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future generations.
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Dear Reader:

Enclosed for your review is the Proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Final Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for the Kemmerer Field Office. The Proposed RMP was prepared by the Bureau
of Land Management (BLM) in consultation with cooperating agencies, taking into account public
comments received during this planning effort. This Proposed RMP provides a framework for the future
management direction and appropriate use of BLM-administered lands and resources located in most of
Lincoln and Unita counties and part of Sweetwater County, Wyoming. The document contains land use
planning decisions to facilitate management of the public lands and resources administered by the
Kemmerer Field Office. The Proposed RMP is open for a 30-day review and protest period beginning,
August 8, 2008, the date the Environmental Protection Agency publishes the Notice of Availability of the
Final EIS in the Federal Register.

This Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been developed in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. The Proposed
RMP is largely based on Alternative D, the preferred alternative in the Draft RMP and EIS, which was
released on July 13, 2007. This document contains the proposed plan, summary of changes made
between the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP (see Executive Summary), predictable impacts of the
proposed plan, summary of the written and verbal comments received during the public review period of
the Draft RMP and EIS, and responses to the comments received.

Any person who participated in the planning process for this Proposed RMP, and has an interest which is
or may be adversely affected, may protest approval of this Proposed RMP and land use planning
decisions contained within it (see 43 Code of Federal Regulations 1610.5-2) during this 30-day period.
Only those persons or organizations who participated in the planning process leading to the Proposed
RMP may protest. The protesting party may raise only those issues submitted for the record during the
planning process leading up to the publication of this Proposed RMP. These issues may have been raised
by the protesting party or others. New issues may not be brought into the record at the protest stage.

Protests must be filed with the BLM Director in writing. Regular mail protests should be sent to: Director
(210), Attention — Brenda Williams, PO Box 66538, Washington DC 20035. Overnight mail should be
sent to: Director (210), Attention — Brenda Williams, 1620 L Street, NW, Suite 1075, Washington DC
20036. E-mail and fax protests will not be accepted as valid protests unless the protesting party also
provides the original letter by either regular or overnight mail postmarked by the close of the protest
period. Under these conditions, BLM will consider the e-mail or fax protest as an advance copy and it
will receive full consideration. If you wish to provide BLM with such advance notification, please direct
e-mails to Brenda_Hudgens-Williams@blm.gov and faxes to (202) 452-5112 (Attn: BLM Protest
Coordinator).

All protests must be postmarked by the end of the 30 day protest period.



IMPORTANT: In accordance with 43 CFR 1610.5-2 the protest must contain the information
described in the following critical elements check list:

| The name, mailing address, and telephone number of the person filing the protest.

] The “interest” of the person filing the protest. (How will you be adversely affected by the
approval or amendment of the resource management plan?)

| A statement of the part(s) of the Proposed RMP, and the issue(s) being protested. (To the
extent possible, this should reference specific pages, paragraphs, sections, tables, maps, etc.,
which are believed to be incorrect or incomplete.)

A copy of all documents addressing the issue(s) that the protesting party submitted during the
planning process OR a statement of the date they were discussed for the record.

"] A concise statement explaining why the protestor believes the BLM State Director’s proposed
decision is incorrect.

All of these elements are critical parts of your protest. Take care to document all relevant facts. As much
as possible, reference or cite the planning documents, or available planning records (e.g., meeting minutes
or summaries, correspondence, etc.). To aid in ensuring the completeness of your protest, a printable
protest check list is available online at http//www.blm.gov/rmp/kemmerer/docs.htm.

The BLM State Director will make every attempt to promptly render a decision on the protest. The
decision will be in writing and will be sent to the protesting party by certified mail, return receipt
requested. The decision of the BLM State Director shall be the final decision of the Department of the
Interior.

BLM’s practice is to make comments, including names and home addresses of respondents, available for
public review. Before including your address, phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying
information in your comment, be advised that your entire comment--including your personal identifying
information--may be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us in your comment to
withhold from public review your personal identifying information, we cannot guarantee that we will be
able to do so. All submissions from organizations and businesses, and from individuals identifying
themselves as representatives or officials of organizations and businesses, will be available for public
inspection in their entirety.

Upon resolution of any protests, an Approved Plan and Record of Decision (ROD) will be issued. The
Approved Plan will be mailed to all who participated in the planning process and will be available to all
parties through the “Planning” page of the BLM national website (http://www.blm.gov), or by mail upon
request. The Approved RMP and ROD will include the appeals process for implementing decisions that
may be appealed to the Office of Hearing and Appeals following its publication.

Smcnbe.h: ,

Mf/ff’ﬁf -
Donald /-\ Slmps
Acting State Director



Resource Management Plan Protest
Critical Item Checklist

The following items must be included to constitute a valid protest
whether using this optional format, or a narrative letter.
(43 CFR 1610.5-2)

BLM’s practice is to make comments, including names and home addresses of respondents, available for public review.
Before including your address, phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying information in your
comment, be advised that your entire comment--including your personal identifying information--may be made publicly
available at any time. While you can ask us in your comment to withhold from public review your personal identifying
information, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. All submissions from organizations and businesses, and
from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations and businesses, will be available
for public inspection in their entirety.

Resource Management Plan (RMP) or Amendment (RMPA) being protested:

Name:
Address:
Phone Number: ( )

Your interest in filing this protest (how will you be adversely affected by the approval or
amendment of this plan?):

Issue or issues being protested:

Statement of the part or parts of the plan being protested:

Chapter:
Section:
Page:
(or) Map:

Attach copies of all documents addressing the issue(s) that were submitted during the
planning process by the protesting party, OR an indication of the date the issue(s) were
discussed for the record.

