Chapter 5 - Coordination and Consultation

Comment Letters on the Diamond Mountain Draft RMP
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I US. Department of Housing and Urban Development
- Denver Regional Office, Region VIII
% K Executive Tower
o 1405 Cuts Streat
Denver, Colorado 80202-2349

January 3, 1997

Ms,Penelope Spalley

Team Leader, Bureau of Land Management
Vernal District

170 South 500 Rast

Vernal, UT 84078

Dear Ms. Smalley:

This is in response to you request for comments on the Draft
Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS)
for the Diamond Mountain Resource Area in Daggett, Duchesne, and
Uintah Counties, Utah.

Your Draft RMP/EIS has been reviewed with consideration of
the areas of responsibility assigned to the Department of Housing
and Urban Development. This review considered the impact of the
Preferred Alternative E on housing and community development in
this three county area. Within these parameters, we find this
Draft RMP/EIS adequate for our purposes.

1f ve may be of further assistance, please contact me, or
Mr. Myron Eckberg, Environmental Protection Specialist, at
FTS 564-3102,

gincerely yohrs,

Regional Envirémmental Officer
0Office of Operational Support

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 1 (HUD, Kutzer)

1-1

Thank you for your comment.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
A POACE CENTEA FOR RNVNONNENTAL EXCELLENCS IAPCEE:
ABSICNAL COMPLANES OFFICR. CENTRAL ABOION
620 6. SAIPFO! STRRAT, BON 114
OallA. YDA 793030008

7 JAR TN

We. James W, Porker, Stita Directer

Utah State Dffice Berees of Lapd Managament
P.0. Box 45155

Salt: Lake City, UT 84745-0155

Dear Mr. Parker:

Thank you for providing ms the oppertunity to review and commnt oa your
dreft Resource Management Plan and Envivonmental Ispact Statement for the
Diamond Mourtedin Resource Arwa, Utah.

Our review indicates that no Air Force nfftary training routes presestly
exist ﬂnﬁ within the study area muntfoned abova. Tharefore, mo
potential licts ara known to exist between the missiens of owr
respective agemcies. We have mo spacific comments to offer except to
express conchra Tor the affect your land t decistons might hava
upor the continuad miTItary use of this spacisl use alvapace, the
established reutas, and establ{sheent of future romtes.

Tratning rostes and afrspace requirements of the military do accarfomaily
charge, although 1% 1% pat anticipated that significont changes to these
routes will occur in the inmediate future, Wission requiresnts, fuel
costs, and éwironmmatal constreints all contribute to decitfons wada in
locating & militery traiming actfvity. Because of ganera] aviation snd
populatfon pressures, Jow ¢itftude, Mgh speed Flights are relegated to
those areas Toast miceseible and sparsely inhabitad. Therefore, W would
zcmim your full consfdevation on how the pTasning and mnsgesmat

igions of your agency might adwersely affect the wsm of low altitude
sirspace by the Afr Force.

As the Ny Force's regional point of contect for such matters, wo are
available to assfet n muum-umm butween your office and the
appropriata Adr Force activities should a conflfct over arfse. Ue hope this
informtion 1< usefu]l ta your planning gncess. Thark you for the
opportunity to review the docwmsat provided. I ook forwerd to the

cont Tnued comunicstion with your office. If additiona) information is
meeded, please contact ma at (214) 767-4668 ov FIS5 729-4668,

Regional (omplfance OFficer

y to:  HQ USAF/CEVP
Rafuga Manager

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 2 (U.S. AIR FORCE, Bruntmyer)

2-1
posed plan.

No restrictions of military overflights are outlined in the pro-
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3-3
3-4
3-5

3-6

3-10
3-11

312

3-13
314

Pﬁiﬁs WEST

“PROVIDING PERMITS for the ENERGY INDUSTRY
17 Verana Lang. Sania fe, Sew Mewco 87303 13051 904.812C

Jean Nitschke-Sincleer , Team Leader
Bureau of Lend Management

170 South S00 East

Yernal, Utah 84076

January 31, 1992

Dear Ms. Nitschke- Sinclesr:
| prefer Alernative D in the Diamond Mountain RA RMP. My comments, by page, follow.

" 1: Third paragraph says rights will not be challenged. This is {00 kind 8 light. The RMP will impect
ights. The valus of an oil lease is based on its utility. Reducing fls utitity (e.g, seeson of use)
aduces iLs value. To what extent wii] the RMP reduce the value of existing leases?

implies BLM will dictate land uses releted to federal minerals. However , page 2.10 says BLM will
impose stipulations only with Jandowner's spprovel. How do you reconcile the two statsments?

[i; Parsyraph 3 says BLM wil) not dictste split estate land uses unrelsted to federal minersls. This
EG: Why doesn’t the second paragraph discuss the impects of too little availability.
[T_.B: To what extent wil! valid existing rights be chenged but not preciuded { 4th parsgraph)?

~11: Who will determine ot whet point “additional restrictions” ( paragraph 8) preclude valid
existing rights? What will be the lessees recourse?

7.4: Who are the members of BLM's “paleontological advisory oroup™ (persgrpeh 1)? What is their
decision meking deadtine?

2.10: What heppens to the stipulations if the surface owner sells the land (pergraph 2)? Whet
happens if there is more than one owner and they cannot agree?

[2.19 et ot: How many acves per month are subject to the seesanal restrictions in Tables 2-4, 6, 8,
10, and 122 {The last teble is misnumbered on page vii.)

[2.26: Level 3 says “half-mile or line-of-sight”. Who determines which resiriction applies? Is it
whichever i3 more, or whichever is less? How does this sffect the acresge tolals?

E27: Why i3 such & small propor-tion of the RA in Category 1 in Table 2-9?

3‘3-7: Whet mekes rofter noise more acceptable 1o reptors then other noise? What are the population
| gpals for raplors? When ere there enough replors 1o 1ift restrictions? Are restrictions perpetus!?

2.38: Why require 8 mile buffer? It is excessive end unnecessary if there are topogrephic barriers
intervening disturbances (e.g., road). Will restrictions epply if the peregrine is de- listed?

E48: Wiry sren’t surfoce shots ellowed in Leve) | and 2 lands”?

2.54: Who determines whet 1s 8 practical alternative to disturbance in s riperian 20ne? Whet role
will economics play in o detsrmining practicelity?

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 3 (PERMITS WEST, INC., Wood)

3-1 The RMP would affect new oil and gas leases through the use of
oil and gas lease stipulations and notices attached to the lease, and existing oil
and gas leases through the use of conditions of approval on new actions. Such
stipulations, notices, or conditions of approval will not reduce the value of the
existing oil or gas resource, but may in some instances increase the costs to
extract the resource.

3-2 The statement you refer to has been changed to read: “It will
usually be necessary to apply the same standards for environmental protection
of split estate lands as would be used for federal surface. BLM will consider
carefully the views of the surface owner and the effect on the owner’s use ofthe
surface from implementation of possible mitigation measures, as weli as, the
effect such measures would have on attaining other program goals.”

33 The preceding paragraph states that the value or usability of
some resources is diminished if the lands are not accessible either legally or
physically.

34 Please refer to our response 3-1, above.

3-5 The District or Area Manager establishes the site specific condi-
tions under which exploration, development, and abandonment will be permit-
ted on specific leases, and determines if stipulation waivers, exceptions or
modifications are warranted. All site specific determinations must conform with
the RMP and are established in the process of approving notices of intent,
applications for permit to drill, field development plans, utilization plans and
permits, sundry notices, and reclamation plans. Activity planning related to
other resource programs addressees the impacts, if any, of the fluid minerals
program on that resource or activity and the impacts of any conditions or
restrictions on the fluid minerals program.

3-6 The statement you refer to has been removed from the docu-
ment. However, for clarification, the “paleontological advisory group” referred
to is headed by the State of Utah’s Paleontologist with members consisting of
recognized experts in the area of paleontological resources. Deadlines for
recommendation from this group are established on a case-by-case basis.

3-7 The stipulations on an oil and gas lease will remain in effect on
the federal mineral estate unless the federal mineral estate is disposed of from
federal ownership, the sensitive resource values protected by stipulations no
longer exist, or an RMP plan amendment or new RMP is approved.
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3-15

3-16

3-1

~

3-18
3-19

3-20

3-21

3-22

3-23

3-24

3-25

3-26
3-27
3-28
3-2¢9

3-30
3-31

3-32
3-33

2.112: Why con’t similer ecosystems in Dinossur Netional Monument serve as a controt in lieu of
Lears Canyon? Why must BLM heve its own?

E.I 14: Why is spring bosting stlowad in Alternetive £, but berred in Alternative D (page 2.108)?

Why can’t line of sight be used in lieu of the up 1o 2 mile distances cited for bird protection 2ones?
What methad wes used to calculate why a sage grouse needs 1,000° but & peregring needs | mite?

fall into Level 27 Whet type of seismic work will be allowed on Level | and 2 land in Browns Park?
Why not akd a row listing the number of acres and per centages of Yand in each leve! for cach area?

EI& Stnce no surfece accupancy (NSO) fs the most restrictive management, how can NSO lands
[27119: Why isn'"t NSO used in Tiew of no leasing on Lavel | land in the Red Mounlain-Dry Fork?
[3.7: 1¢here are ol these negetive impacts to wildiife, why are elk increasing (Page 3.11)?

[3:9: How meny acres are in the "best potential® arees for ferret reintroduction?

En:wm is only the Kung study footnoted in the first paragreph but mutiple studies are cited?

Whet type of controls (time, place, type of disturbonce) were used in the study ies)? is the Kung
study anecdotel or & true scientific experiment? On whet basis can il be applied to other raptors?

3.15: Why is it implied in the fourth paregraph thet steep or vertice! banks preciude fish? | suspect
the number-s sre right, but the text is tortured

3.51: How significant (i.e, what & of county income) are the PILT monies? | suspect counties would
prefer BLM 1and to be privelely owned and fully taxable.
ESZ: Why isn't a tsble providad showing the £ of wages due o each sconomic sector?

3.53: A table shows the economic velue of recreation. Why isn't there a table showing the economic
value of 0il and gas?

EB: Why dosen’t the second paregraph acknowladge thet cattle too can be hardad awey from water?
[£5: Why is no mention made of secondsry recovery for oil wells?
E7: Why 1imit gilsonfte explorstion to warm weather?

4.14: Will BLM chenge its preferred alisrnative, which has & net 1oss of 152 jobs, in view of the
Presigent's State of the Unton speech?

[:47: Why tncrsmm protection for ek when they e ncreeing sy (pege 31137
[447: How much of the historical impacts to sage grouse are due to BLM chining sagebrush?
[447: How meny scree, Jobs, welts, ek will be impected by reptor prolection 2mnes?
[150: How anes L know tht e errugineus news nest sbendonment s e t s weis?

PERMATS WEST e

..
PROVIDING PERMITS tor the ENERGY INDUSTRY

3-8  Please refer to Table 2-15 for specific seasonal dates and acreages by
altemative.

3-9  Therestriction you refer to should read “line-of-sight of the river up to one
half mile, whichever is less”. The acreage totals used in the analysis were
calculated this way.

3-10  Of allthe alternatives besides Alternative A, Alternative D offers the most
lands open to oil and gas leasing under standard terms and conditions. The
amount of lands which would fall into Category 1 is a function of the amount of
restrictions to oil and gas activities. Alternative D has the least number of
restrictions to oil and gas activities and therefore the greatest amount of lands
open to oil and gas exploration/development.

3-11  Rafting was analyzed as a short term disturbance (<1/2 hr) that was kept
within a raft on the water. This short term disturbance was judged not to cause
raptors to be displaced from nesting sites. Only raptors which are federally listed
as endangered, threatened, or candidate species are inciuded in the RMP. The
population goals for these species are to re-establish self-sustaining populations
throughout their ranges. The Bald Eagle Recovery Plan, forexample, calls forthe
initial goal of 1,200 occupied breeding areas distributed over a minimum of 16
states by the year 2000, with an average annual productivity of at least 1.0 young
per nestoccupied. Itis believed whenthese population goals are achieved, such
needed restrictions will be re-evaluated and if appropriate, removed.

312 The American Peregrine Falcon Recovery Plan, adopted by USF&WS,
BLM, USFS, and other federal and state agencies, recommends restricting human
activities and disturbance between February 1 and August 31, which occur within
1 mile of nesting area. We do not anticipate the peregrine to be delisted during the
life of this RMP. Please referto Table 2-15 forthe modified restriction for peregrine
falcons in the proposed plan.

3-13  Inthe proposed plan, significant surface disturbance will not be allowed
onlevel 1and2lands. Referto Chapter 2 fora listing of resource values protected
under level 1 and 2 lands in the proposed plan.

3-14  BLM has the responsibility of determining what is or is not a practicable
alternative. Economics would be considered, but would not be the sole determin-
ing factor.

3-15  The designation of the 1,400-acre Lears Canyon relict vegetation site as
an Area of Critical Environmental Concern is consistent with the directive of The
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3-34

3-35

3-36

3-37

3-38

3-39

3-40

3-41

3-42

3-43
3-44

3-45

3-46

4.50; Why impose the burden of sage grouse protection on minerals when the bulk of the impact hes
been by BLM? A thousand acres of sagebrush removed by cheining hes no where near the economic
benefits of & thousand acres removed for mineral development.
4.55 Why does mineral development increeses archeeolagical vandalism, but providing access to
77 800 scres of lendlocked public lond {pege 4.57) decreoses the rote?

¥

[455: How often coes BLM see flowing firewood gethering?
ESS: Hiow meny oil and ges field acres will be impacted by raptor protection zones?

2.56: On whal besis did BLM calculste only an additional 252 cost? If a ferret colony is in the
middte of & proposed half mile long pipeline, the minimum extra length required to avoid the colony
would be 40%. Is surface disturbence allowed within o guarter mile of ferrets if it occurs outside
the given time period? How may wells woulkd not be drilled, how meny people not employed, and how
meny roysities and texes foregone if ferrets are introduced with the proposed restrictions? Whet
are the quentified negetive socioeconomic impects of introducing ferrets on BLM instead of NPS lend?

.58 Whet is the background rate of soil erosion? Without the beckground rate, how are we fo jude
whether saving 20,250 fons is worth the cost of mors restrictions?

E&l:Whyarm‘tthu‘eMa\sfor the rows snd columns in the tables?

4.62:wmnmnmw‘SMImmummsmmtw.MmWofwww
gns jobs not mentioned?

AZ.9: Ferrets stond & for better chance of success if restrictions focus on significant impects, i.e,
dogs and preirie dog eradication. 1 BLM's approach had been used on bald eagles, they'd all be dead
from DDY. | see no discussion of fera) dog control. Rether then restrict people, allow them to shoot
any dogs end prevent dog problems. Turn foes o friends. Why lrap ferrets thet wander from the
reintroduction area? Maybe they know something you don'l Why should inusiry beer the burden of
81! surveys? There 1s no incentive for BLM W be prudent 1n their dectsion 10 require surveys. Why
not industry peys if eny are found, and BLM pays if none are found? The last known wild colony was
found in an oi! field. Don't require more than is needed.

EZ-I& Why not use a map 10 show restrictions? The tist foroes you to go through 8 pages.
E«:wumw,nammm.uwwmwdm merkers?
@45; Wil getes ollow others besides “racreators” 1o pass?

The RMP favars pristine style recrestion at the expense of mineral development. There are

already ample recrestion opportunities in the Uintah Basin. BLM ru]mtprwi&afull specirum of
mﬂmwmmmmmmmuAummimpmﬂm

Rt

PERMATS WEST e

st ————ttm et
PROVIDING PERMITS iar the ENERGY INDLSTRY

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. This act provides that
designation of ACECs be given priority in the development of land use plans. The
management prescriptions outlined in the proposed plan could be significantly
different than prescriptions proposed by the National Park Service, thus providing
significantly different and invaluable information to the scientific community.

