In the same report from Questar it appears they spent
$400,000. for the Jensen Kiver Bore instead of about $40,000. for a wet
crossing. This was to save the humped back chub. Is the Bureau of
Reclamation still going to raise the amount of water released from
Fiaming Gorge to save the humped back chub this summer? Is this
wasting water for irrigation and water for power? Questar spent
$42,346 looking for the Black Footed Ferret along the pipeline.
Questar paid $67,861 to Greystone Consultants for an environmental
Assessment. Driving along any highway or dirt road in this area you
198-1 wiil notice cows and wild gawe feeding in pipeline right aways and you
see more game around the Cheveron Phosphate mine than anywhere else.
It is obvious these companies are improving range conditions. Do we
need environmental assessment statements or bonds to be  sure
reclamation is completed after construction? No matter how you look at
it taxpayers eventually have to pay for these studies. No wonder we
have such infiation in this country.

After the first pipeline went across Browns Park, was there any
additional information gained in the following three pipelines, or did
ELM just give the companies an excuse to raise the rates.

I think the BLM should publish each year what each company has to spend
to satisfy government requirements that is not related to the actual
construction of each project. BLM should publish each year what it
costs in such projects as saving the Humped back chub, looking for
Black Footed Ferrets, and saving the spotted owl.

If we are going to stay competitive with foreign markets, we are going
to have to keep our cost down in the manufacturing of each product.
Fuel is certainly a necessary requirement for any manufacturing
product. I believe this information would help our legislators have the
whole picture and the USA would not become a second rate country. Gas
rates are high enough lets bhe sure studies are going to benifit
taxpayers before requiring them,

Sincerely,

Allen Crane
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