Date(s):

A concise statement explaining why the State Director’s decisions is believed to be wrong:
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Abstract

Kemmerer Field Office Planning Area
Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement

Lead Agency: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management
Type of Action: Administrative
Jurisdiction: Lincoln, Sweetwater, and Uinta Counties, Wyoming

Abstract: This Proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Final Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) describes and analyzes alternatives for the planning and management of public lands and resources
administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Kemmerer Field Office. The administrative
area is located in southwest Wyoming and includes land in most of Lincoln and Uinta counties, and parts
of Sweetwater County. Within the Kemmerer planning area, the BLM manages approximately 1.4-
million acres of BLM-administered public land surface and 1.6-million acres of federal mineral estate
(refer to Maps 1 through 3 in VVolume 2).

Alternatives A through D were presented in the Draft RMP and EIS. Alternative A is a continuation of
the existing management (No Action Alternative). Under this alternative, use of public lands and
resources continue to be managed under the 1986 Kemmerer RMP, as amended. Alternative B provides
a high level of environmental protection for wildlife habitat and other resource values, while allowing the
production of resource commodities. Alternative C maximizes the production of resource commaodities
while providing an adequate level of environmental protection for other resources. Alternative D
(Preferred Alternative) provides energy development opportunities while maintaining and/or improving
resource conditions, protecting unique resource values and allowing proactive and adaptive management
on a landscape basis.

After careful consideration of both public and internal comments received on the Draft RMP and EIS,
adjustments and clarifications have been made to Alternative D. As modified, Alternative D is now
presented as the Proposed RMP in the Final EIS. The major issues addressed include: (1) energy and
mineral resource exploration and development; (2) vegetation and habitat management; (3)
landownership adjustments, access and transportation; (4) National Historic Trails management; and (5)
special designations.

Protest: Protests must be postmarked not later than 30 days after publication of the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) Notice of Availability in the Federal Register. Refer to the instructions in the
letter preceding this abstract for additional information on how to protest. The close of the protest period
will be announced in news releases, newsletters, and on the Kemmerer RMP website at
www.blm.gov/rmp/kemmerer.

For Further Information Contact:

Bureau of Land Management, Kemmerer Field Office
Attn: Michele Easley

312 Hwy 189 N

Kemmerer, Wyoming 83101-9711

Telephone: (307) 828-4524

Kemmerer Proposed RMP and Final EIS
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Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) analyzes the proposed action to revise the existing
Kemmerer Resource Management Plan (RMP) for the Kemmerer, Wyoming planning area. The Federal
Land Policy and Management Act (43 United States Code [USC] § 1701 et seq.) (FLPMA) requires
developing, maintaining, and, as appropriate, revising land use plans for public lands. The purpose, or
goal, of the land use plan is to ensure lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) are
managed in accordance with the FLPMA and the principles of multiple use and sustained yield.

Revising an existing land use plan is a major federal action for the BLM. The National Environmental
Policy Act (42 USC 8§ 4321 et seq.) (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, requires federal agencies to prepare an
EIS for major federal actions; thus, this Proposed RMP and Final EIS is a combined document. The Final
EIS analyzes the impacts of four alternative RMPs for the planning area, including the No Action
Alternative and agency Preferred Alternative (now the Proposed RMP). The No Action Alternative
reflects current management (the existing plan).

PURPOSE AND NEED

Within the Kemmerer planning area, the BLM manages approximately 1.4-million acres of BLM-
administered public land surface and 1.6-million acres of federal mineral estate. Since 1986, the existing
plan has served as the framework for managing these BLM-administered lands; however, the existing
plan has undergone more than 30 maintenance actions, including updates and amendments, and is in need
of revision. Since the Record of Decision (ROD) was signed in 1986 for the existing plan, new data have
become available, new policies established, and old policies revised. This, along with emerging issues
and changing circumstances, resulted in the need for revision. This new version will address the changing
needs of the planning area and select a management strategy that best achieves a combination of the
following:

e Employing a community-based planning approach and complying with applicable tribal, federal,
and state laws, standards, and implementation plans, as well as BLM policies and regulations.

e Establishing goals and objectives (desired outcomes) for managing resources and resource uses
according to the principles of multiple use and sustained yield.

o |dentifying land use plan decisions to guide future land-management actions and subsequent site-
specific implementation decisions.

¢ Identifying management actions and allowable uses anticipated to achieve the established goals
and objectives and reach desired outcomes.

e Providing comprehensive management direction by making land use decisions for all appropriate
resources and resource uses administered by the BLM Kemmerer Field Office.

¢ Recognizing the nation’s needs for domestic sources of minerals, food, timber, and fiber, and
incorporating requirements of the Energy Policy and Conservation Act Reauthorization, the
Energy Policy Act, the National Fire Plan, the Healthy Forest Restoration Act, and the Healthy
Forest Initiative.

o Retaining flexibility to adapt to new and emerging issues and opportunities, and providing for
adjustments to decisions over time based on new information and monitoring.

e Striving to be compatible with existing plans and policies of adjacent local, state, tribal, and
federal agencies and consistent with federal law, regulations, and BLM policy.
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Executive Summary

PLANNING ISSUES AND CRITERIA

Planning issues identified through the scoping process and other public outreach efforts focus on conflicts
among resources and resource uses. Major issues described and analyzed in this Final EIS include the
following:

Energy and Mineral Resources

e What areas are suitable or not suitable for energy and mineral resource development?

e What conflicting resource issues should be considered in areas suitable for energy and mineral
resource development?