3-16  Alternative D has been changed to allow for spring boating. The 2-mile
protection zone around sage grouse strutting grounds is usedtoprotectthe 60-80%
of all nests which are located within that 2-mile zone. This 2-mile buffer and the
1,000 foot buffer around strutting grounds are adopted as guidelines for sage
grouse protection by the Western States Sage Grouse Committee of which BLM is
a partner. We also recognize UDWR as the authority on wildlife population
managementin Utah. Please referto Table 2-15for the wording of wildlife imposed
restrictions of the proposed plan.

3-17  The most restrictive management to oil and gas exploration/development
would be closure of the lands to oil and gas leasing and not NSO (no surface
occupancy). Lands which would carry NSO stipulations are classified as Category
3 lands and generally fall into level 2 (careful management). Geophysical surveys
which do not involve significant surface disturbing methods would be consideredin
level 1 and 2 areas. '

3-18  In the proposed plan the lands in the Red Mountain-Dry Fork area are
classified as category 3 (open to leasing subject to no surface occupancy and
similar major constraints) and Category 2 (open to leasing subject to seasonal or
other minor constraints).

3.19  The sentence has been changed to read: “...have documented sensitive
wildlife, such as mountain lion, ferruginous hawk, and black bear responses to
increased human activity.”

3-20 33,500 acresare in the “Best Potential” areas for ferret reintroductions. In
the proposed plan, Eight Mile Flat, containing 16,600 acres, would be the only site
managed for black-footed ferret reintroduction unless one of the other sites proves
more acceptable. See Table 2-15 for a more detailed discussion.

3.21  This sentence has been corrected by adding additional references used in
the RMP. The Kung study documented the presence of a pair of ferruginous hawks
during courtship and nest selection at the beginning of an ail and gas field
development process. This study documented the abandonment oftheareabythis
pair with no further use documented since 1989. The Kung study can only be
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applied to ferruginous hawks, but the additional studies listed refer to the other
raptors of concern.

3-22  The sentence in reference to streams and watercourses that reads “The
remainder has steep cliffs or bluffs meeting the stream or course edge, precluding
any riparian vegetation”, has been deleted.

3-23  PILT monies have provided the counties with additional revenues. Please
refer to Chapter 3, socioeconomics section, and Appendix 10 for a clarified
discussion of the importance of PILT monies.

3-24  Please refer to the expanded socioeconomics sections in Chapters 3 and
4 and Appendix 10. We believe these new sections provide a much clearer picture
and analysis of the socioeconomics affected by the proposed plan and alternatives.

3-25  Please refer to our response 3-24 above.

3-26  Sheepnormally have a herder withthem continually while out onthe range,
where as cattle usually do not. However, herding cattle isa management option for
protection of riparian areas.

3-27  Enhanced or secondary recovery of oil is discussed in Chapter 4 and
Appendix 4.

3-28 The assumptions section does not describe limitations which would be
prescribed by the proposed plan. Instead, it describes a scenario we believe would
be most likely. In this case we meant that typical exploration activities could be
successfully completed in a single season.

3-29  Again please refer to 3-24 above.

3-30  Under Alternative D, habitat protection for deer and elk would be reduced,
not increased, in time from present management. Current seasonal restrictions
apply from December 1 to June 15 under Alternative A. Under Alternative D, they
are reduced to December 1 to April 30. Also restrictions would not apply if animals
are not present or impacts could be mitigated through other management actions
(refer to Chapter 2).

3-31  The sage grouse habitat (1,300 acres) referred to on the Myton Bench, is
in semi-desert habitat which BLM does not plan to chain. BLM historically has
probably contributed to loss of habitat for sage grouse, but we have no documented
acreage figures on this.
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3-32 Inthe highpotential oiland gas landsin DMRA, there are currently only
two special status raptor species present which receive protection. No surface
occupancy stipulations to protect golden eagle nest sites would impact
approximately 2,200 acres of high potential oil and gas lands in the Myton
Bench-Nine Mile Canyon Region and would preclude 1 well. NSO stipulations
to protect ferruginous hawk nest sites would impact approximately 170 acres
of high potential oil and gas lands in the Horseshoe Bench-Ashley Valley
Region and would not preclude any wells.

3-33  The statement in Chapter 4 refers to the Duchesne Oil & Gas Field.
Peter Kung (Biological Consulting and Survey) completed a ground raptor
survey for Coors Energy in 1989 in the Duchesne Oil & Gas field. His survey
documented an abandoned nesting attempt by Ferruginous hawks as oiland
gas drilling activities were increasing. Ferruginous hawks have not usedthe
areaduring the past 3 nesting seasons (1990-92). This information indicates
thatathreshold level of disturbance has been reached wherein theferruginous
hawks will no longer tolerate the encroachment of increased oil and gas
development activities within their territory.

3-34  We feel the bulk of the impact to sage grouse has come from sage
brush removal on private lands on Diamond Mountain (refer to the discussion
of sage grouse in Chapter 3). Sage grouse habitat protection and manage-
ment will need the cooperation of all public land users, including BLM, to be
effective, not just minerals.

3-35 The statement you refer to on mineral development and vandalism
has been removed fromthe document. Providing limited accessto landlocked
blocks of public land wouldin alt likelihood be aninsignificant impacton cultural
resources. Our analysis now supports this explanation.

3-36  Commercial firewood sale areas are reseeded in the fall each year
following completion of a sale. Areas where personal use firewoodis collected
are not generally reseeded because there is normally very little surface
disturbance and excellent natural recovery of the understory vegetation.

3-37 Please refer to our response to 3-32 above.
3-38  The proposed decision involving BFF has changed from the draft.

Please refer to Table 2-15 for the proposed decision. Also please refertothe
socioeconomic section of Chapter 4 for further information.
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3-39  Thecurrentannual sediment yield inthe Mytondesertand semi-desertarea
averages approximately 1 ton of soil per acre per year. This figure was used to
measure soil erosion impacts and was added to Chapter 3 as an average annual
sediment yield loss.

3-40  These tables now reflect total for each row and column. The emphasis of
the these tables was to point out the cumulative impact in each defined oil and gas
producing region.

3-41  This particular statistic has been dropped. Please refer to the clarified
socioeconomics sections in this document.

342  Weagree with yourcommentonferal dogs and refer youto Appendix 2, last
row, which says no other free roaming dogs would be allowed within established
reintroduction areas except livestock herding dogs. Black-footed ferrets that
wander from protected reintroduction areas may be left on their own if approved by
the USF&WS and other management agencies involved. No protection would be
afforded them in these areas though. When our timeframes for surveys are not
quick enough to meet user needs, they have the option to privately complete the
survey work.

3-43  In the approved RMP and Record of Decision document, a map will be
provided that will outline the oil and gas categories in detail. We believe the list
provided inthe appendix to be sufficient for the draft document. The resource maps
in Chapter 3 may be used to provide a generalized location of where restrictions
would be imposed.

3-44  Chemical application should not affect legal markers. This statement has
been deleted.

3-45  Theword “recreators” hasbeenchangedto “the public”in the paragraph on
Fencing in Appendix 8.

3-46  Lands administered by BLM offer recreational opportunities not available
on National Forest Service or National Park Service lands in the tri-county area.
There is a wide variation in recreation opportunities between alternatives. A
summary of impacts to mineral development for the proposed plan and each
alternative can be found in Chapter 4.
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February b, 15%<
Cemtlemen,
after cfceussiong sith BIX wiplopees, lana owners, vpublic land users,
felldw sporteman and octhers, and after eeversl opws of atudying the draft,
procosels, the Book C1Zf ceerteman Qrour would lika to meke the followlng

recanmmeccatlone ccncernin; the Damena Hauntain aspource Mansgement plan,

| o sre geoerally satlsifien with the present mnagement eystem and

therefare reconmsny n‘nptia:{ of Altestative "4",

sltarnutives *B, u, & UY gll favor ane specific group st the exvense
of others wW are not acceptable to up, Alternative "Z" wonld be beneficial
to wilolife bot wouléd be rere excevalve 4o implimeat ard wowla also couse
. @oitional burden on ratiursl rescurces. va feel that most of the benifits

of Aternative "L' cen.atill be acksivea unaer the rresent multipd usee

Eqmnt plen,
Liiff trortamen Crowp

MM

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 4 (Brewer)

441 The proposed plan would provide 5,000 more AUMs for wildlife,
more seasonal protection for special status species and sage grouse, increase
acres available for black-footed ferret reintroductions and allow moose reintroduc-
tions. The proposed plan would also allow antelope releases on Diamond
Mountain, and increase the areas available for bighorn sheep reintroductions.
These are significantchanges from Altemative A that would not be realizedif current
management continued.
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BUREAU OF MINES
INTERMOUNTAIN FIELD OPERATIONS CENTER “—
P.0. BOX 25086 -
BUILDING 20, DENVER FEDERAL CENTER
DENVER, COLORADO 80225

February 4, 1992

Memorandun

To: Penelope Smalley, Team Leader, Bureau of Land Management
Vernal District, 170 South 500 East, Vernal, UT 84078

From: Acting Chief, Intermountain Pield Operations Center

Subject: Review of Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) for the Diamond Mountain
Resource Area, Duchesne and Uintah Counties, Utah

As requested by your agency, personnel of the Bureau of Mines,
Intermountain Field Operations Center, reviewed the subject
document. With a management plan such as this, this Bureau is
primarily concerned that impacts on mineral resources and related
production facilities are adequately addressed.

Mineral resources, past production, anticipated development
activity, and expected impacts on mineral resources and future
development are addressed for each of the alternatives presented.
Accordingly, all concerns of the Bureau of Mines have been
addressed. The preferred alternative (E) will have significant
negative impacts on the availability of mineral resources in both
high and moderate potential areas and development of tar sands
would be precluded. The impacts of Alternative E on mineral
resources appear significantly more severe than the existing
situation (Alternative A} in the resource area. We believe these
additional restrictions should be reconsidered in light of the

economic impacts they would have in the region.

o .
d’ Kl-.'-:" \ Q,‘
Richard B. Grabowski

ekp/rr

United States Department of the Interior n;u""_E
—

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 5 (BUREAU OF MINES, Grabowski)

5-1 We agree that there are higher levels of impacts to mineral
resources under the proposed plan than under the existing management. Some of
the proposed decisions have been modified or clarified from the draft, based on
public comment, allowing for greater management flexibility. These added modifi-
cations should alleviate some of the concerns regarding the restrictions, while
maintaining or properly mitigating for the identified important resource values
occurring in the area.
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Y SOCIERY

721 Sacond Avenue
Salt Lake City
Utah 84103

February 6, 1982

penelope Smiley, Tean Leader

Sureau of Lind Maragement, Versal District
170 South 500 East

Verm?, Oteh 84078

Dear Team Leadér:

Concerning the Dlamond Mowntaia Resource Area: Resource Managemest Man
and Envivormental Jmpact Statesent,

I ws vary inpressed with Chaptar 4 4n which mnagesent actions of each
mncern.:’ddmsed the affect on other concerns, Al too long 1 have witaesse
2 Merarcherl arraqgesent of msagenent affects fn which wildlife ms it

the botkom,

The concerns I an addressing revolves mostly avound riparfan/floodplains and
aquatic resewrces, -

Fage 1.9: Fish and N11d11e Habitat Panegenent, Please consider the UtAN
Nature] Herftage Program aperatfag out of the Utah Departwent of Matural
Resources, ThYs program i5 coacerned with plints wnd wildlife other than
| those adwinistered by the Btah Division of Wld1ite Resources,

bage 2,11, ‘Riparian Mragewewt: Theps is some concern hare about
jurtsdictions) nanageaent or bivlogical mamgement, Likewise there is
concern whether flgodplatus or & political determination of riparian
mmganent will occur. Thase concerns are muplified by the definition of
the pratective zone alsewhere in the text of 600 feet, 700 feet, or 330
fest. This protective zene dafinitfon of ot manageadle with reipct to
Jivastock grazfng ead the protactive zone should include the antira T1oodplad
Titevise the goal (Flgura 34, page 3,48} is applicable only to mountain
ctreans and mot to desart streams which experisnce flash floeding, 1ess
precipitatfon and hence mors reliance on riparfas-generated ground mter,
and mare Insoletion.and evaporation, An example of the difterence between
the tw systens 15 that by deforesting the desert riparian systes (cutting
the Fremont cottermoods efther by wond gatherers or beaver means that
desert shrab (graasewood or’ tasarisks) will replace the forest, unlike the

| mounta I riparian system which may be able to evelve to & ciimax condition,

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 6 (UTAH NATURE STUDY SOCIETY,
Hovingh)

6-1 We appreciate your comment and will consider the Utah Natural
Heritage Program as a source of information for fish and wildlife habitat manage-
ment.

6-2 The 600', 700', and 330' buffer zones analyzed forthe alternatives
in the draft pertain to biological management. These zones indicate where
management would be restricted to maintain or enhance riparian habitat values.
Floodplains are protected by Executive Order 11988. We believe the Bureau's
current riparian policy of a 300-foot buffer is adequate for the protection of the
riparian values. Please refer to Chapter 2, under livestock in Management
Guidance Common to the Proposed plan and Alternatives.

6-3 Yes, this figure applies to riparian areas on perennial streams with
the potential to produce the vegetation illustrated.
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[Page 3.7, Indicator Species and their associated habitats. Although
indicator species 1s an excellent hypothetical idea used to monitor the
various habitats, it is largely non-functional in application because
there is no baseline data on the species, the species are rare or
endangered and thus do not indicate what is occurring in the Tower food
chain, or the animals are hunted and hence managed artificial.

Grant (Great Basin Naturalist 46: 469-507, 1986, Wildlife Distribution
and Abundance on the Utah 011 Shale Tracts 1975-1984- a reference that
should have been cited and whose first page is enciosed) shows great
changes in the rodent fauna over ten years which are not reflected in
other animals, The rodents would make a far better indicator species
as they reflect cycles and plant productivity.and are less mobile than
the hunted deer and elk.

Although amphibians are net that abundant in the aquatic system of the
Green River drainages, they are more abundant in these locations than

in the entire Great Basin where their numbers are next to non-existence.
Two species, the Woodhouse Toad and the teopard Frog should be monitored
in the aquatic systems in order to obtain baseline data while this type
of data is still available. The disappearance of amphibians in the Great
Basfn is indicative of entire riparian habitat destruction (argely by
cattle} and other species of mollusks have likewise declined in these
same regions,

Page 3.47 . Riparian Resources. Although one can "improve" riparian
habitats as at Parfette Wash by "20 impoundments"™ for waterfow! and
shorebirds and provide habitat for these groups of birds where no habitat
had previous existed, such views of the improvements can be misleading
if one examines mollusks, amphibians and other aquatic dependent animals.
Such improvements at Fish Springs National Wildlife Refuge in the Great
Basin fs thought to have lead to the extinction of an endemic snail.
Although the Green River drainages are very different from the Great
Basin in endemic aquatic fauna, one should be very careful before any
manipulation of aquatic resources occurs in arid regions and this care
lggould extend to a thorough biological suryey,

FFige 4,2: "Demands for wildlife habitat {consumptive and non-consumptive)
will increase on public lands as private lands are developed and associated
wildlife habitat altered"., Yet some of the best management riparian
habitats are found on private iands as indicated by unique species which
have been extirpated from public lands (cbserved commonly in the Great
Basin), Likewise public lands, even with their Resource Management Plans
seem to have no control over dispersed recreation and woodcutting- events
that are not necessarily good for wildlife, And wildlife neither respects
the boundaries of private or public lands or county and state lands and
goes where the getting is good. An overall perspective of wildlife is
needed,

[Page 4,20, How can 3 inches of growth be maintained in riparian habitats

by cattle unless cattle are herded?

6-4 We appreciate your comment and agree. When we revise our
Management Indicator Species list, we will be adding a few rodents and less
species which are hunted and thus artificially managed. Ouremphasis with this first
list was to identify species we did have data on and thus the use of deer, elk, and
pronghorn antelope.

6-5 We concur with your suggestion. The Woodhouse toad and
leopard frog have been be added to our MIS list for aquatic habitats.

6-6 One of the management objectives for Pariette Wetlands set out
in the 1979 activity plan was to monitor animal community changes in reaction to
habitat type conversions made duringthe course of the plan’s implementation. The
mammal and bird studies are complete with only amphibians and reptiles left to
complete.

6-7 We agree that an overall perspective of wildlife on both public and
private landsis needed. We agreethat mostriparian areas are in private ownership
and in all manner of ecological conditions. It is important that public riparian areas
be managed as an integral part of the entire riparian system. For example, we have
completed cooperative agreements with UDWR, private landowners, and the SCS
on sage grouse habitat management which has worked well.

6-8 The 3inches refersto average height of herbaceous vegetation as
shown by monitoring utilization. Herding or removing livestock may be required
when this guideline is reached.
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6-10

6-11

6-12

6-13

6-14

6-15

6-16

-3-

Appendix:

A 2.1 #3. Culverts should not be routinely used except in seasonal flow
streams. Bridges should be build that provide the continuity of the
riparian habitat under the road, Why force riparian dependent animals
into the arid lands at dangerous road crossings?

Fz2>31

4.2, Has any oil and gas fild ever been reclaimed as deplicted in
the illustration?
Appendix 6. Riparian policy of 1988. Guideline #1. Woody plants

must be reproducing. This is applicable to high-elevation riparian
habitats, but for reproduction to occur in arid streams, seasonal flooding
must occur. IFf flooding does not occur, only tamarisks will survive at
the expense of cottonwoods and willows,

Guideline #5. Reduce heat loss and icing during cold winter months. Could
this guideline be explained?

8.45. Seeps and springs. "Some water would be left at the original
source for wildlife purposes", This is an excellent management quideline
providing that wildlife includes the small animals as mollusks. Likewise
the original source should be fenced to prevent large animals as wild horses
from impacting the spring.

Wildlife escape device is very important and these have to be monitored,
0ften 1 have seen drowned wildlife (kestrels, spadefoot toads, rodents,
sheep) in watertroughs with escape devices implying unsatisfactory design,
A, 8.44. I would hope that vegetative manipulations as chainings, chemical
treatments, and burns, and firewood harvesting would not occur in riparian
and floodplains zones. In fact, a buffer zone beyond these areas should
be respected as there is some inter-dependence between the riparian and
floodplain area and the arid lands adjacent to these areas.

Al though 1 have most of my experience in biological surveys of amphibians,
leeches, and mollusks fn the Great Basin, 1 have examined upper Duchesne
River and I am well familiar with the White River and somewhat familiar
with Desolation, and Yampa Rivers. Waters in arid regions continue to be
impacted by humans. Yet riparian management is presently in fashion.
embers of Utah Nature Study Society strongly support sound management of
aquatic sources such that no further extirpations of aquatic dependent
animals occurs. This management must reflect on biological needs and not
n jurisdictional or guidelines proclamations.

”?eter Ho¢ingh, Chafrman
Issues Committee

Utah Nature Study Society

6-9 The intent of the reference in Appendix 2 is to keep impacts to
riparian and aquatic habitats to @ minimum, as stated. We do not routinely use
culverts on stream crossings, preferring to use low water crossings that require less
maintenance and do not disrupt the continuity of the riparian habitat. We construct
very few bridges. The same minimum disturbance factors to riparian habitat would
apply to bridge construction as well as stream crossings.

6-10 Yes, there are many successful site rehabilitation projects follow-
ing completion of oil and gas drilling activities. The example in Appendix 4 is just
one illustration of the oil and gas operation process. '

6-11 These are general guidelines and do not apply to ephemeral
streams or washes that do not have the potential or capability to meet riparian
objectives.

6-12 The more vegetation biomass on a stream, the more heat is
retained during the winter months. Heat retention will reduceice buildup which may
cause scouring damage to vegetation and stream banks and insure open water for
a longer period of time, benefiting terrestrial and aquatic wildlife.

6-13 Original sources of springs where riparian vegetation occurs would
be maintained orimproved, complying withthe Utah State Riparian Policy asshown
onin Appendix6. DMRA has anon-going program offencing riparian springs where
needed and leaving some of the water on-site.

6-14 Wildlife escape devices will be installed on all new and existing
watertanks or troughs (refer to the management commontothe proposed planand
all alternatives in Chapter 2). We agree these escape devices must be observed
and maintained periodically to insure designis correctand the devices are inproper
workingorder. The errorin the sentence under Water Pipelines hasbeen corrected
to read: “A wildlife escape device would be installed in all watering troughs capable
of providing small animal escape ramps to prevent accidental drownings.”

6-15 Vegetation manipulation would not occur within riparian buffer
zones unless to maintain or enhance riparian values. A standard operating
procedure, outlined in Chapter 2 Management Guidance Common to the Proposed
Plan and the Alternatives states: “Management practices are designed to meet
vegetation standards which will maintain or improve watersheds.”

6-16 We agree.
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Eagle Outdoor Sports
River Trips

P.O. Box 375
North Salt Lake, Utah 84054-0375
{801) 451-7238

February 3, 1992

Bureau of Land Management

Vernal District Office

170 South 500 East

Vernal, Utah 84078

Attn: Jean Nitschke-Sinclear (Team Leader)

Dear Jean,

It was my pleasure to meet you the other night at the open house in
Salt Lake City in connection with the Diamond Mountain RMP. I
appreciate the time you and the other team members spent with me in
reference to my questions as well as making me more aware of the
vast amount of work that has gone into this study.

Let me first state that I support the preferred alternate "g®
management plan. From my study of the Draft plan and from the
discussions at the open house, I believe that alternate "E" is the
best overall plan. There are a couple of areas on the alternate
"E" plan that I question pertaining to their level of management.
I believe that these areas in question may have been small analysis
errors or simply overlooked.

Tzu # 1 (as noted on the map and circled in blue ink)

This area seems to have be a small acreage of land that
perhaps was overlooked but has been listed as level 4 - open
Ranagement status. This small tract of land is located
directly adjacent to a larger area that has been given level
2 - careful management status. All around this tract of land
is level 3 - active management status with the exception of
the more closely monitored level 2 - careful management
status.

Opinion: It is inconsistent with surrounding area to have a small
tract of land, such as this, to be listed as cpen management. I
believe that it should have been at least given the level 3 -
active management status.

|Area #2 (as noted on the map and circled in blue ink)

This area also seems to have been another small acreage of
land that perhaps vas overlooked and given the level 4 - open
management status, This small tract of land is located
directly adjacent to National Forest Land and is surrounded by
lands with a level 3 - active management status. From looking
at the maps, this area may be partly on a hill but is still
very close to critical deer wintering range. From talking to
Tom Dabbs, he could not recall any reason why, from a wildlife
viewpoint, the land would not have been given the same
management status as those surrounding lands.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTLETTER 7 (EAGLE OUTDOOR SPORTS, Mumford)

71 The RMP team independently delineated the resource values and
management levels they felt necessary and this data was then merged. In some
instances, this exercise created management “slivers” as you describe. The small
tracts of open management you refer to bordering careful and active management
levels are the result of that independent analysis. Specifically, the area identified
as Area 1 inyour letter (for the general reader, this area is located on the northeast
slope of Home Mountain in Clay Basin, Daggett County) has been assigned a
management level of 4, or open. The area lies between the semi-primitive
nonmotorized area on top of Home Mountain, designated level 2, and crucial deer
and elk winter range in Clay Basin, designated level 3. Wefeel current management
prescriptions adequately protect the resources present. Increased protection can
be placed on these area if conflicts arise. Currently data does not present a
justification for more restrictive management .

7-2 The small tract of land identified as Area 2 in your letter (located
between Red Creek and Ashley National Forest in Browns Park) has been
reclassified level 3.
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Cont.

(2)

opinien: Again, it is inconsistent with surrounding area to have
a small tract of land, such as this, to be listed as open
management. Due to the critical wintering grounds for mule deer,
I believe that it should have been at least given the level 3 -
Ective managenent status.

[ Area #3 (as noted on the map)

This area of land is the largest of those in question
amounting to several bundred acres. It boarders Dinosaur
National Monument and is the only land bordering DNM that has
level 4 - open management. The managexent classification on
this tract of land appears to be inconsistent with the rest of
the alternative "E® findings. I would like to point out
specifically why this is, in my opinion, misclassified.

1.- This is the only land adjacent to the Dinosaur National
Monument that has level 4 - open management status.

2.~ The current and present existing management plan have
this specific area of land classified at the highest
level within the existing plan, that of a level 2 -
careful management. There are other lands near this land
that have lavel 4 - open management under the current
management plan. Why in the alternate "E" plan have all
the surrounding lands been proposed to have at least the
same management or more restrictive management except
this one tract of land which goes from a level 2 -
careful management to a level 4 open managenent?

3.- The map 3-3 within the draft plan shows that this area of
jand is a high sensitivity zone for paleontological
findings. All other areas within the study that have a
paleontological high sensitivity zone are classified with
at least a level 3 - active management rating.

4.- The map 3-5 within the draft plan shows that this area of
land is a high priority area of land pertaining to elk
habitat.

5.- The map 3-6 within the draft plan shows that this area of
land is a high priority area of land pertaining to mule
deer habitat.

6.- The map 3-7 within the draft plan shows that this area of
land is a high priority area of land pertaining to
pronghorn antelope habitat.

7.- This area is next to the critical sagegrouse strutting
areas and habitat areas as noted on map 3-8.

8.- The map 3-12 within the draft plan shows that this area
of land has a moderate potential for oil and gas. Open
management could allow in the future, oil or gas
exploration to take place within this tract of land.

7-3 The area you question adjacent to Dinosaur National Monument
has been classified as level 3 in the proposed plan, identifying it for active
management because of sensitive paleontological values. Proposed activities
adjoining the monument would be closely coordinated with the National Park
Service to avoid unduly compromising the resource values of management objec-
tives within the monument.
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Opinion: The fact is, this tract of land, as I titled it area #3,
is critical to several species of wildlife, and was identified as
a high sensitivity zone for paleontological findings. This coupled
with the fact that this land is located next to the National
Monument should also require at least a more restrictive management
plan than open management. The study also revealed that this area
has a moderate potential for oil or gas development. This should
be further cause for alarm to at least establish this land at a
level 3 - active management and perhaps more appropriately a level
2 - careful management. Where this tract of land is presently
under a management plan of a level 2 - careful management, I
believe that it should continue with a level 2 classification
especially in light of the additional needs and values the study
has revealed pertaining to this tract of land.

Alternate “E" Buffers: Finally, I would like to question something
that exist in the alternative "E" plan. There are a few areas of
level 1 - restricted management that are bordered by level 4 - open
management. If there are sufficient reasons to classify an area of
land as level 1 - restricted management, why would lands right next
to this highest level of restrictive management be classified a
level 4 - open management. Does it seem logical to have one area
of land that has the highest restriction and then right adjacent to
it have open management?

opinion: I believe that there should be a buffer zone of a
reasonable distance between level 1 - restricted management area
and level 4 - open management areas. There are not very many areas
vhere this occurs, but where it does, I believe a buffer zone would
be justified. 1If a buffer zone is appropriate in cases of level 1
to a level 4, would it also be logical to have a buffer between
level 2 - careful management areas of land and level 4 - open
management areas of land as well. These buffer zones could be
simply going down to the next level of management, in terms of
control, and having a protective distance similar te the sagegrouse

strutting areas and habitat areas.

I appreciate the opportunity to voice my support, questions, and
opinions, in regards to the draft Diamond Mountain RMP, Although
I am involved in river running on the Green River, the areas of
concern that I have in regards to this management plan and my
opinions have nothing to do with the Green River or its' corridor.
I do, however, enjoy this area very much and believe that the new
managenent plan will help to further protect these lands for future
generations.

Thank you for you interest.

Sincerely,
Rex Hlulf'2d

7-4 Please refer to our response 7-1, above. During the planning
process the idea of buffer zones were discussed, but dropped in the belief that the
management proposed for the levelsis sufficient inthemselves to protect the critical
resource values, while allowing for resource use in surrounding areas.
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State of Utah

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
DIVISION OF WILDLIFE RESOURCES

Normas H. fungerter
Oovarne

Dee C. Humsan
Emxutive [irwie
Timothy H. Provan
Drvison firvmar

Souteasionn Rogion.

455 Wiats Ra 0BT Avenue:
Proa, Ut 34501 26029
80 6373310

February 12, 1932

Jen Sinclair

Bureau of Land Management
Vernal District

170 South 500 East
Vernal, Utah 84078

Dear Penelope:

The Division of Wildlife Resources Southeast Regional office has
reviewed the draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement (RMP/EIS) for the Diamond Mountain Resource Area. We
have the following commente, concerns, and recommendations.
These comments are regional in perspective and should be
considered in conjunction with comments from the Northeast
Regional Office which will address issues specific to that
region.

Within our regional boundary, only the southern most portion of
the Diamond Mountain Resource Area (DMRA) is included. Although
the area is small, it contains what we feel to be critical
management areas within the DMRA. These areas include Argyle
Ridge, Argyle Creek, Nine Mile Canyon, Nine Mile Creek, lower
portions of the Green River and portions of Myton Bench. These
areas are inhabited by a wide variety of wildlife species and are
areas of critical wildlife habitat. The utilization of these
areas for recreation, livestock, and mineral exploration present
challenges in wildlife management.

The following are comments on each alternative:
Alternative A

This alternative places seasonal restrictions on activities
occurring in sage grouse nesting areas and peregrine falcon nesting
habitat, but the restrictions are not adequate. Restrictions on
sage grouse nesting habitat should be from mid March through June
Lgpd peregrine restrictions should be from February through August.,

Page 2.1B (paragraph 4) states that surface-disturbing activities
would be allowed within the 600-foot riparian buffer zone if there
was no practical alternative. However, there is no mention of
mitigation measures if such activities were to take place.
Riparian habitats are critical to most wildlife species. Loss of

2N 8qual OEIHLNAY of Dloyesr

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 8 (UTAH DIVISION OF WILDLIFE RE-
SOURCES, Moretti)

8-1 Thank you for your comment, we agree.

8-2 We recognize the existing seasonal restrictions adopted in 1979-
81 are not adequate for sage grouse protection. We have made changes in the

proposed plan (referto Table 2-15) which expand the protective restrictionsonsage
grouse nesting habitat and peregrine falcons.

8-3 Mitigation requirements were added (refer to Table 2-15). Man-
agement common tothe proposed planand all alternatives, in Chapter2, outlinethe
various laws relating to soil and water management, including the Federal Pollution
Control Act of 1972, as amended. We have further defined this mandated authority
to include Section 404 of the Clear Water Actand the Federal Manual for Identifying
and Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands of 1989. We would coordinate with the
Corps of Engineers if loss of wetlands is unavoidable. We would notmanagetolose
wetlands at Pariette.
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Jen Sinclair
February 12, 1992
Page 2

such habitat is a severe negative impact caused by surface-

Ms. Penelope Smalley disturbing activities. The BLM's Riparian
Area Management Policy states that long~term losses of riparian
habitat must be mnitigated. If this alternative is chosen,
mitigation measures must be included in Environmental Assessments
tiered to this RMP. We 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.