Vegetation and Habitat Management
¢ How should soil, water, and vegetation be managed to reduce fuel loads and achieve forest health
and healthy rangelands while providing for livestock grazing and fish and wildlife habitats?

e How should special status species conservation strategies be applied given the BLM’s
requirement for multiple-use management and sustained yield? How will these strategies affect
other public land resources?

Land Ownership Adjustments, Access, and Transportation

e What land adjustments are necessary to improve access and management of public lands?

e How should travel be managed to provide access for recreation, commercial uses, and general
enjoyment of the public lands while protecting cultural and natural resources?

National Historic Trails Management
¢ How should National Historic Trails be managed to protect the physical trail trace and the
integrity of the setting?
e How should BLM manage areas with National Historic Trails that no longer retain their physical
properties or setting characteristics?
Special Designations

e What areas, if any, contain unique or sensitive resources requiring special management?

Planning criteria are the standards, rules, and guidelines that help direct the RMP planning process. In
conjunction with planning issues, planning criteria ensure the planning process is focused and
incorporates appropriate analyses. Planning criteria for the Kemmerer RMP revision also apply to
development of the final RMP and are summarized below.

e The revised RMP will recognize valid existing rights.

o Decisions in the revised RMP will comply with all applicable laws and regulations. Decisions
may comply, as appropriate, with policy and guidance.

e Planning decisions in the revised RMP will cover BLM-administered public lands, including
split-estate lands where the subsurface minerals are severed from the surface right. On split-
estate lands, the BLM has legal jurisdiction over one or the other (surface land or subsurface
minerals).
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e The RMP planning effort will be collaborative and multi-jurisdictional in nature. The BLM will
strive to ensure that its management decisions are complementary to its planning jurisdictions and
adjoining properties within the boundaries described by law and regulation.

e The environmental analysis will consider a reasonable range of alternatives that focus on the
relative values of resources and respond to the issues. Management prescriptions will reflect the
principles of multiple use and sustained yield.

o The BLM will consider current scientific information, research, new technologies, and the results
of resource assessments, monitoring, and coordination to determine appropriate local and regional
management strategies to enhance or restore impaired ecosystems.

e The Standards for Healthy Rangelands and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management for
the Public Lands Administered by the BLM in the State of Wyoming (BLM 1998a) will apply to
all activities and uses.

e The BLM will provide for public safety and welfare relative to fire, hazardous materials, and
abandoned mine lands.

e Visual resource management class designations will be analyzed and modified to reflect present
conditions and future needs.

o The BLM will consider current and potential future uses of the public lands through the
development of reasonable foreseeable future development and activity scenarios based on
historical, existing, and projected levels of use.

e Planning decisions will include the preservation, conservation, and enhancement of cultural,
historical, paleontological, and natural components of public land resources, while considering
energy development and other activities.

e The BLM will coordinate with tribes to identify sites, areas, and objects important to their
cultural and religious heritages.

e Planning decisions will comply with the Endangered Species Act and BLM interagency
agreements with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

e Areas potentially suitable for an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) or other special
management designations will be identified and, where appropriate, brought forward for analysis
in this EIS.

o Waterway segments are classified and determinations of eligibility and suitability will be made in
accordance with Section 5(d) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Appropriate management
prescriptions for maintaining or enhancing the outstanding remarkable values and classifications
of waterway segments meeting suitability factors will be part of the RMP revision.

e Off-highway vehicle (OHV) use management decisions in the revised RMP will be consistent
with the BLM’s National OHV Strategy (BLM 2001b).

e A coal lease application—the Haystack Lease by Application—is located in northwestern Uinta
County. Coal-screening determinations were made on this area during planning efforts for the
Kemmerer RMP (BLM 2004b). No additional coal-screening determinations or coal-planning
decisions are anticipated for the Kemmerer Field Office RMP, unless public submissions of coal
resource information or surface resource issues indicate a need to update these determinations.
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OVERVIEW OF ALTERNATIVES

The BLM conducted a series of four workshops in the Kemmerer Field Office with an Interdisciplinary
(ID) Team comprised of BLM staff and government cooperating agencies. During the initial workshop,
the ID Team shared their respective knowledge and expertise and collaborated to identify goals and
objectives (desired outcomes) representing a full range of alternatives for each resource. The second
workshop narrowed the scope of alternatives to a reasonable range bounded by the planning criteria.

The BLM formulated four action alternatives from the information gathered during the first two
workshops; the ID Team reviewed these Action Alternatives during the third workshop. The BLM
analyzed the potential impacts of the four action alternatives and the No Action Alternative. Based on
this analysis, the similarity among alternatives became apparent and, therefore, the BLM eliminated two
of the four action alternatives prior to the fourth workshop. During the fourth workshop, the ID Team
considered the No Action Alternative (A) and the two remaining Action Alternatives (B and C) and
provided the BLM with recommendations for selecting the agency’s Preferred Alternative (D). BLM
selected the Preferred Alternative based on the following criteria:

1. Satisfies statutory requirements.

2. Reflects the best combination of decisions to achieve BLM goals and policies.

3. Represents the best solution to the purpose and need.

4. Provides the best approach addressing key planning issues.

5. Considers government cooperating agencies and BLM specialists’ recommendations.

After careful consideration of both public and internal comments received on the Draft RMP and EIS,
adjustments and clarifications have been made to Alternative D. As modified, Alternative D is now
presented as the Proposed RMP in the Final EIS. The major issues addressed include: (1) energy and
mineral resource exploration and development; (2) vegetation and habitat management; (3)
landownership adjustments, access and transportation; (4) National Historic Trails management; and (5)
special designations.

Including the No Action Alternative (A), the four alternatives analyzed in this Final EIS represent
differing approaches to managing resources and resource uses in the planning area. Each alternative
comprises two categories of land use planning decisions: (1) desired outcomes (goals and objectives) and
(2) allowable uses and management actions.

Goals and objectives provide overarching direction for BLM actions in meeting the Agency’s legal,
regulatory, policy, and strategic requirements. Goals are broad statements of desired outcome, but
generally are immeasurable. Objectives are more specific statements of a desired outcome that may
include a measurable component. Objectives generally are anticipated to achieve the stated goals.

Allowable uses and management actions are anticipated to achieve the desired outcomes (goals and
objectives). Management actions are proactive measures or limitations intended to guide BLM activities
in the planning area. Allowable uses are a category of land use decisions that identify where specific land
uses are allowed, restricted, or prohibited on BLM-administered surface lands and federal mineral estate
in the planning area. Alternatives may include specific management actions to meet goals and objectives
and may exclude certain land uses to protect resource values.

For each alternative, the BLM predicted actions and associated surface disturbance acreage for each
resource over the life of the plan. These predicted actions, allowable uses, and management actions form
the basis for the impact analysis of alternatives described in Chapter 4. The three Action Alternatives and
the No Action Alternative are described in detail in Chapter 2 and summarized in the following section.

ES-4 Kemmerer Proposed RMP and Final EIS
Executive Summary



Executive Summary

Alternative A

The No Action Alternative represents a continuation of current management and provides a baseline from
which to identify potential environmental consequences when compared to the Action Alternatives. The
No Action Alternative describes current resource and land management direction as represented in the
existing plan and associated maintenance actions, updates, and amendments. Current management
addresses resource conflicts on a case-by-case basis. The current designation of the Raymond Mountain
ACEC does not change, and no other Management Areas (MAs) are identified if the No Action
Alternative is selected. Selection of the No Action Alternative results in no revision to the existing plan
at this time and does not meet the purpose and need of the proposed action.

Alternative B

Alternative B emphasizes conservation of physical, biological, and heritage resources with the most
constraints on resource uses compared to all other alternatives. Alternative B designates the highest
number of ACECs (10) and establishes the most land area for other MAs (3), Research Natural Areas
(RNAS) (2), Wild and Scenic River waterway segments (13), and Back Country Byways (1). Alternative
B also manages contiguous blocks of native vegetation to minimize habitat fragmentation, includes the
most restrictions to protect highly erosive soils, and is the most restrictive to OHV use, wind-energy
development, and leasing for oil and gas and other solid leasable minerals.

Alternative C

Alternative C emphasizes resource uses (e.g., energy and minerals, grazing, recreation, and forest
products) while reducing some resource conservation measures to protect physical, biological, and
heritage resource values. Compared to all alternatives, Alternative C conserves the least land area for
protecting physical, biological, and heritage resource values; designates no ACECs; identifies the smallest
area for special management; is the least restrictive to OHV use; places the fewest constraints on resource
uses; and allows the most land area for leasing oil and gas and other solid leasable minerals.

Alternative D (Proposed RMP)

Alternative D is the BLM’s Proposed RMP because it reflects the best combination of decisions to
achieve BLM goals and policies, meet purpose and need, address the major planning issues, and consider
the recommendations of government cooperating agencies and BLM specialists.

Alternative D emphasizes a moderate level of protection for physical, biological, and heritage resource
values and moderate constraints on resource uses. Alternative D retains the Raymond Mountain ACEC,
designates the Bridger Butte ACEC, and two additional ACECs, one for special status plant species
habitats and one for cushion plant communities. Alternative D is a balanced approach to land
management that the BLM believes best addresses the issues, management concerns, and purpose and
need for revising the existing RMP.

In addition to the four alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS, several alternatives were considered, but
were not carried forward for detailed analysis because they

¢ Did not fulfill requirements of the FLPMA or other existing laws or regulations.

e Did not fulfill the purpose and need.

e Were already part of an existing plan, policy, requirement, or administrative function.
e Did not fall within the limits of the planning criteria.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Environmental consequences potentially resulting from each of the four alternatives were analyzed
relative to meaningful direct, indirect, short-term, long-term, and cumulative impacts. The impacts of
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each alternative are summarized in Table 2-4 and described in more detail in Chapter 4. This analysis
includes an estimate of the social and economic impacts that are anticipated as a result of the alternatives
considered. It may also provide a starting point for local governments to use in local planning efforts.
Also included in Chapter 4 is a discussion of cumulative impacts that could result from the incremental
impact of each alternative when added to other past, present, and reasonable foreseeable future actions.

COOPERATING AGENCIES

As the lead federal agency for the RMP revision, the BLM invited local, state, and federal agencies to
participate as cooperating agencies. Lincoln, Sweetwater, and Uinta County Commissioners and
conservation districts agreed to participate as cooperating agencies in the RMP revision. The State of
Wyoming and the Bureau of Reclamation also are cooperating agencies. The BLM and cooperating
agencies participated in four workshops to formulate alternatives and multiple meetings to keep
cooperating agencies informed and to solicit their inputs. Development of this Final EIS considered
comments from cooperating agencies on previous administrative drafts.