Alternative B

?nis alternative would be the alternative of choice by the Division
of Wildlife Resources (DWR). 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, this would be the preferred alternative.

Alternative ¢

[While this alternative provides restrictions on sage grouse
strutting grounds, no protection zone is described. This
alternative also lacks adequate seasonal restriction of activities
for sage grouse nesting areas and peregrine falcon nesting areas.

Sage grouse restrictions should be from mid March through June and
peregrine restrictions should be from February through August.

8-3
Cont.

8-4

8-5

[This alternative 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. Existing BLM Habitat Management
Plans for this area outline actions for the reintroduction of
bighorn sheep and ‘black-footed ferrets (Page 2.7) and should be
considered in this RMP.

8-6

y additional AUMs realized through range improvements would be
assigned to livestock. We realize that this ies the objective of
his alternative, but not allocating any of the additional AUMs for

ildlife makes this alternative unsatisfactory.

87

The riparian buffer zone is only 330-feet in this alternative.
While this provides for some protection of these sensitive areas,
a 600-foot or greater buffer zone would be preferred. There is no
ention of mitigation for riparian habitat loss when such loss is
junavoidable. Mitigation must be considered for riparian losses.

8-8

8-4 Thank you for your comment.

8-5-7 The following response covers comments 8-5 through 8-7. Alter-
native C was developed to manage ecological systems for forage production for
livestock. The proposed plan would provide protection for sage grouse and the
peregrine falcon. Bighorn sheep and black-footed ferrets were viewed as restrict-
ing livestock opportunities in this alternative, thus reintroductions and transplants
were accordingly not proposed. The proposed plan would provide for the reintro-
duction of both bighorn sheep and black-footed ferrets.

8-8 Please refer to the BLM Utah State Riparian Policy in Appendix 2,
guideline 2. BLMbelieves restricting surface disturbance within the 330-foot buffer
from riparian vegetation will adequately protect this resource.
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Jen Sinclair
February 12, 1992
Page 3

Alternative D

Concerns regarding this alternative are similar to those expressed
under Alternative C. There is no protection zone outlined for sage
grouse strutting grounds. Seasonal restrictions are not adequate
for sage grouse and peregrine falcons. Additional AUMs acquired
through range improvements are assigned to livestock with none
assigned to wildlife. The intent of this alternative is to
nininize wildlife restrictions to mineral exploration and
development. Impacts from these activities often have a negative
effect on most wildlife species. These impacts must be considered
in the RMP. Page 2.5 (paragraph 8) states that it is the BIM's
responsibility to recognize opportunities to 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 E

[This alternative provides for the best implementation of multiple
use of the resource area. The DWR supports the effort to protect
wildlife and the environment while providing for the development of
other resources. We would suggest that wildlife be considered
initially for additional AUMs develcped from range improvements.
Page 2.30 (paragraph 7) states that these AUMs would initially go
to livestock. Experience has shown that it is difficult 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 Alternative A. This would allow for
greater protection of critical riparian areas.

The following comments may apply to several of the alternatives:

-- While this area is potential peregrine falcon habitat, no known
eyries occur within the DMRA. Monitoring should occur to identify
areas of future use by peregrines. DWR is concerned that prairie
falcons and goshawks were omitted from the 1list of raptors
occurring in the area. There are known locations of these species
in the Nine Mile Canyon area. The Northern goshawk is a USFWS
category 2 species requiring special management. The prairie
falcon is a raptor of special concern. Ferruginous hawks, also 2
USFWS category 2 species, are located within the DMRA. A 0.5 mile
buffer zone around active nests and seasonal restrictions from
April through July would be required for these species. DHWR 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.

8-9 Under Alternative D, mineral exploration and development are
emphasizedand those activities restricting orimpeding the development of minerals
are not minimized. Special status species would receive the same considerations
in all alternatives, but opportunities to maintain, improve, and expand other wildlife
habitat would only be allowed if it did not negatively impact the minerals programs.

8-10 If there is not a need by wildlife to use additional available forage
over livestock preference in crucial wildlife habitat, these AUMs could be given to
livestock, if needed, ona temporary, nonrenewable basis. This non-renewable use
may be issued on an annual basis (refer to Table 2-15). We believe the Bureau’s
current policy of restricting surface disturbing activities within the 330-foot zones, as
stated in the proposed plan, would adequately protect the riparian areas within the
resource area.

8-11 We continue to monitor many raptor species including the per-
egrine falcon in cooperation with UDWR annually. The goshawk, golden eagle, and
prairie falcon, as well as all special status animal species, are listed in Chapter 3,
as management indicator species for specific habitats. Habitat objectives have
been established to monitor these species and assess the affects of the current
management decisions. Raptor protection zones are outlined in Table 2-15 of this
document. We have adopted these zones from UDWR recommendations and have

added them to Appendix 4 of this document for clarification.
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Jen Sinclair
February 12, 1992
Page 4

ould 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 animals 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 activities with long term impacts could cause elk and deer
to be displaced into poor quality habitats.

W-- Seasonal restrictions on critical elk and deer winter ranges

== While surface disturbing activities and OHV use are not allowed
within sage grouse buffer zones, grazing is allowed (Page 2.36).
Seasonal restriction 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 2zone be
established around sage grouse leks and protected from vegetative
treatments. Sage grouse populations and habitat are declining.
This species provides unigue hunting and viewing opportunities and
critical habitats such as leks and nesting areas need to be
protected.

[== In order for adequate habitat to be maintained for possible
bighorn sheep reintroduction, domestic sheep must be excluded from
these areas. Disease is a major contributor to bighorn sheep
population declines. BLN must make a serious effort to eliminate
domestic sheep in bighorn habitat (Page 2.40). DWR should be

involved in negotiations and kept informed of possible conflicts

and alternatives.

= Increased vehicular access as outlined on Page 2.41 presents
ome potential negative impacts on wildlife. Many studies have
own that increased use by improving access causes many wildlife
pecies to abandon the area. Species particularly sensitive to
uch disturbance include black bears, cougars, raptors, and bighorn

eep. We would suggest that access improvements concentrate on
orse, foot, and bicycle trails. This could reduce impacts to
ildlife.

-- In addition to the road restrictions placed on OHV on Page 2.50,
seasonal restrictions outlined for wildlife should be applied to
HVs in areas critical to wildlife such as leks, nesting areas,
intering areas, and fawning and calving areas.
== DWR should be consulted during analysis of cases involving the
harvest of ponderosa pine, aspen, cottonwood, and other large
ifers as outlined on Page 2.62.

8-12 We would not be allowing activities that would displace big game
into poor quality.habitat. The sentence describes the use of mitigation, such as
acquisition of private land for wildlife or vegetative treatment, to reduce impacts to
big game.

8-13 We have not seen any justification for seasonal restrictions of
grazing around sage grouse leks nor has UDWR presented any evidence of that
need. We have adopted the 2 mile buffer within sagebrush vegetation types, as
stated in the Western States Sage Grouse guidelines, to protect sage grouse
nesting habitat.

8-14 As stated in Table 2-15, we would continue to convert domestic
sheep permitsto cattle use, asthe opportunity arises, and prevent the change back
to domestic sheep. :

8-15 Please notice that on Table 2-15 different types of access are
proposed. It is our intent to acquire access through private lands to presently
inaccessible public lands as opportunities arise.

8-16 OHV use will be limited either seasonally or yearlong to protect
sage grouse leks, nesting areas and wintering deer and elk areas in the proposed
plan. Please referto Table 2-15 and Map Packet #10.

8-17 The resourcearea wildlife biologist will be consulted during prepa-
ration of any wood sale for ponderosa pine, aspen, cottonwood, or other large
conifers. Should it be necessary for the UDWR to be consulted, coordination will

be made at that time.
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Page 5

~- Regardless of which alternative is chosen, guidelines for
seasonal restrictions and buffer zones for the protection of]
important wildlife species should be followed. These restrictionj

ould apply if the species is present in the area. Clarificatio

of these guidelines follows:
Seasonal Restrictions -
818 Mule Deer- 12/1 - 4/15 and 5/15 - 7/5
Elk- 12/1 = 4/15 and 5/15 = 7/5
Antelope- 5/1 - 6/30
Goshawks- 4/1 - 7/20
Ferruginous Hawks- 4/10 - 6/15
Golden Eagles- 2/1 - 7/15
Peregrines- 2/1 - 8/31
Prairie Falcons- 4/1 - 7/15
Sage Grouse- 3/15 - 6/30
Buffer Zones -
Peregrines- 1 nile
Bald Eagles- 1 nile
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
619 be waived following site specific analysis which receive a "no
effect® or "no practical alternative” result. DWR would like to bj
involved with and informed of such analyses in order to determin
E}e effects on wildlife before restrictions are waived.
== The following species are listed as sensitive by the state of
Utah and potentially occur in the DMRA. Actions which could
820 |potentially have negative effects on these species must either be
reconsidered, steps taken to minimize impacts, or mitigated for
logses. Thesge species Include:
- Dwarf Shrew
- Red Bat
- Spotted Bat
- Purple Martin
L_ - Utah Milk Snake

8-18 UDWR was consulted prior to and during the formulation of this
document. The guidelines chosen in the proposed plan are the same or more
restrictive for all but three of the important wildlife species UDWR mentioned. Mule
deer and elk are seasonally protected in the winter from December 1 through April
30. Crucial summer elk and deer habitat have not been identified as we believe it
is not necessary to impose a summer seasonal protection restriction at this time.
The proposed buffer zone for bald eagle is 1/2 mile. We currently do not have any
nests identified within DMRA and we believe the buffer is sufficient to protect any
potential nesting habitat at this time.

8-19 We will continue to inform and consult with UDWR in such in-
stances.
8-20 Thanks you. These species have been added to the discussion of

special status animal species under Fish and Wildlife Habitat Management in
Chapter 3.
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We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this document. We
would like to review and comment on the final Resource Management]
Plan and Envirenmental Impact Statement. If there are any
questions regarding our comments, please contact Ken Phippen,
Regional Habitat Manager (637-3310).

Sincerely,

fzr

Miles Moretti
Regional Supervisor

SR/ksxr

Copy: Catherine Quinn, DWR
Clay Pexrschon, DWR
Steve Madsen, BLM
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 9 (MYERS)

9-1 There are no proposed reductions in livestock preference in the
Clay Basin grazing allotment under the proposed plan. Current and objective AUM
levels noted in Appendix A2-1 were derived from UDWR herd unit estimates and
broken out by grazing allotment by BLM. Objective levels would be achieved only
if monitoring indicated adequate forage was available and the vegetation was not
being harmed. The proposed plan and 3 of the 4 alternatives would maintain the
current preference level at 50,299 AUMs. The proposed plan would allow a 14
percent increase in forage allocation to wildlife (from 35,000 to 40,000 AUMS).
Alternative B would allow a 31 percent increase and Alternatives C and D would
allow a 7 percent decrease in wildiife forage allocations. The proposed plan takes
into account the AUMs required to meet wildiife herd objectives that were not
addressed inthe currentmanagement. We are notaware of BANGS inthe biggame
herds within the resource area. Such a concern would be more properly addressed
to UDWR who has the responsibility for managing wildlife populations.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 10 (SHAFFER)

10-1 Based on the large number of public comments received dealing
with management of the Red Mountain area, the decisions affecting this area have
been reconsidered. Please refer to Chapter 2 summary of the proposed plan and
Table 2-15 for the proposed plans for the Red Mountain-Dry Fork ACEC Complex.

In a change from the draft RMP’s preferred alternative, OHV use in the Red
Mountain potential recreation area (approximately 1,240 acres on the east side of
Red Mountain) would be limited to designated roads and trails yearlong. However,
an area near the Taylor Mountain-Spring Creek roads (on the west side of Red
Mountain) would be open to OHV use on designated roads and trails one month
earlier than the surrounding area (opening March 1 instead of April 1). Also referto
Map Packet #10fora graphic depiction of these areas and Table 2-5 fora breakdown
of OHV use designation by acreage. We recognize the popularity of this areato OHV
users, mountain bike users, horseback riders and hikers. As stated in the proposed
plan, both a coordinated activity plan and a recreation plan would be prepared to
identify in detail how the area will be managed. Some give and take will be required
by all parties involved to accommodate the needs of others. Any plan must include
the cooperation of, and be sensitive to, the desires of private landowners inthe area.
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235 Crossbow
Green River, Wy 82935
February 18,1992

Mr. David Little
District Manager

Bureau of Land Manageneot
170 South 30C East
Vernal, Utah 84078

Dear Mr. Littie:

I would like to make some comments about the Diamond Mountain kescurce
Area Resource Management Plan. The Browns Park area is very rich with
history that needs to be preserved. John Jarvie Historical site is a
good start but much more is needed. The Indian story needs to oe
told. General Wiliiam Ashiey’s 1825 visit, Fort Davy Crockett, the
Rock Saloon, John Jarvie's ferry, Jenny Jayne's school, Dr. Parson’s
| Smeiters, Wiiliam Man.ey’s boat, 3ii need to be repiicated.

All of these things are important to the history of the west and should
be preserved. i1f each site is restored at it’s exact location,
vandalism wouid soon destroy everything.(4.2) 1 propose we huiid
replicas of cli of this between John Jarvie Historical site and Indian
Crossing Campground. This has been done at mary sites in the wast
aspecially 0id mining towns. It would include the Jarvie ferry wnere it
used to be, west of Jarvie the kock Saloon, Jenry Jayne's School, Fort
Davy rrockett, Fremont Indian Viliage, and possibly a prehistoric
Indian Village. Someone is always at the BLM residence at John Jarvie
and could watch over the whole area. We could have a Historical Lane-
Where the Past meets the Preseat. The exact locations of the adbove
sites could be shown on a map and also from a high point in Brown Park
railroad ties with pipes for sighting through could poinmt out the rea.
sites.

Indians have lived in Browns Park for 12,500 years. The native peopies
have occupied this region continuousiy since thet time. {3.50+ From
page 3.3 These areas have large, compiex sites which are in good
condition. They contain considerabie information COGCEYRing how
prenistoric peoples lived and interacted with other populations in che
region.” Ir order to build a pipeline across federal iani any
indication of these prehistoric peopie aiong the pipeline had to be
excavated at & great cost to the companies buildirg the pipeline. This
cost is evertually paid when taxpayers purchase what is in the

pipeline. Usuaily the artifacts founi are <Jeposited in  some
university basement. If the government is going to make companies do
this digging and taxpayers are going to pay for it in the end, let the
public see the results, The recent pipeline across Browns Park found

nearly forty sites and cost Questar $222,669. The artifacts should be
brougnt back to Browns Park for everycne to see and divided inta «thne
proper ages. Eventually all eras would be represented as shown on
page 3.3. [(Paleo-indian 110,850-5050 BC), Archaic (6050 BC-AD &09),
Formative or Fremont {3006 BC-AD i55G), and Historic (1756 AD-present,.
Later I wiil give my thoughts as to where they should be exhibited.
There are exceilent Fremont dioramas at the Greer River, Wyoming Museum
and at Fort Caspar Museum that couid be repiicated.  The Fremont State
Park on 1-70 has excellent exhibits.