COORDINATION WITH NATIVE AMERICANS

The BLM also invited tribes to participate as cooperating agencies and conducted ongoing coordination
throughout the RMP revision process. Coordination included letters, multiple phone calls, and face-to-
face meetings with interested tribal representatives to identify places and issues of concern regarding the
RMP revision.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The BLM issued a Notice of Intent (NOI), on June 16, 2003, indicating a revision of the existing plan and
preparation of this EIS. Issuance of the NOI initiated a 5-month scoping period to solicit input from the
public and interested agencies on the nature and extent of issues and impacts addressed in the Draft EIS.
The BLM conducted three individual public scoping meetings in Evanston, Rock Springs, and Kemmerer,
Wyoming, during the 5-month scoping period to identify planning issues and introduce the public to the
project and preliminary planning criteria. The BLM also established a project website
(www.blm.gov/rmp/kemmerer) to keep the public informed about the RMP revision and to provide an
ongoing method for public comment.

The BLM issued a Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft RMP and EIS on July 13, 2007, beginning
the 90-day comment period. During the comment period a series of two open houses and three public
meetings were held in Cokeville, Kemmerer, Rock Springs, Evanston, and Lyman, Wyoming.

CHANGES SINCE PUBLICATION OF DRAFT RMP AND EIS

Public comments, requests for additional information, and updated information resulted in a number of
changes from the Draft RMP and EIS that are reflected in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. The
majority of these changes are editorial in nature and serve to clarify sections of the main document.

Primarily in response to public comments, some changes were made in the management actions of
specific alternatives, described in detail in Table 2-3. A brief summary of those changes is listed below.

e Common to all alternatives:

— Added avoidance of disruptive activity in elk calving areas from May 1 through June 30.
— Health and Safety Management Action for emergency situations.
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e Changes under Alternative A:

Two parcels, totaling 243 acres, were dropped from the list available for disposal because
they are not BLM-administered lands.

Additional sustained yield forage could be allocated for livestock use on an allotment-by-
allotment basis if the results of an evaluation based on the Wyoming Standards for Healthy
Rangelands and monitoring data determined the forage was available. (43 Code of Federal
Regulation [CFR] 411.3-1)

e Changes under Alternative B:

Minimize impacts of continuous noise on species relying on aural cues for successful
breeding.

Within a six-tenths (0.6) mile radius of the perimeter of occupied or undetermined sage-
grouse leks, prohibit all surface disturbance or surface occupancy, and limit human activity
between one hour before sunset to one hour after sunrise from March 1 — May 15.

Prohibit surface disturbing activities and/or disruptive activities in suitable sage-grouse
nesting and early brood rearing habitat within 3 miles of an occupied sage-grouse lek or in
identified nesting or brood rearing habitat outside the 3-mile buffer from March 15 — July 15.
Prohibit surface disturbing activities and/or disruptive activities in suitable sage-grouse
winter concentration areas from November 15 — March 14.

Mid-scale mapping of sagebrush ecosystems and sage-grouse seasonal habitats will be
completed within one year of the ROD.

BLM-administered lands (33,445 acres) in the Dempsey Ridge area would be managed as an
SRMA.

No new fluid mineral leasing would occur on currently unleased areas within large,
contiguous blocks of federal land containing sagebrush, mountain shrub, and aspen habitat.
When leases in these areas expire they would not be reoffered. This will result in an increase
of 100,000 acres of federal minerals that are administratively unavailable for leasing.

A reclamation plan will be developed and approved prior to any surface disturbing activities
being authorized. Reclamation will be required within the first available planting season and
monitoring of reclamation success according to developed performance standards will begin
during the first growing season after seeding.

Additional sustained yield forage would not be allocated for livestock use.

e Changes under Alternative C:

BLM-administered lands (33,445 acres) in the Dempsey Ridge area would be managed as an
SRMA.

Additional sustained yield forage could be allocated for livestock use on an allotment-by-
allotment basis if the results of an evaluation based on the Wyoming Standards for Healthy
Rangelands and monitoring data determined the forage was available. (43 CFR 411.3-1)
Mechanized vehicle use would not be allowed in the WSA.

Two parcels, totaling 243 acres, were dropped from the list available for disposal because
they are not BLM-administered lands.

e Changes under Alternative D:

Consider all new ROW actions on a case-by-case basis and encourage the use of existing
disturbed areas in the Bear River Divide MA.

Minimize impacts of continuous noise on species relying on aural cues for successful
breeding.

Within a six-tenths (0.6) mile radius of the perimeter of occupied or undetermined sage-
grouse leks, prohibit or restrict surface disturbance or surface occupancy, and limit human
activity between one hour before sunset to one hour after sunrise from March 1 — May 15.

Kemmerer Proposed RMP and Final EIS ES-7
Executive Summary



Executive Summary

— Prohibit or restrict surface disturbing activities and/or disruptive activities in suitable sage-

grouse nesting and early brood rearing habitat within 3 miles of an occupied sage-grouse lek
or in identified nesting or brood rearing habitat outside the 3-mile buffer from March 15 —
July 15.

— Pronhibit or restrict surface disturbing activities and/or disruptive activities in suitable sage-

grouse winter concentration areas from November 15 — March 14.

— Mid-scale mapping of sagebrush ecosystems and sage-grouse seasonal habitats will be
completed within one year of the ROD. Detailed mapping of sagebrush ecosystems and sage-
grouse seasonal habitats in the Slate Creek and Moxa Arch areas will be completed within
two years of the ROD.

— BLM-administered lands (33,445 acres) in the Dempsey Ridge area would be managed as an
SRMA.

— Prevention and control of weeds will be required in new disturbance areas. Emphasis will be
focused on the control of the infestation of cheatgrass.

— Fluid mineral leasing is allowed on areas within large, contiguous blocks of federal land
containing sagebrush, mountain shrub, and aspen habitat.

— Mechanized vehicle use would not be allowed in the WSA.

— Two parcels, totaling 243 acres, were dropped from the list available for disposal because
they are not BLM-administered lands.

— Additional sustained yield forage could be activated for livestock use on an allotment-by-
allotment basis if the results of an evaluation based on the Wyoming Standards for Healthy
Rangelands, monitoring data, range surveys, or other scientific information determined the
forage was available.

— The former chariot race area east of Lyman (80 acres between 1-80 and the frontage road.)
was deleted from the areas proposed to be open to OHV use.

— Visual resource impacts will be evaluated based on the visual contrast of proposed projects
from key observation points.

— The Emigrant Springs Back Country Byway route would not be designated.

In Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, text was added to expand certain sections. None of the
changes summarized below altered the conclusions presented in Chapter 4 of the draft RMP and EIS, nor
did the changes result in any major modification of land use allocations presented as the Proposed RMP
(Alternative D). The following are examples of the most extensive additions and edits:

Sections 4.1.1.2,4.1.2.2,4.1.3.2,4.2.2.2,4.4,4.8.1.2,4.8.2.2, and 4.9 have been updated to
address the additional acreage under Alternative B that would be designated administratively
unavailable for leasing on currently unleased areas within large, contiguous blocks of federal land
containing sagebrush, mountain shrub, and aspen habitat.

Section 4.2.4.2: text modified to address restrictions applied in the MMTA

Sections 3.4.8 and 4.4.8 were updated to reflect changes in status of some listed or protected
species and updated management plans as appropriate.

Section 4.4.1.1: text modified to clarify methods and assumptions

Section 4.5.1: text modified to further describe the management and protection of National
Historic Trails

Section 4.6.2: text modified to clarify areas unavailable for wind energy development with the
addition of a map for Alternative D

Section 4.6.6.2: text modified to address road management in winter closure areas

Section 4.6.8.2: text modified to address mitigation for Visual Resource Management
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Section 4.4: text modified to address the establishment of native plant communities in the
descriptions of impacts of Alternative B

Section 4.8: text modified to reference collaboration in socioeconomic analysis during local
planning efforts

Information was added to Table 4-11 to display the potential effects of expanded buffer zones to
protect sage-grouse leks and nesting and early brood rearing habitats.

BLM internal reviews indicated that airborne emissions resulting from geophysical exploration
should be added to the list of sources contributing to regional and cumulative air quality. This
resulted in minor changes to Tables 4-24 to 4-27.

Changes to appendices and maps in Volume 2 were made to provide additional information or
clarification and to support some of the changes to the analyses in Chapter 4. Changes and new
appendices are summarized below.

Appendix A was edited to include only those species listed as Threatened, Endangered, Proposed,
or Candidate species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Because the species list and
management recommendations for BLM designated sensitive species can change as new
information is gathered, Appendix A now refers readers to the Wildlife Management Program
page of the BLM Wyoming website, for the most recent conservation measures, conservation
agreements, and BLM-endorsed management strategies for BLM sensitive species.

Four appendices were added to the Proposed RMP and Final EIS:

— Appendix P lists the main laws, regulations, policies, and guidance which guide BLM
management (formerly located in Chapter 1 of the Draft RMP and EIS).

— Appendix Q provides additional analysis of an alternative proposed during the public
comment period.

— Appendix R presents an analysis of the public comments received on the Draft RMP and EIS.

— Appendix S contains a report that supplements the 2006 Reasonable Foreseeable
Development Scenario (BLM 2006b) in order to support the effects analysis of a potential
new alternative presented in Appendix Q.

New maps were added in response to comments and revised constraints maps are included in this

Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

— Four new maps (8A, 9A, 10A, 11A) were added to display the location of proposed oil and
gas stipulations under each alternative.
— Map 66 was added to display the Key Observation Points for evaluating VRM classifications.
— The four original oil and gas constraints maps (8, 9, 10, 11) were modified as follows:
= Map 8 (Alternative A)}— Less area of moderate constraints due to elimination of sensitive
soils or floodplains

= Map 9 (Alternative B}—More area unavailable for leasing; more area of major
constraints due to increased acreage of sensitive soils and floodplains, as well as
increased size of sage-grouse lek buffers

= Map 10 (Alternative C}—Less area of moderate constraints due to elimination of
sensitive soils or floodplains

= Map 11 (Alternative D)}—Increase in acreage administratively unavailable for leasing in
the MMTA; more area of major constraints due to due to increased acreage of sensitive
soils and floodplains, as well as increased size of sage-grouse lek buffers

THE NEXT STEPS

This Proposed RMP and Final EIS considered all substantive oral and written comments received during
the 90-day public comment period for the Draft RMP and EIS. Publication of the Proposed RMP and
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Final EIS is followed by a 30-day protest period. Members of the public with standing have the
opportunity to protest the content of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS during the specified 30-day period.
Upon resolution of any protests, the Governor’s Consistency Review, and a determination that a
supplemental Proposed RMP and Final EIS is not warranted, the BLM will issue the Approved Plan and
ROD.