General william RAshley, after completing the first rendezvous a few
miles north west of Erowns Park, fioated down the Green River in a Buil

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 11 (CRANE)

111 We agree Browns Park’s history needs to be preserved and
interpreted. Itis in the proposed plan to continue development and interpretation of
the Jarvie Historic Site, excavate and interpret the Old Rock Saloon and develop a
self-guided tour of the important historic features and properties in the Browns Park
area. In addition other properties on public lands having important historical
significance will be preserved and protected.
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Boat and met Etienne Provot in Browns Park near Bridgeport on May 6,
1825. Ashley spent two days camped there. Provot had a iarge number
of horses and a lot of provisions. Provot and 3ix of his men had been
trapping beaver in Browns Park. (id he build the Stone Saioon?)
During the fur trapping era Browns Park was the biggest city in the
mountains, filied with 5,000 wild men, trappers, traders, packers ani
Indians.” At the center of this city was Fort Davy Crockett. FOrt
Crockett was on the Safe Southern koute to Oregon. The Indians on
this route were considered much friendlier than through Fort Laramie.
One group of travellers reported meeting 10 different parties on their
way to Fort Crockett. we have some very good desciptions as to what
Fort Davy Crockett iooked like. Three buildings were in a U shape
with no Zence around them. We do not know it’s exact iocation. wne
author gives six possibie locations with one at Bridgeport ani one west
of Jarvie. On one of the official maps of Utah historical sites it
appears to be located near Jarvie, No one else wants Fort Crockect.
It is so important to the history of the area it needs to be piaced
somewhere and the six possible locaticns shown. It siept 300 peopie.
Most forts of this era were made with logs and 24’ X 48’ divided in the
middle with a petition and fireplaces in each end. One of these
buildings could be set up the way it was in 1836 for fur trading, one
buiiding for a museum with the Injian artifacts dug up by the pipeiines
and a piace to show videos, and the last building a modern store run by
a nonprofit group with the proceeds going to the upkeep and the
construcation of Brown’s Park Historic Lane.

Next in history was the Texas trail herds that wintered in Browns Fark
on their way to the California goid fieids. Texans found Brown’s Park
had a mild winter and deep grass to break their two year cattie drive
to the '4% Gold Kush in California. By this time vhere were aiready
settiers in Brown‘s Park. 20 to 30,000 head of Texas cattle wintered in
Browns Park for about five years.

William Maniey and his party floated down the Green in 1845, ard had to

build a new raft near Jarvie. They had been 4driving wagons to.

California, but when they got to the Green Kkiver they found an
abandoned ferry. They got on the ferry and headed for California.

Powell floated down the Green in 1869 and 71, When Powell floated down
the Green River there were at least 10 settlers in Browns Park at the
time. Om his second trip on June 3, 1871, he had his maii forwarded to
Browns Park. (Possibly the Rock Saioon.;

The 'Rock House  could be the oldest or second oldest building in Utah.
Minnie Rasmussen went there once on a picnic when she was a littie
girl., 3She said it had no windows, oniy siits under the iow roof. This
feature would seem to suggest a fort, perhaps of Spanish origin.
Stanley Crouse reported that the unhewn iogs forming its upper part had
been marked as if they’d been taken from some eariier building and put
up again on a cocbiestone foundation. It has been described as, Stood
two or three iog cabins and an oid rock house. There were no windcws

in the rock building. It had siits in the rocks about six inches wide
and three feet in iength, just ths right size for a coupie of rifie
barreis to fit through. Though the folks around calied it the o:i
saloon, it had apparently once served as a military outpost. The A.

D. Farron Survey of 1878 ciearliy shows the location of the ruins of the
"Rock House' just below (east; of Ked Creek, on the left kank of the
Green kiver. Jesse Ewing kiiled Chariie Robexts at the Rock Salcon and
he is buried there. Pabio Herrera is reported to have spent a iot of
time at the kock Saioon.
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Jenny Jaynes taught her chiidren and the Parson kids in the ({irst
school {dugout) in Browns Park.

Dr. Parson’s smelters were located near Bridgeport, He had two
smeiters. He must have been smeltering Jessie Ewing’s ore for him. He
must have had quite a business. A person would not build two smelters

if he 4id not have a need for the second one.

The thing that made Jarvie popuiar was his ferry. After the Union
Pacific Kkailroai was compieted in 1869, north-south trade routes were
established to bring raw products to the railronad and supplies and mail
deljversd to the settiers. Verna.’s mail, supplies, and stage coaches
came over this route for many years. Jarvie’s Ferry suppiied a very
necessary service. ietting the supplies across a wide Green Kiver that
was often running to deep tn ford. The ferry caused Jarvie’s to ne the
Hub of Brown's Park. Reguiar stage and freight iines ramn through
Brown’s Park by 13880, All north south traffic had to cross his ferry
for over 25 years. The ierry needs to be restored.

SROWN PARK’S HISTORY LANE-WHERE THE PAST MEETS THE PRESENT

Brown's Park HKistory lane woulid be iocated between the John Jarvi=
Historicai site and the Indian Crossing Campground to the west of
Jarvie. 1t wouid inciude (east to west: John Jarvie Historical site
with Jaxrvie ferry repiica, Rock Saioon, Fort Davy orockett, a repiica
of Jenny Jaynes’ dugout school, a repiica of Lx. Parson’s smeiters, ani
a replica of a Fremont Indian viilage. In the museun at Fort Davy
Crockett, could be such things as a replicas of Ashley’s buil boat,
Wwiilliam Manley’s raft he made when his ferry wrecked at Red Creek, aud
all the prehistoric artifacts found by the pipeline.

The Taylor Fiat Bridge is still laying in the field at Dr. Parsons. if
we took the big timbers (8 X 247) from this br idge that are about
thirty feer iong, we could make a nice ferry. With four or five of
these timpers we could make the boat part. Have a timber on each sile
of the ferry and cut a bevel on :ront and back ani use sections of a
timber for the ends and one in the center of the ferry. To this koat

naii a 2° ficor. The raiiings couid be either 2 X 4 or indgepoie. Th#
ferry shouid be about 1z feet wide and forty feet long. k wagon is
about 18 feet iong and two sets of horses wouid be another twenty ieet.

Many oii photographs couid ke shown in the museunm that have never keen
on Aisplay in the area. There is 3 iantastic collection availabie at
the University of Utah Library, UP & L Special Coliection,
Photographic 3ection, under the supervision of Roy Webb.

There is a great interest by a group of people to restore the above
features. About ail that is needed from the BLM is approval to builld
the things, for them to OK the construction plans, and to get approvai
from the state of Utah.

We 3o not even need to dia anything first as none of it would ke on
the exact location. The cost wouid be ninimum but labaor intensive.
The flocrs of Fort Davy orockett wouid be rammed earth, the logs couid
be cut locally. By 1695 all of the above coulé be completed. The
profit from the store at Fort Davy orockett couid pay for the upkeep.

Since there is a growing interest in Mountain Bike riding, bike traiils
couid be established to each of the reai sites and other important
geological and historicai features.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment abouvt the pian.

34 e::iy.
é%flen Crane
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February 21, 1992

Jean Sinclear

Bureau of Land Management
Vernal District Office
170 South 300 East '

Vernal. i'tah 84078
Dear Jean,
iz a member of the Grant L. Hacking Famil+

Partnership who have ownership of Bear Hollow and Mame
Hole in Jackson Draw, Diamond Mountain, I would like ts
comment on the Diamond Mountain Resource Area and
Environmental Impact Statement which is being considered

at this time. I have great interest in vour plans
becatise I have had a lifetime aof experience in this
beaut:ful area, After studying vour plans for the

Bear Hollnw and Mame Hole area it appears to me that rou
are 1sing a great deal of our property in order to gain
access to your BLM land. If vou follow through with this
construciion vou will be ‘destroving some of the best
pasture land on Diamond Mt. Our cattle business will
| suffer because of this.

. Our land is suffering from the overgrazing of
wildlife. If you build the purposed road you will be
elimirating much needed pasture land. Add to that
unscripileus  hunters who dc¢  not care for private
ownership of land and livestock who wonld have access *3
our preyerts as well as 8LY, then we are in troudle. I
am extrenely opposed to the changes you are considering.
I feel tner are not in our best interest. Don't spend
the tax pavers monev on something that is not needed and

not wanted.
I hope vou will reconsider vour plans for the Mame
Hole-3ear Hollow property and realize tha: no change is
the bes: plan.

Sinceraly,

7Haon

Mari’ vn Beeslev 2

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 12 (BEESLEY)

12-1 Thank youfor expressing your concerns. However for clarification,
the draft RMP outlined and analyzed general areas where access to public lands is
needed. In several alternatives, the specific type of access was identified. Any
rights-of-way obtained by BLM would be on a willing giver or seller basis. BLM has
no intention of acquiring access through condemnation proceedings, nor build any
access through sensitive areas. If public lands are open to the public, we believe
these lands should be available to all on an equal basis.

12-2 As stated in Chapter 2 Management Guidance Common to the
Proposed Plan and the Alternatives, under Fish and Wildlife Habitat Management,
the management of wildlife habitat on public lands is the responsibility of BLM.
Management of fish and wildlife populations are the responsibility of UDWR. We
believe your concerns regarding increasing big game numbers should be ad-
dressed to UDWR. We will continue to coordinate closely with the adjoining
landowners to minimize the adverse effects of big game on their lands.
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13-1

Penelope Smalley, Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Yernal District

170 South 500 East

Yernal, UT 84078

Dear Hs. Smalley:

T am concerned that the Draft Dianond Mountain Resource Area
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement does
not adequately address the needs of motorized recreation and access.

The restrictions pléced on OHV use in Alternatives B and € are unfounde
and unreasonable and are unresponsive to the needs of a great many
of your constituents.

I am especially concerned about the virtual closure of the very
popular Red Mountain area as is proposed by both of -these alternatives.

I yould thus ask that Alternative A be adopted together with a
heightened awareness of the legitinate needs of the very large nymber

of motorized recreationists who visit this resource area.

Thank you,

dwa\um BB

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 13 (HOLM)

13-1 Thank you for your comment. We have no intention of closingthe
Red Mountain area to OHV use in the proposed plan. Much of the area will be
available to OHV users; however, some limitation are proposed that would affect
OHV users (refer to our response 10-1). The relict vegetation area, crucial deer
and elk wintering areas; as well as conflicts between various recreation user
groups, andinterests of adjoining landowners are allimportantissuesthatwillneed
tobe addressedindetail. A coordinatedactivityplan forthe ACEC and, asneeded,
resource-specific plans will be developed to identify these details in managing the
Red Mountain-Dry Fork area. It is reasonable to expect most uses would be
affected to some extent by the specific management goals and objectives set out
inthese plans. Alithese plans must include the cooperation of and be sensttive to
the desires of all affected groups.
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Fer reading through your study of the Bimond dountiam Resource irea

With me . First of all if this or any of your altermatives are passed
this will have 3 impact on my Home on taylor Flats , First there will
be Lrow Toad ‘;’pro\mér"‘ or. any road that are in site of the Biver
witeh would ‘,a}'e in the aproach road o the Taylcr Flat ridge the rsad

Zwirg 2anjon Paraleling the river. Your study says hat

4w, or dine of site . 3w deperding on where ot ave stinding thia
aould fax2 in vy ome on tayler Flates and the il7en Rameh a2lsc

Aillew Traek Qamehr  ‘the S*ats Fish & 4ildli%e. Trerefore I am aginmst
any of yeur altarnaiives ard would like ‘o protest aginst them. Angther

reiscn L dan't like any of your altermatives s bezause Ifeel taal this

is Just z D323 in th2 door, Ifeel the gover-ent has emough control sves

yery thing we do ,After seeing what happens to proptery that the state

- “akes 7w I am agpinst ary wore incrochzent on private iani

e o7 zlava oo ovan Sivd zave raw i an oprdvate larnches, In our amssth
Ing ir Manila yor pecple said that there weuld Ye kmow land taxe sver
what At says in thy study ‘vt _,o. putoovt , Ian

Sirmally profesting Shis J115 & Seenie Rivers ict. or a any of your zlierni

e oA,

g6 21, Cimm. & ay congressmen Will e kearing from me,

Brina

Iden't foel that any of your altermatives A 3D or I are satisfactorr.

342 epn s
V3L

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 30 (EGGETT)

30-1 Management of the river corridor through Browns Park to protect
potential wild and scenic river values would not affect private land. Landowners
would still be able to use their property as they choose. Improvements could still be
made to existing county roads.

30-2 We are not proposing to acquire private lands to protect wild and
scenic river values. However, the proposed plan would allow for the acquisition of
available private lands in level 1, 2 and 3 areas, including the opportunity to acquire
private land alongthe Green River. As with acquiring public access, any private land
obtained by BLM would be on a willing giver or seller basis.

30-3 Please refer to our response 30-2 above.
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Pebruary 28, 1992

Penelope Smalley, Teanm Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Vernal District

170 South 500 East

Vernal, Utah 84078

Dear Ms. Smalley:

T have complated a review of the draft Diamond Mountain RMP and
vould like to offer congratulations on an excellent document. I
fully support preferred alterative E. This alternative offers a
good mix of present public land adninistration as vell as a
realistic look at the direction the BIM is headed in the future.
As a long time user of the public lands on Diamond Mountain, I
especially support the initiative to acquire legal access to
public lands in the Lambson Draw, Jackson Draw, Warren Draw, and
other areas where public access is not present. These public
lands have been denied to the public for too long by a few
private land owners that happen to own the bottom land crossed by
county roads. Both the Congress and the general public are
demanding more access to our public lands and the access -
initiatives in this plan are right on target. I sincerely hope
that if this alternative is adopted, that an aggressive easement

acquisition/exchange program be inplemented as soon as possible.
L

' ;...)2%1

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 31 (PAUGH)

31-1

Thank you for your comments.

UOHEBYNSUOD PUE UOEUIPIOOD - G 181deyD



¥s's

DAGGETT COUNTY COMMISSION

Manila, Utah 84045

Phone; 801-784-3154

36-1

36-3

February 28, 1992

U. S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management

James M. Parker, Utah State Director
P.0. Box 45155

Salt Lake City, Utah 84145-0155

Re: Diamond Mountain Resource Area RMP/EI$ Draft,
Especially the Plans to Manage for or Seek
Designation of Green River as a Wild and/or
Scenic River

Dear Mr. Parker:

The Daggett County Commission has been approached
by local residents concerning the designation of the
Green River in Daggett County to "wild and/or scenic®.
We feel at this time there are too many "unknowns"
as to the long term effect the designations may have,
therefore, until further study and more answers are
lavailable, we oppose either or both designations.

’_ There have also been concerns from residents
of Daggett County supported by the County Commission
which have grave reservations that the Diamond Mountain
Resource Area RMP/EIS Draft does not reflect input
from public meetings and/or written memorandum presented
to you. We believe all agencies creating tourism
and points of interest have an obligation to also
address the transportation needs to accommodate these
facilities, therefore, the Daggett County Commission
Lopposes the draft as written.

The commission believes there should be a common
goal for the betterment of Daggett County bhetween
all agencies. We also believe we canmot continue
to attract growth and visitors to the area without
_considering adequate transportation needs.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 36 (DAGGETT COUNTY COMMISSION,
Steinaker)

36-1 Appendix 7 in the document has been changed to document
Daggett county’s opposition to designating the Green River as a wild and scenic
river. :

36-2 We believe every reasonable effort has been made to involve
residents of Daggett County inthe preparation of this plan. Concerns, suggestions,
etc., received by the residentshave been incorporated into the draft RMP for review
and analysis. At the onset of the RMP process, several public scoping meetings
were held to identify issues and discuss the then-upcoming plan. A scoping
meeting was held on November 1, 1988, in Manila. Six (6) people from Daggett
County were in attendance, including 3 members of the county commission. ltwas
stressed at this meeting (and at every opportunity) that at any time the public was
encouragedto contact the BLM to express their concerns and/or offer suggestions.
In September, 1989, planning issues and criteria, developed after input from the
public scoping meetings, were mailed. Comments on these planning issues and
criteria were accepted throughNovember 30. In September 1990, members of the
Daggett County Commission were invited to attend a two-day briefing and tour for
the Governor's Resource Development Conservation Committee to familiarize
them with the issues and scope of the RMP. An update report was mailed to all
interested individuals and organizations in January 1991. This report briefly
outlinedthe alternatives underconsideration. Again residents and county commis-
sioners of Daggett County were provided information and the opportunity to
respond. The draft document was released for public review and comment in
January 1992. An open house on the draft RMP was held on January 30, 1992, in
Manila to assist Daggett resident in their review of the draft document. Thirteen (13)
residents signed the visitor's roster. We believe the residents of Daggett County
were afforded ample opportunity to participate in the development of the draft RMP
document. Theirwritten commentstothe draft are published in this document along
with our responses. Concerns expressed in their comment letters were seriously
considered by the team and suggestions and/or clarifications incorporatedintothe
final document.