READER’S GUIDE TO THIS DOCUMENT

Volume 1

Chapter 1. Purpose and Need for Action. This chapter introduces the Final EIS, describes the purpose
and need to which BLM is responding, provides an overview of the BLM planning process, identifies
planning issues and criteria, summarizes consultation and coordination, and identifies topics not
addressed by this RMP revision.

Reader’s Guide
Chapter 2. Resource Management Alternatives.
Chapter 2 describes how the four alternatives (A through
D) were developed, the components and content of each
alternative, and discusses the alternatives considered but
eliminated from further consideration. It also presents a
comparative summary of impacts of each alternative.
Resource discussions in chapters 2, 3, and 4 are organized
according to the following eight resource topics:

Volume 1

Chapter 1 — Purpose and Need for Action

Chapter 2 — Resource Management
Alternatives

Chapter 3 — Affected Environment

Chapter 4 — Environmental Consequences

Chapter 5 — References

Chapter 6 — List of Preparers

1000 Physical Resources — Air, Soil, and Water

Volume 2
2000 Mineral Resources — Locatable, Leasable, and | Appendices
Salable Minerals Glossary
Maps

3000 Fire and Fuels Management —

Unplanned/Wildland Fire, Planned/Prescribed
Fire, and Stabilization and Rehabilitation

4000 Biological Resources — Vegetation, Fish and Wildlife, Special Status Species, and Invasive,
Nonnative Species

5000 Heritage Resources — Cultural, Native American Concerns, Tribal Treaty Rights and Trust
Responsibilities, and Paleontological

6000 Land Resources — Lands and Realty, Renewable Energy, Rights-of-way and Corridors,
Livestock Grazing, Recreation, Travel Management, OHV, and Visual

7000 Special Designations — ACECs, MAs, RNAs, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Wilderness Study
Areas, and Back Country Byways

8000 Socioeconomic Resources — Social and Economic Conditions, Health and Safety, and
Environmental Justice.

Chapter 3. Affected Environment. This chapter describes the Kemmerer planning area and the existing
environmental conditions that could be impacted by the alternatives.

Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences. Chapter 4 forms the scientific and analytic basis for
comparing environmental impacts of each alternative, including the No Action Alternative. Impacts are
described in terms of direct or indirect and short-term or long-term, when applicable. Potential
cumulative and unavoidable impacts and irreversible and irretrievable commitments also are discussed in
this chapter.
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Chapter 5. References. This chapter provides full citation information for all references cited within the
document.

Chapter 6. List of Preparers. Chapter 6 presents the names and qualifications of the people responsible
for preparing this EIS.

Volume 2

Appendices. The appendices include documents that support existing resource conditions or situations,
substantiate analyses, provide resource management guidance, explain processes, or provide information
directly relevant to or support conclusions in the RMP revision. Nineteen appendices, labeled Appendix
A to Appendix S, are included.

Glossary. The glossary defines select terms used throughout this document.

Maps. Maps depict the alternatives by resource. In hardcopy documents, maps can be found on a CD
attached to the inside back cover of Volume 1. For CD versions of the document, maps are provided as a
separate file on the CD. Electronic copies of the maps are also available on the RMP website
(www.blm.gov/rmp/kemmerer/).
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Roadmap to Chapter 1

A roadmap is provided at the beginning of each chapter. These diagrams are
intended to serve as a quick reference guide for the reader.

1.1 Introduction and Background (Page 1-1)
¢ Historical Overview

¢ Land Ownership Within the Kemmerer Field
Office Planning Area

1.2  Purpose and Need for the Resource
Management Plan Revision (Page 1-4)

¢ Purpose
Need for Revising the Existing Plan

1.3  Planning Process (Page 1-7)

¢ Nine-Step Planning Process
¢ Resource Management Plan Implementation

1.4 Decision Framework (Page 1-11)
¢ Planning Issues

¢ Planning Criteria

¢ Other Related Plans

1.5 Consultation and Coordination (Page 1-16)

¢ Consultation and Coordination
¢  Public Involvement

1.6 Topics Not Addressed in This Resource
Management Plan Revision (Page 1-25)




Introduction and Background

CHAPTER 1
PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

1.1

Introduction and Background

This Proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
describes and analyzes alternatives for the future management of public lands and resources administered

by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM),

Kemmerer Field Office. The Kemmerer Field The Kemmerer Planning Area Administrative
Office Planning Area (planning area) is located in Acreage

southwestern Wyoming and includes

approximately 3.9-million acres of land in most of BLM BLM
Lincoln and Uinta counties and part of Sweetwater County Surface Mineral Estate
County (Map A). Within the Kemmerer planning Lincoln 834,888 922,700
area, the BLM manages approximately 1.4-million

acres of BLM-administered public land surface and Uinta 404,785 489,269
1.6-million acres of mineral estate. Current

management follows the 1986 Kemmerer RMP s Lo 1172
(existing plan) (BLM 1986a) which has undergone Sublette 0 0
more than 30 maintenance aCtionS. Federal mineral estate in Sublette County is generally under Forest Service jurisdiction.