36-3 Weare awareof the county’s concern foradequate transportation
as summarized in your letter to BLM State Director Parker, dated February 28. We
believe your concern was adequately addressed in Mr. Parker's reply of March 23;
we quote from Mr. Parker’s letter:

...0Our planning criteria for the RMP therefore states that transportation corridors

willnot be addressed in this Plan’ (see page 1.11 of the draft RMP. These planning
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36-4

Page 2, Daggett County Commission  2/28/92

_ Inasmuch as there appears to have been a lack of
serious coordination or information exchange between
BLM and the policy and decision makers of Daggett County,
as reflected in the EIS draft, we hereby request an ex-
tension of time for comment on the draft BIS. Heretofore,
we have not been given adequate input to the NEPA process.

We appreciate your interest and input in the growth
and development of Daggett County. Therefore, Daggett
County formally requests that your office closely coordinate

with us any information, intended actions, etc. affecting
our county.

Sincerely,

DAGGETT COUNTY COMMISSION

Fadl £
A L ; e

Ste

Dleh et

Dick Pennett

' 2
. .
h .1 .

L
R ST %

g A
Brxgggy/

Tames M.

ce:

Senator E. J. Jake Garn
Senator Orrin Hatch
Congressman William Orton
David E. Little

Ron Trogstad

Penelope Smalley

?jgge‘ﬁ County Engineers/Uintah County Engr. Ine.
l.e

criteria were distributed in draft form for public review (including review by the three
involved County Commissions) and were formally published in the Federal Regis-
ter. They now provide the guidance to the planning team as they put together the
RMP. To revise the criteria now would mean we would have to go back and redo
much of the process which has already been completed.

Even though the Browns Park highway or transportation corridors were not
addressed in the RMP, there is nothing in the draft RMP that precludes future
consideration of the Browns Park highway or any other highway.

Because of the nature of the RMP, we could not address all of the site-specific
issues that would need to be analyzed before we could approve any neededrights-
of-way for a highway. This means there would still have to be a site-specific
environmental assessment (EA) or environmental impact statement (EIS) before
such approval could be granted. Therefore, | believe it would be in your best
interest, as well as the Bureau’s, to proceed with the RMP process now in progress.
When the county is ready to proceed with the Browns Park highway by filing an
application with the Bureau, we could thendoone EA or EIS document tieredto the
RMP that addresses all of the site-specific issues and impacts of the highway. This
approach would be much less complicated and | believe that would allow us to
respond to the county’s needs in a quieter and more cost-effective manner....

36-4
states:

We again quote State Director Parker's March 23 letter, which

I believe that the Vernal District has made a good-faith attempt to include you in
the development of the document, including several meeting held inManilaoverthe
past several years, as well as telephone contacts. A 90-day period for review has
been provided, which is the standard time allowed for review of the draft RMPs. |
see no need at this time, therefore, to extend the public comment period unless
there are other major concerns not associated with the highway....
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United States Forest

Department of Service
)/ Agricul ture

Intermountain
Region

324 25th Street
Ogden, UT 84401

Ms. Penelope Smalley
Bureau of Land Managenent
Vernal District

170 South 500 East
Vernal, UT 84078

Dear Ms. Smalley:

9GS

Reply to: 1950

5 HAR 101992

Ashley National Forest Supervisor Dusne Tucker, along with his Staff and

Resource Specialists have reviewed your
for the Diamond Mountain Resource Man

agesent Plan,

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Several of the Ashley National Forest's Resource Specialists have met or will
be meeting with the Vernal District Staff to informally discuss some minor
concerns regarding the need to coordinate managesent strategies for certain
resources which overlap BLM and National Forest boundaries,

'| The Draft EIS appears to be thorough and well-prepared: we have no gpecific
45-1 |comments regarding the preferred alternative 8s it relates to the management of

the Ashley National Forest,

Sincerely,

AN

-GRAY F, REYNOLDS
Regional Forester

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 45 (US Forest Service, Reynolds)

45-1

Thank you for your comment.
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46-1

46-2

46-3

March 5,1992

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

“Dear BLM:

| have had the opportunity to review your Diamond Mountain Resource
‘Study. | was impressed with the amount of work and information
provided. Itis an impressive work.

| have a few observations:

In your comments on the phosphate deposit - you wrote that the ore was
high grade. Actually the ore is considered low grade and it requires
expensive concentration by flotation to make an acceptable grade for
users. As far as | know, this is the lowsst grade phosphate mining
operation in the west. | have worked in the ldaho phosphate field and the
mined grade there averages 26%. At Vernal the grade is more around
20%. However, the thing that is unique about the Vernal depost is ils
size and uniformity. There are probably 2 billion tons of phosphate rack
stretching across the siope from Ashley Creek to Diamond Mountain.
Vernal should be a center for phosphate mining for the next 100 years or
more.

After considering the alternative proposals presented, | favor leaving the
management plan llka it Is. | believe the multiple use concept has served
the west and its people well.

Being a hunter and fisherman,| favor being able to have eccess to
hunting and fishing areas without being restricted. | make my fiving by
working In a mine. Its provided me the opportunity to work in a
profession that's given me a good living. I'd like public lands kept

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 46 (ABPLANALP)

46-1 We qualified our assessment of phosphate grade by the use of the
term “relatively”, indicating that the grades in the Vernal Field were high enough to
make them potentially attractive. However, you are correct in your assertion that
the attractiveness of the deposit is governed more by its physical setting thanby its
grade alone.

46-2 The alternatives in the RMP respond to the public issues and
management concerns developed during the scoping period conducted earlyinthe
planning process for this plan. All alternatives provide for multiple use of the public
lands; however, different management combinations and emphasis are outlined
consistent with the overall objective forthat alternative. The alternatives provide an
analysis of management opportunities and their different combinations inresponse
to these issues and concerns. We believe the proposed plan is the best mix of
management opportunities presented. The proposed plan provides for the public’s
use and development of resources while protecting or enhancing critical/important
environmental values.

46-3 Mineral development can provide significant positive contributions
to both individuals and the community. To the extent possible BLM will keep lands
open for continued exploration and development.
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available for the location and extraction of minerals. Mining has always
[Eovided some of the highest paying jobs.

| would like to ses the Green River, between the Dam and Browns Park,
utilized for the heavy recreational uses it provides. | would oppose the
building of a road from Little Hole to Brown's Park that has

besn talked about from time to tims.

[Your suggestion to keep Red Mountain as a primitive timber
area appeals 1o me, but | would not want anyone who is using the area
now to run cattle to loose their grazing permit.

11eel that we need to build consensus among the people living in the
area before anything ls done that will have a negative impact on their
abllity o make & living. | also have strong feslings that we, as land users,
should respect the land. In the mining of the phosphate deposit we're
careful to save the topsoi, re-contour the land and seed it with a variety
of grasses and forbs beneficial to wildlife and cattle. | feel that with a
genuine sffort the land can be restored and lsft in better condition than it
was before It was originally. Reclamation of land used needs to be a parl

of any land use plan.

Sincerely,
G.Howard Abplanalp
2587 N 1575 W
Vernal, Utah 84078

46-4 We intend to manage the Green River Corridor to maximize
recreation use. It is expected that recreation use of the Green River will continue
to increase over the life of the RMP. The proposed plan outlines recreation
objectives for decisions to accommodate this increased use. Please refer to Table
2-15 under recreation, and Table 2-16 for recreation within the proposed Browns
Park ACEC Complex. Regarding your concern about a Little Hole to Browns Park
road, please refer to our response 36-3.

46-5 None of the grazing permittees in the Red Mountain Allotment
under the proposed plan would lose their grazing permits. Adjustments in grazing
can be made in the future based on rangeland monitoring conducted over time.

46-6 BLMis committedto propermanagement, including protection, use
and restorationof public land. The RMP processallows forthe public to provide input
and review through the RMP development. True consensus may not be realistic;
however, serious consideration of the various publics’ issues and concerns is a
“prime directive.”
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47-1

47-2

122 Touth Vernal ivemue
Verral, UT 94078
Marek 10, 1892

David . Little, District Meznager
Sureau of 1and Managewent

170 South S00 East

Verral, U2 83078

Lear Ny. Little;

We eppreciated receiving the dreft of the Diamond Hountain Ares Resource
Mznagement Plan and we were glad to be able to discuss some aspects of the plan
durirg the open house.

We can suppcrt alternative " with two reservavions, The first, and most urgert,
is that areas wit: 3 high potential Tor reeveaticnal use such as Red ¥oustain-dry Tork,
parts of Brown's Ferk, and lipe Kile Canyor, to name a 2ew with whica we are acjuainted,
should be given an officizl designation reeognizing them as such. Tais right be an
"area of eritical concern”, 3 "recreation Jistriet", a "recreation easement”, or even
a "pecreation withdrawal®. The reason we feel this way is that over time versonrel and
poliey change, anc *his would make a1 sircnier statament to future zaragers. The seczord
is tiat we would ike %c *hink that all nitli: lard was deirg czrefully Janiged. e
reaiize that the designations represent levels of administration, but the term

&gressive menagemert" scunds like you are locking lor comecne o secupy the lerd,

sup fecisicn i3 beseé alwest entirely cr the vecomserdations for reereatioral
develcprent since that is the use of public lands that mcst irpacts us. Reereaticr
on the pubiic lands ras not always Seen acacrded z very nigh criority, the assumpticn
veirg that it is nc® zn eccnomically temeficial use. rs one cf your alterrative glars
so plainly states, "recreaticn wiil be allewed if it dees nct interfere with other uses”,
#e feel that the sc calied econcmic uses of tie publie lands do nct concern as large 2
seguent of the population as was the case formerly, even thcugh we realize that those
few wno uge toe lard are dependent on that use, Therefors, we feel that the users will
have to make adjusizents to accommodate this new resality.

This weuld Tice uigher fces znd ccsta whicn veflect the gereral inereass ¢ 2ic
208%3, but also {rcreased vaiue placed or the lands ty the rpuclic whieh is,
suprosedly, the cwners cf these lands., e are concerned with the terdeney of permiizaes
to thirk they have a right to close roads and fence proverty as if they swned it., e
snink 111 users 3ncuid undersiard tzah ite pudblic tes the rignt of entry arg itat :
to2 gperators, !

cingerous sitvatizn

ve createc,

we aisc “elieve +hat %here sre mary ¥inde of recrseticral use and that some «inds
are rot recessarily superior to 3li others, We would expect that the managers make
decisiors as tC apzropriate use of differert sreas. Certainly rot all marshes need
a road, tut not all metorized travel is bad - excert, perhzrs, to wilderness hikers.
Rack clirdirg Ze Sire, but must tiey ciimbk every 21i7f7 with more reople, developed
catp ard picnic zreas with senitation lscilities are needed [ust <o protect the land
frem the people, ’

e .ic mot telieva <nat cther uses sre alwaya cetrimentzal o recreaiion either,
tut e wouid hope “hat in evaluating cther uzes the impact on recreaticnal values

would nave egual nonsifsration ratnier izan teing an aftershought.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 47 (DEVED)

4741 Browns Park, Nine Mile Canyon, and Red Mountain-Dry Fork
have been recommended for designation as Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern (ACECs) and Special Recreation Management Areas (SRMAs). These
two designations would direct management attention to these areas, thus main-
taining and enhancing the resource values of these areas.

47-2 Itis BLM's policy to require publicland users, including recreation
users, to pay for the use of the land. We are continually working to improve access
to public lands.
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Finally, we are irmpressed with the size of the document and 2ll the wors that
goes into preparirg such a plan, How iromic, then, if all this time and mcney used
to define and justify your actions should actuelly be to no avail, For, you see, no
matier what you put on paper, the lands camnot be tanaged from the office. GCverycre,
mirers, loggers, ranchers, hikers, campers, climters, all with the most notlie of
motives, will take advantage of any situation that they perceive bemefits them. Nothing
will keep people on their best behavior like the knowledge that scmeone is checking
up on them! The perception that nobody cares because no personnel are visible in the
field leaves people free to waste and destroy without feeling any guilt. The only way
to keep renchers frem over-grazing, loggers “rom cver-cutting, mirers from ieaving a mess,
Jeepers ard motor bikers from drivirg off treils, cempers from dirtying the countryside
is through the belief that offizial personnel might be there to see them do it.

All of the above 15 a matter of momey - which no one nas. "We could do it if we
only had the funds". iHaybe tie best that ¢an be hoped for would be a reassessment of
the use of funds - more field work ard less paper work?

Managed recreation is costly; the fzeilities must ve built, tren waintsined, and
the people managed, If this is not done the land suffers, s lorg 25 it is perceived
that recreation does rot gemerate ary revemue it will probably not be taken too
seriously when decisions are made. Remember, though, that congress has decided that
uses of the public lands should be subsidized, no use pays the full costs, So wry should
recreation e regarded differently? Spokesmen for some groups suggest 2igh user fees
as a solution to cver use; only the "truly dedicared”, like themselves, would &fford
ther. we feel this would e a disservice 25 the large majority of the pecple wic are
deserving cf heip to enjey our public lards,

We hark you for this oppertunity to express our thoughts on the sug jeet,
Sigterely ,
C? %ﬂm}/ﬂfl /?{; ///i/
PR N B
(o 1. Seast

)L . s
c. LaWrence Jeved
Thoda T, TeVed

cc: renelope Smailey
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49-1

P.0. Box 100
Trinity Center, CA 96091

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 49 (SCOTT)

March 13, 1992 49-1 We appreciate your concerns. Please refer to our response 12-1.

Jean Nitschke-Sinclear

Team Leader Diamond Mountain Resource Management Plan
Bureau of Land Management

Vernal District Office

170 South 500 East

Vernal, Utah 84078

Dear Jean:

which owns 1380 acres of land in Jackson Draw that includes Mame
Hole and Bear Hollow, I am concerned after reading the BLM
Diamond Mountain Resource Management Plan. The Hacking’s have
owned this property for almost a century using it for sheep and
livestock production. Improvements such as increasing the number]
of water reservoirs have made more water not only available to
cattle but also to the increasing numbers of elk, deer, and moos
as well as birds in the area. This area provides the means for
this family to earn a living but has kept intact big beautiful
Quaking Aspen Groves and Pristine Timber which seems to be
rapidly disappearing due to disease, increasing wildlife, and
most of all increased public assess which always brings increased
trash, pollution, damage due to motorized off road vehicle
tracks, exhaust fumes, paths, plant crush injury, and possible
fecal contamination to the limited water supply even if

As a member of the Grant L. Hacking Partnership Family#

LE_acilities are provided.

I am opposed to any invasion of my family,s private
property by the Bureau of Land Management. Existing livestock
preference and private ownership should be maintained without ne+
or increased numbers of wild and human life added.

Marilyn Kim Scott

Mm}w ok
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52-2

Agriculture Sarvice P.0. Box 11350

Salt Lake City, Utah 84147

March 12, 1992

Penelope Smalley

Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
Vernal District

170 South 500 East
Vernal, Utah 84078

Dear Ms. Smalley:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft Resource
Management Plan/Invironmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
Diamond Mountain Resource Area (DMRA). It is a very well done
docusent. The informative maps and charts make it especially
useful.

There are a few areas of the document that need clarification:

ET- Page 1.2 "Description of the Resource Area,” mentions land
ownership patterns and management by other agencies within the
resource area boundary. It mentions lands owned and managed by
Ashley National Forest and Uintah and Ouray Indian Reservation,
but the DEIS (except in Figure 1-1) makes no mention at all about
the private and state lands that constitute a pajoer percentage
(34 percent) of the land within the DMRA boundary. Much of this
land is intermingled (some in the same pastures) with BLM-
administered lands and cannot be managed independently. What is
done, or not done, onh public lands will impact what can be done
on private and state lands. Unless the opportunities for
Coordinated Resource Management (CRM) are addressed in this EIS,
it could hinder the potential for cooperative range/watershed
management for these intermingled lands.

2. Under “Cumulative Impacts of Implementing Alternative E”
(page 4.60) the DEIS states, "Cumulative increased wildlife use
from 27,600 AUMs to 40,000 AUMs could result in livestock
reduction (9,000 AUMs) . . . ." However, in Table 4~18, "Summary
of Impacts,” and elsewhere in the DEIS it states, "Livestock
forage assignments would be held at current levels (50,200
AUMs)."® It then states, "Preliminary monitoring data indicates a
1,300-AUM reduction in current livestock preference would be
necessary under this alternative.®” The figures for AUMs seem to
| be inconsistent.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 52 (SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE,
Holt)

52-1 Land ownership and surface administration responsibilities are
displayed on Figure 1-1. Figure 1-1 iliustrates private and state acres within the
Diamond Mountain Resource Area. The State of Utah and private lands have been
added to Chapter 1 as major components of the ownership pattern within the
resource area.

52-2 As stated in Chapter 4 for the proposed plan, under Impacts to
Livestock Management from Vegetation Resources, it is expected that range
improvements and improved management will provide sufficient AUMSs to maintain
livestock preference. Also any reductions in livestock preference would have to be
supported by monitoring over time.
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52-3

52-4

Penelope Smalley ’ 2

3. Appendix 8, Title Paga. Remove "for livestock” from the
first heading under CONTENTS. This will makea the heading read
"vegetation Inventory History and Ecoclogical Condition." By
dertinition, ecological condition is an ecological rating not a
livestock forage rating.

4. Overlaying the Ccritical Watersheds Map on Page 3.58, the
Sediment Yield Map on Page 3.61 and the Vegetation Zones Map on
Fage 3.67 shows a significant extent of Pinyon-Juniper Woodland
and Sagebrush Zones iIn critical watersheds yielding significant
amounts of sediment. For these critical areas, a treatment
method that altere surface hydrology by disrupting concentrated
flow paths and leaving litter on the ground surface might be
considered as a primary treatment method rather than durning.
Such treatnent methods would include cross-slope plowing with an

off-set tandem disc or cross-slope chaining and leaving litter in
place. .

We hope that ocur range conservationists will have the opportunity
cf working with BIM personnel on Coordinated Resource Management
Planning in this area.

i

CIS T. HOLT
stdte Conservationist

cc

Karl Kler, Acting, District Ceonservationist, SCS, Roosevelt, UT
rPatrick L. Shaver, Range Conservationist, S$CcS, SLC, UT

Mark M. Petersen, Project Planning Specialist, sSCs, sLc, UT
Marilyn O’Dell, Project Planning Coordinator, SCS, SLC, UT

52-3 The statement “For livestock” was printed in error and has been
omitted from the heading in Appendix 8 in this document.

52-4 Both burning and chaining in closed stands of pinyon-juniper and
old age stands of sagebrush can provide long-termbenefits for watershed. Burning
has been chosen as the primary treatment method primarily due to project costs,
and longer lasting effects. In areas where site specific environmental analysis
shows an advantage, other forms of treatment will be considered.

uonElNSUOY pue UoRBUIpIoo) - G Ja1deyn



¥9's

53-

-

P.0. Box 100
Trinity Center, Calif. 96091
Harch 10, 1992

Jean Vitschke«Sinciear

Team Leader Diamond Ht. Resource MHanapement Plan
Bureau of Land Management

Vernal District Rffice

179 South 530 East

Vernal, Utah 34078

Dear Jean:

Taank you very much for the copy of the Biamond iHountain
fesource Arealesource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement sent to me by the BLM at the request of my parents Grant
and 4ildred Hacking.

Our Family owns 1,38D acres of land in Jackson Draw that
includes Hames Hole and Bear Hollow., This area was first owned in
1907 by my Grandfather Joseph P. Hacking and then by my Fataer and
Mother, Grant and HWildred Hacking and now by the Grant L. Macking
Partnership. Since 1907 this land has been carefully managed so it
weuld be in top grazing quality condition to feed many sheep and cattle.
The raising of sheep and cattle has been and still is the Yivelihood
and financial support of my parents and many members of both Joseph
and Grant Hacking's large Families. Children have been raised and
educated from the financial profit of raising cattle on our private
property. I am a member of the Grant L. Hacking Family Partnership
and have a keen interest in our Family maintatning our family livestock
businass and the effect the BLM Resource Management Plan will nave
on tais business,

My Father has been aware of the delicate eco-system of
Jackson Draw and has made many improvements over the years that have
benefitted not only his cattle but the wild mammal) and bird 1ife and
the natural plant and tree 1ife. Reservoirs have been bufit that have
watered not only his cattle but the increasing wild 1ife population.
Tae beautiful pristine timber and quality quaking aspen in the top
of tihe draws, namely fMames Hole and Bear Hollow that borders the BLi,
have been well cared for and sre essentially tihe same today as they
were in 1307, Very few areas such as this exists today. Thfs area
can be viewed by tue general public from the county raad that already
exists in the bottom of Jackson Draw., To disturb this present well
balanced sensitive plant and animal eco-systam wouls be ¢isasirods,

The Hacking lamily has worked hard to care for Jackson Draw!
Please do Not develop 2 Baar Hollow Campsite as indicated on p., 3.45.
This would not only take away some of our family's pastureland
1ivelihood but would disturb the present prisitine fragile eco-system
| due to public road access, D00 HOT develop a read through Mames Hole
to reach the BLA Property at™the top of the ridge as a big portion of
our pastureland there would also be ruined and the eco-systam invaded,
Public access to the BLH sround through our property would ruin groves
of unblemished quaking aspen and beautifu) pine trees. Trees cut for
wood, initials carved fn their bark, off road motorized vehicle tracks,
exhaust fume pollution, trampled plants, unwanted trash, decreased
remote nesting and newborn wildlife areas, and possible fecal

contamination to the fragile spring water sources as peopie do not

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 53 (SCOTT)

53-1

The Bear Hollow potential recreation site has been dropped from

further planning consideration.

53-2
response 12-1.

Thank you for expressing your concerns. Please refer to our
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53-2
Cont.

53-3

always use the toilets provided, are only 3 few of tihe probiems
éﬁ:t vwould be created by the public.

Allow the Hackino Family and the future generations of
that family to continue their excellent management of their own
private property aleng with the other private property owners in
the area such 25 Tha McCoys and The Siddoways, without interference
from the Bureau of Land Management. It seems the private property
owner who provides thetax base by which the BLM operates is almost
an endangered species. HELP PROTEC(T THEM! We have done a great
job over the years: Existing livestock preference and private
ownership should be maintained without new or increasing numbers of
wildlife or human 1ife added to this beautiful sensitive area that
has been well cared for through private ownership but yet visually

Liffessable to tae public.

I agree with the management theme gqaneral statement on
p. 2.23 that reads.....”This alternative will maximize forage
production for livestock while maintaining/ennancing critical
renewable rescurce systems and values within the resourse area.
Under this alternative the intent is to ensure existing livestock
qrefﬁrence is maintained and wildlife numbers remain at current
evels."

Sincerely,

Eleanore Hacking Scott

53-3.

We share your concerns for proper habitat management. During

the analysis process, data showed that wildlife forage allocation could increase,
while maintaining livestock preference. Monitoring use levelsand vegetationtrend,
over time, would be the key factor ensuring over use does not occur.
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FOREST INDUSTRIES

1445 South 500 East ' (801) 789-7001
Vernal, Utah 84078

March 9, 1992

Penelope Smalley, Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Vernal District

170 South 500 East

Vernal, Utah 84078

Dear Ms. Smalley:

I attended your "open house" workshop on January 24, 1992.
Thank you for your time to visit regarding the various proposed
alternatives and the effects/results of each alternative,

Also, I want to express my thanks to allow me to voice my
concerns and opinions,

After review of the Diamond Mountain Resource Area RMP/E1S
Draft Document, I feel you have adequately analyzed the major
resource uses/users of the region.

I feel all people should be included in the participation and
utilization of activities on public lands. We should strive
for a controlled "balance" to protect our lands, and at the
same time, be able to conservatively mine our energy resources,
graze our forage producing lands, and harvest our woodlands.

Based on my analysis and past experiences with the Bureau of
Land Management, I concur with your preferred alternative---
Alternative E.

Regards,

J’g 3 K“&G&Q

John E. Kornfeld
Owner/Manager

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 54 (Forest Industries, Kornfeld)

54-1

Thank you for your comment.
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55-1

[ 1 oppose the selected alternative for t

Dear Ms. Smalley:
he Draft Diamond

Hountain Resource Area Plan and its proposed closure of Red
Mountain to off-road vehicles. ‘
Red Mountain has ha

pikes and snowmobiles, and the area still shous no
adverse affects frou recreational use. Such use
, and the management plan should be

should contjinue
_yritten to reflect this.

The BLW must pian for the

ATternative A should be adopted.

ueeds of off-road recreation.

“““\N%’ncw Ma\

e P —

d continuous Use py horses, R.V.:

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 55 (MAY)

55-1

Please refer to our response 10-1.
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61-2

61-3

61-4

61-5

1957

aarch 13,

Jrar G=. umalley,

iy fanily anc I muved to verepal orw year ago.
we are very imaressed with the beautiful area ot
arc anpalled at the uzngoing destruction of the land
and toe nossibilily of future destruction.

I would like tu let you know that 1 scpport
AlLlurnative £ af theuiamond Nuuntain Hescurce
tianazement <lan and the uropzed isprovements Dy
the Lintah Fountain Ciub. [ would alsce like ta
sre more lands in Level i amg I1. if there is a
(Fossibility of any ghasphate mining in the Hed
fiountuin-Ashlay Creek area, dlease put a stog ta it
This iz @ maonificent area and it shoyld be irft
alore. 1 also hape that the slickrock norih of
teiaker will ke oratected. It is a2 unigur Area
and 1 feej lucky tp live sn close to it. ] also
want tz aretios my eupport €or the protertine of
% danvered Lpecies in this area ann for the re-
intropuction of once-commor indiyenpis Spscies
zpeing a mountaln side full of bithorn gneep in the
ateep Lreek Zanyon aped it something 1 will never
[ forcet. Finally, I want you to know that 1 cursert
sild and Seenic Status for the Lpper arcd Luwer

Jreen River.

rerhals since | came from @ not sp scenric State
I really azureciate this area. The fact thal tne
land and wildiife are threatened sickens me.

Lincerely,
e -',{',.’r/ko’

lingy Jochems

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 61 (JOCHEMS)

61-1 Please refer to the Summary section at the beginning of this
document for an explanation of the management priority area concept and how
resource values were assigned to a particular management level. The RMP team,
using data gleaned from the public scoping meeting held atthe onset of this project,
determined the management priority area levels and the resource values applicable
to each level for each alternative discussed in the document. We believe the
assignmentofresource valueswithin DMRAtothese levels provides forthe public’s
use and development of resources while protecting or enhancing critical/important
environmental values.

61-2 Inthe proposed plan, the Bureau-administered mineral estate area
between Ashley Creek Gorge and Dry Fork Creek in the Red Mountain-Dry Fork
ACEC would be closed to phosphate mining.

61-3 . Itis unclear what type of protection you seek. If you're referring to
OHV use, please refer to our response 10-1.
61-4 Thank you for your support.
61-5 Thank you for your support.
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62-1

M. Alvin C, Kay
P.0. Box 23
Vernal, Utah 84078

March 02, 1992

Bureau of Land Management
Vernal District

170 South 500 East
Vernal, Utah 84078

ATTN: PENELOPE SMALLEY - TEAM LEADER
RE: DIAMOND MOUNTAIN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
Daar Ms. Smalley;

After reviewing the Diamond Mountain Environment Draft Statement, | have
come to the conclusion that it is the most stupid and asinine proposal that any
Government Agency has ever made.

In 1970, | sold to the Utah Wildiife Resources about 2700 acres of land in the
Warren Draw and retained 1200 acres for my children and grandchiidren’s use and
enjoyment. | have built 2 number of ponds, and have fish planted in four of them for
our own perscnai use.

Udell Gardner and myself have a small herd ot cattle running on our fee ground
and on the B.L.M. ground on each side of the draw. We pay an annual fee to the
B.L.M. for the grazing rights.

The Utah Wildlife Resources have the South part of the draw (2700 acres) and
encourage the public 1o use the area for hunting, camping, and picnicking. Now this
seems to be endugh ground for their use in this draw.

There are a number of reasons why | am opposed 1o your intentions to trespass
across my ground:

1. There are three (3) summer cabins on the property, one of
which s worth $100,000.00. Now my question is - what
if these cabins are vandalized, who is responsible?

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 62 (KAY)

62-1 Please refer to our response 12-1. If BLM did acquire public
access across private lands and vandalism damage or trespass occurred, the
violators would be responsible for their own actions in accordance with state laws
and local ordinances. Cattle guards and signs could be installed or a cooperative
agreement could be obtained between BLM and the private landowners which
outlined agreed upon responsibilities for all parties. If public lands are opento the
public, these lands should be made available to all on an equal basis.
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Penelope Smalley - Team Leader
B.L.M. - Vernal District

March 02, 1992

Page 2

2. We run cattle in this draw, and the cattle like to lay in the
road, for the dust keeps the flies away. What if ane of the
public hot rodders hits one of these cows or calves, who is

60-1 responsible?

Cont.

3. If any of the public gets off the dasignated Right-of-Way,

and respasses an my private property, who is responsible?

4,  You will undoubtedly have to install a cattle guard, and if
a cow or caif gets in the cattle guard and has to be
destroyed, who is responsible?

5. If the public fishes in my ponds, or uses my private picnic
or restroom facilities, who is responsible?

6. | have six (6) children and twenty two (22) grandchildren
and most of them hunt deer. Last year there were twenty
one {21} of aur family hunting deer and two (2) others that
my grandchitdren brought in, plus five (5) hunters camped
et Rex Gardner’s cabin for a total of twenty eight (28}
people or about one behind every bush. This is probably
the mast hunters in any one area on the mountain, yet you
want to open it to the general public. Does this make
sense?

I am completely epposed to the B.L.M. wanting to open my property in the
Warren Draw to the public and attendant problems.

Singerely,

-1 ‘ :
Alvin addl Virginia Kay

AK-VK/tk

cc: Senator Jake Garn
Senator Orrin Hatch
Cangressman Bill Orton

Page 2
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Lawrence C. Kay
1940 East 2500 South
Vernal, Utah 84078

March 19, 1992

Bureau of Land Management
Vernal District

170 South 500 East

Vernal, Utah 84078

Antn: Penelope Smalley
Team Leader

Re: Diamond Mountain Resource
Area - Resource Management
Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement.

Dear Ms. Smalley;

After spending a huge amount of time reviewing this Diamond Mountain
Resource Area Draft Statement, it appears to be very complex and not
understandable.

There should be a solution to make the statement easy to read and
understandable. It appears that the statement is made cumbersome and awkward by
the shear velume of material and is arranged in such @ matter that it is extremely hard
1o understand.

My concern deals with the property that 1 and my family own in the Warren
Draw on Diamond Mountain. As | studied the plan it became really hard to
comprehend what the B.L.M. is proposing.

A short history of Warren Draw. It was patented late in the 1800°s and used
for cattle, sheep, and horse grazing. Approximately in 1870, Rex Gardner, Glenn
Cooper, and Alvin Kay purchased the property which included all of the fee owned
property in Warren Draw. They also acquired the Federal Grazing Permits, allowing
for private animals to graze on the B.L.M. property that lies on the tops and sides of
the North - South ridges on each side of the Draw and also on the North side of the
Draw, and surrounds the fee owned areas. These permits require yearly payments to
the B.L.M. for these uses.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 63 (KAY)

63-1 We are sorry you found the draft document cumbersome and its
format difficutt to understand. The summary section immediately preceding the
Table of Contents was intended to help the reader understand the document’s
format and assist in its review. Please be aware that the proposed plan/ffinal EIS
format closely follows the draft document. A summary section is provided in the
beginning of volume | of the proposed plan/final EIS.
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Bureau of Land Management
March 19, 1992
Page 2

Some time after the purchase the owners (Kay, Gardner, and Cooper}, sold the
South 2/3rd’s (2700 Acres) of the Draw to the State of Utah, Department of Wildlife
Resources. The State was primarlly interested in retainage of Wildlife Habitat and
Winter Range for Elk and Deer. The State has kept the area open to all hunters and
the public for whatever they would like to do. The public still has the right for foot
traffic and hiking around the Fee property.

The North portion was retained by Gardner {240 Acres) and Kay (1210 Acres)
and developed as a grazing property for horses and cattle. They have constructed
nine (9) ponds that retain water for dispersement to the cows and horses during the
grazing season. Also the bottom of the Draw was treated to kill some of the sage
brush, Corrals were built, springs repaired and upgraded, and roads were upgraded,
etc. There has been a large investment of time and money to bring these facilities on
line.

Alvin Kay and his wife Virginia have shared their ownership with five (5) of their
children and the Kay families take great delight in using the Draw during the Summer
and Winter.

1. The Kay's have planted fish in four (4) of the ponds and
continue to stock them for use of the grandchildren.

2. The Kay's have built a small park including a picnic table
and grass area, outhouse and fireplace by the North pond
for the families use,

3. The Kay’s and their spouses and family members spend
large amounts of time on their property hunting, fishing,
relaxing, and enjoying the out of doors.

4.  The Kay’s have two (2) cabins on thelr property and Rex
Gardner has an extremely nice cabin ($100,000 cabin) on
his parcel for their families enjoyment.

The Warren Draw has become an excellent grazing area for the cows and

horses because of the diligence and investment in land, water, brush removal, corrals,
fences, gates and other livestock appurtenances completed.

Page 2
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Bureau of Land Management
March 19, 1992
Page 3

Also involved in this area is a large herd of elk who use the same facilities with
the cows and horses and a small number of deer. The elk and deer also use this area
as a wintering ground.

We abject to the B.L.M. Diamond Mountain Resource Area RMP & EIS Report
on a number of important points such as:

1.  This property is fee owned and should never have an
accass road or roads through it because of the disruptive
noise, movement, and harassment of livestock and game
animals and all related problems with vehicular traffie.

2. Access into private property only causes other problems
such as vandalism of cabins, grader, fences, corrals,
livestock. vehicles and other items. (NOTE: Trucks, 4
Wheelars, Tractor, and Road Grader are left in the Warren
Draw during most of the year).

3. Who will restock the fish ponds, cleanup debri left by the
public, outhouse cleanup, and other problems caused by
the public?

4, De-valuation of property due to a public access through the
praperty which then requires additional fences to protect
the livestock from vehicle traffic, and other related
problems.

5. Big Game Managementrequires some safe areas away from
the huntars. Public access always allows more people into
a given area which in turn pushes the game animals into
smaller and smatler areas.

6. Cattle guards should not be installed because of the
extreme problems of horses and cows getting into the

guards and breaking legs. etc.

Page 3

63-2
response 12-1.

Thank you for expressing your concerns. Please refer to our
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Bureau of Land Management
March 19, 1992
Page 4

All of our family members are completely against public access into any areas
on Diamond Mountain not already available to public traffic and especially in the
Warren Draw.

Sincerely,

Lawrence C. Kay —

LCK/ik

cc:  Senator Orrin Hatch
Senator Jake Garn
Representative Bill Orton

Page 4
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67-1

67-2

67-3

igrch 14, 17092

i5. Gerelane 9mallcy, Team [eager
iiraac of Land fanayenent

§ernal District

173 south 970 Zast

Jernal, oten 34N7h

gesr is, amalley:
I'w ariting concerning the Liamund noynLain dESLUCCE AIEB,
anc tne five management olan alternalives aresently geins consimeres

ay Law Bul [ STHOLGLY ST ALTEACATIVE E.

= n membar of the Lintah Fountzin Zlub, 1 whuleheariedly sogunrt
¢ qrogused imornvements for ilternalive €.

bl

Lopecifically, [ wnuld

- urye the olf Lo include mare lands in tevel 1 and covel 2 na -
rqemant presuriptiuns.

_ JannsE phosohate micing in the Red fountain-Ashley .rer< ar .

D ogyett ses how this aould give @ significent Loest to P& mLy-
agty G the uirdab Besin, Lot T U selicve iLosnald rineificant-
L_ly slier the scenic value of the area.

- vrze crester srutection for the slickrock area nortk of AR L
akor Heservair. This drigque Brea deserves it

»c nave recuntly moved to thie area from Kansas, largely JeCeute
w¢ the wondoous steasry and the recreztional pursuits the cintah
tacin hzs to offer. 4e’ve already nad many memoranle experiesies,
and lonk forward tg many more. vlpase continue your 700G ucTk in
sresarving the priceless seauty that surrgunds L=.

Taark you fur your core 1deration in this malirr.

Tost si,glcerely ’

'.L'"‘ 8] (

T

Sreqory £, Jocheas
4055 o, SUJ Horln
yernal, vtah F407C

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 67 (JOCHEMS)

67-1

67-2

67-3

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

Please refer to our response 61-3
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March 13, 1992

Dear Jean,

I am the son of Joseph P. Hacking who owned Mame’s Hole and
Bear Hollow from about 1907 until he died in 1944. The ownership
then passed to me in 1947,

He never overgrazed it but left some feed in the Fall to
prevent overgrazing and misuse of the land. At that time there
were deer but no elk. 1In 1935 they wanted to put 79 head of elk on
all of Diamond Mountain. The number has now multiplied to
thousands. 1In Mame’s Hole and Bear Hollow in 1991 more than 500
head of elk have been seen. Now in 1992 the plan calls to triple
the number of wildlife there.

Our concern is how the elk and deer can be fed and still leave
enough forage for my cattle on my patented ground. This plan to
increase the wildlife is drawn out in the management plan you have

sent to us,

[~ As far as the burning plans go I want to tell you of my Dad’s
experience with burning in Bear Hollow. He waited 2 years for the
wind to be just right to burn sagebrush. The wind changed after
the fire was started and it swept uncontrolled up the hillside.
There is still evidence of this today. You have not said whether
the 200 acre burn would be on BLM or my ground. If it is to burn
on BLM ground you would destroy alot of beautiful forested hunting.
1 don’t want my land to be burned off without ny permission and
advisement,

[~ If you continue your plan to build a road into Mame's Hole,
you will create many problems with my cattle which is my
livelihood. It will cut down on Ry acreage, open up my land to
foolish hunters(sportsmen) who can’t always recognize a cow from an
elk or deer. The livestock will mix up with our neighbors cattle.

— It is about one mile from the main road to the BLM ground in
Mame’s Hole, That will cut out approximately 40 acres of my
patented grazing land. We love the beauty and privacy of Manme

s Hole and we would be distressed to find it full of uncaring
people who make deep ruts across the grasslands.

We have leased the hunting rights to about 15 families who
care and protect it., We want it to remain as it is. Thev have
taken very good care of the land and have had very few problems
since we leased these rights out.

Plans for a campground in Bear Hollow are no good for anyone.
More roads into BLM ground will have to be built and then fenced
which will take more of my acreage and open the area up to more
people capable of doing damage to the environment. I fear for my
cattle being killed or driven off, the fences cut down and the
gates left open.

Although there were some improvements made before I owned the
land, 1 have been involved with making a series of valuable ponds,
Livestock and wildlife have benefitted from these. 1 built two
reservoirs below the cabin and corral at the southend of my
property, increased the size of the pond in Mame's Hole, built a
good one near McCoy's fence, enlarged the one in Bear Hollow and
plan to improve the one in Hadlock Cove this summer.

In the last 45 years, I have run cattle in Mame's Hole and

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 68 (HACKING)

68-1 During our analysis forthe RMP, both livestock and wildlife forage
needs were reviewed and compared to existing forage on an allotment basis for
each alternative. Our analysis showed that livestock preference could be main-
tained while allowing wildlife forage allocations to increase. We will monitor this
increased use with vegetation studies to insure overuse by wildlife does not occur.
Analysis also showed range improvement work on public land could supply an
additional 28 AUMs of forage inthe Mame’s Hole-Bear Hollow allotment, benefiting
both livestock and wildlife. Also please refer to our response 12-2.

68-2 If burned, the 200 acres on BLM would be conducted under safe
fire prescriptions as outlined in a site specific burn plan and environmental
assessment prepared prior to any burning. Please refer to Chapter 2, Manage-
ment Guidance Common to the Proposed Plan and Alternatives for details.

68-3
response 12-1.

Thank you for expressing your concerns. Please refer to our

68-4
response 12-1.

Againthank you for expressing yourconcerns. Please refertoour
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Bear Hollow and have been very careful to not overgraze this
excellent pasture land, Increasing the number of wildlife will
take feed away from my cattle., It is a problem which no one seenms
to know how to control. I do not want you to blame any reduction
in feed growth on my cattle when the wildlife will soon outnumber
the cattle if your plans continue.

The money I receive from cattle is banked in Vernal banks,
supplies are purchased from local merchants, taxes are paid in
Uintah County. Money spent by local ranchers in this area far
exceeds the revenue paid by sportsmen.

In all -of the years that the Hacking Family have owned Jackson
Draw inwhich Mame's Hole and Bear Hollow are a part of, we have
tried and succeeded in not overgrazing and in improving all water
resources to make it some of the finest pastureland on Diamond
Mountain. BLM has not made any improvements on their portion.

Please DO NOT make any changes! Let us continue to take care of
it and manage it as it is now.

Pires W

Grant L. Hacking
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1748 N. 3500 W,
Vernal, Utah 84078
March 19, 1992

Jean Sinclear

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

Dear Jean,

Recently we interviewed a member of your staff regarding the

plans for development of the Mame’s Hole-Bear Hollow area which are
included in your book entitled "Diamond Mountain Resource Area,
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement.
r—' Some of these plans are causing us great concern, particularly
the one which would open up the Mame's Hole area by building a road
across our Jackson Draw grazing land up into Mame’'s Hole and
continuing on into Lambson Draw.

Joseph P. Hacking, Grant’s father, purchased all of the land
in Jackson Draw so he could provide pasture for his sheep. He
negotiated with the BLM for use of their property.

Since Mame's Hole and Bear Hollow became Grant's, he has
faithfully paid for the lease from the BLM.

Fences have been built, reservoirs constructed, crickets
poisoned, and a careful consideration of non-grazing of his land
and BLM land.

There was a time when hunters traveled any place they wanted
to on this land. Deep ruts from vehicles driving off the
designated roads resulted. Our cattle were always endangered. In
fact, we brought our livestock off the mountain before the hunting
season began to avoid the cattle from being shot by hunters. We
have had trouble in the past with wire fences being cut, gate posts
broken off, and cattle being killed.

For the past few years we have leased our private land which
gives access to Mame’s Hole and Bear Hollow and BLM ground to a
group of families who care for it as if it were their own. They
post it to keep the roads, water, and cattle safe. Through
cooperation with these people, other people have hunted on hoth our
ground and BLM ground without causing any damage.

Opening a road into Mame's Hole would be a tremendous
undertaking considering the rocky, steep area it is in. Pressure
from environmental groups to pursue this should be discouraged.

In the Deseret News recently there was an article about the
problems facing a rancher in Tocele County. His cattle are being
killed, fences cut, gate posts shot off, even cement blocks ruined
by gunfire. BLM has posted many signs in Tooele County but these
last only one day because of being shot at. We fear a similar
situation will occur in Jackson Draw leading to Mame's Hole and
Bear Hollow,

We should like to protest anymore consideration of such a road
building plan.

[ We have been determined during our years in the farming and

livestock business to sell locally and in turn to buy locally.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 69 (HACKING)

69-1 We appreciate your concerns. Please refer to our response 12-
1.
69-2 We recognize the importance of the agriculture industry to the

local economy of the basin. Please referto Chapter 3 and 4 for a discussion of the
socioeconomics factors involved with this proposed plan.
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%ﬁﬁ county profits. These sportsmen do not pay land taxes. They may

€9-3

Along with others involved in the same business, we know that we
have helped the local economy every year.
Some people may think that catering to hunters will increase

buy a few days of groceries and housing but the stability of the
economy rests with the stockmen and land owners. It seems too bad
that we have to fight for our rights to own land and care for our
&ivestock when we contribute so much,
—  We are concerned with the increasing number of wild life we
are feeding. The elk herd is enormous now and the prospects of
nore on our land is staggering and will soon consume all of our
grazing land leaving nothing for our cattle.

We appreciate your help and hope this will influence your
&ecision to leave our area without any changes.

Sincerely,

- b ﬂ ‘
imlind B Mex 4
Mildred B. Hacking

69-3

Please refer to our response 12-2.
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70-1

70-2

70-3

Qlint quz,u
BOE. Yoo Ss.
Vernal, UT SH0§

3/z0f42

Tenelope Smalley
Bureau of Laud Manageweut
(70 s. 500E.

Vernal, UT SYOT3

Dear Ms. Spalley,

I want {0 songratulate the BLM Gy what T wndevctaud
are s indoutions 4o better protect the Diamond Mountgin
Teesonwrae hrea.  Fom what T have seen of -the management
attematives being proposed, I wgmt 4o express ny suppot
b Atternative E.

[ It is mevitable Hhat ?rga{'ﬂ 'Z(ppus't'{m"/r“fq v Hhe protection
o o publie lands will become polity and Thn pleases to see
Yowr agency resppuding to that public seutiment: My only
Corplaint is Haat Altewative € doesnt do bar enougli. Tae
dawrcge beiug dove in the Diawmand Mtn. area by OHV
opeiatars is almost Crinamal. Are you duane of the extest of
the vandalism and landsespe destaction that is going on 7 B
is 4w hettes 1o ere o the side of protection i’ this fragde
Environment.

[ I 4m alw greatly pleased by yarw eflots at restaring fhe
original wilglie speties in the PMRA. As pawt of Huis new
respect b wildlibe, please do ait ym Can 1o abdlish the
Orue! practice ol bear- baiting. I am astonished Hat this
(kind of thing is allowed to go on.

Sinteye (47,

o

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 70 (MCKNIGHT)

70-1 Thank you for expressing your concerns. Please refer to the
narrative summary of decisions for the proposed plan affecting OHVs and Table 2-
5, all in Chapter 2. We believe these proposed decisions adequately protect the
important resource values while offering public lands for responsible OHV use.
70-2 Thank you for your support.

70-3 The rationale for not allowing bear baiting on public land is based
on the potential public health hazard and conflicts between recreation users and
bear-baiting sites which have not been cleaned up. Our responsibility is to manage
and improve wildlife habitat not determine methods of hunting. The methods of
hunting for each wildlife species is the responsibility of the Utah Division of Wildlife
Resources.
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