1.11 Historical Overview

In 1946, the U.S. Grazing Service merged with the General Land Office to form the BLM. The
foundation for the BLM dates back to the Land Ordinance of 1785, which established the public domain
and led to the creation of the General Land Office. The Northwest Ordinance of 1787 instituted the
survey and settlement of lands ceded from the 13 colonies to the federal government and lands later
acquired by the government from other countries. While the Nation’s westward expansion progressed
and the land base expanded, the settlement of western lands was encouraged through the enactment of a
variety of laws, including the Homestead acts and the Mining Law of 1872. Over time, the luring of
pioneers to settle the west became less necessary and the commercial value of these lands increased. A
variety of statutes established to manage mineral, timber, and livestock foraging activities on public lands
followed. For example, the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 allowed leasing, exploration, and production of
selected commaodities, such as coal, oil, gas, and sodium, on public lands. Another example is the Taylor
Grazing Act of 1934, which provided for management of the public rangelands.

After passage of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), BLM-administered lands were
managed according to the principles of multiple use and sustained yield. Since 1976, the BLM has
managed for multiple use and to balance increasing and competing demands for resources on public
lands.

1.1.2

As defined by FLPMA, “... public lands means any land and interest in land owned by the United States
within the several States and administered by the Secretary of the Interior through the Bureau of Land
Management....” The U.S. Department of the Interior (USDI) BLM Kemmerer Field Office is
responsible for managing much of the public land in Lincoln and Uinta counties, and a relatively small
acreage in Sweetwater County, Wyoming (refer to Map A).

Land Ownership Within the Kemmerer Field Office Planning Area
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Map A. Kemmerer Field Office Planning Area
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The BLM-administered surface land in the planning area exists in various configurations. Within Lincoln
County, large contiguous areas of BLM-administered lands are intermingled with state and private lands.
Southeastern Lincoln, most of Uinta, and almost all of the Kemmerer planning area lands in Sweetwater
County are affected by the “checkerboard” land ownership pattern. There are no Kemmerer Field Office
BLM-administered surface lands in Sublette County. Throughout the planning area, there are also
intermingled mineral ownerships, as well as federal minerals under privately owned surface, usually
referred to as split-estate land. The scattered surface land pattern and varied mineral ownerships, along
with split-estate lands, strongly impact management options. Tables 1-1 and 1-2 contain summaries of the
surface and mineral ownership and administrative relationships for the planning area. The BLM leases oil
and gas, coal, and trona, and records mining claims on lands administered by other federal agencies.
However, the approved RMP will not include planning and management decisions for (1) lands or
minerals privately owned or owned by the State of Wyoming or local governments or (2) lands and
minerals administered by other federal agencies (see Maps 1 through 3 in Volume 2).

Table 1-1. Acreage of Surface Land Within Each Jurisdiction of the
Kemmerer Planning Area

Lincoln Uinta Sweetwater Sublette

Agency County County County County
Bureau of Land Management 834,888 404,785 184,143 0
Bureau of Reclamation 8,034 0 12,147 0
National Park Service 8,340 0 0 0
State of Wyoming 95,698 51,320 8,093 13
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 0 0 1,870 0
U.S. Forest Service 758,965 37,561 80 13,172
Other federal agencies 0 0 0 0
Other (water and private lands) 562,203 742,258 198,718 0
Bankhead Jones Act (USDA) 0 0 0 0

Source: BLM 2006a

Due to the variation in Geographic Information System data layers, values in this table are

approximate and not additive.
USDA

U.S. Department of Agriculture

Table 1-2. Acreage of Subsurface Mineral Ownership
Within Each Jurisdiction of the Kemmerer Planning Area

Mineral Ownership
Lincoln Uinta Sweetwater Sublette
Agency County County County County®
Bureau of Land 922,700 489,269 167,172 0
Management
Other (federal, state, and 1,351,585 748,220 238,432 13,187
private)

Source: BLM 2006a

'Federal mineral estate in Sublette County occurs under lands managed by the USFS and
generally falls under USFS jurisdiction.

Due to the variation in Geographic Information System data layers, values in this table are

approximate and not additive.
USFS U.S. Forest Service
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1.2 Purpose and Need for the Resource Management Plan Revision

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1502.13) require the purpose and need of
an EIS to “briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in
proposing the alternatives including the proposed action.” The purpose and need section of this EIS
provides a context and framework for establishing and evaluating the reasonable range of alternatives
described in Chapter 2.

1.2.1 Purpose

FLPMA sets forth the policy for periodically projecting the present and future use of public lands and
their resources using the land use planning process. Section 1712 of the FLPMA establishes the BLM’s
land use planning requirements. BLM Handbook H-1601-1, Land Use Planning Handbook, provides
guidance for implementing the BLM land use planning requirements established by FLPMA and the
regulations in 43 CFR 1600 (BLM 2005a).

The purpose, or goal, of the land use plan is to ensure BLM-administered lands are managed in
accordance with the FLPMA and the principles of multiple use and sustained yield. The purpose of
revising the existing plan is to address the growing needs of the planning area and to select a management

strategy that best achieves a combination of the following.

] ] The purpose of the land use
o Er_nploy a community-based plannmg_approach_to collaborate plan is to ensure BLM-
with federal, state, and local cooperating agencies. administered lands are
e Establish goals and objectives (desired outcomes) for managed in accordance with
management of resources and resource uses within the FLPMA and the principles of
approximately 1.4-million surface acres and 1.6-million acres multiple use and sustained
of federal mineral estate administered by the BLM Kemmerer yield.

Field Office in accordance with the principles of multiple use
and sustained yield.

o Identify land use plan decisions to guide future land-management actions and subsequent site-
specific implementation decisions.

¢ Identify management actions and allowable uses anticipated to achieve the established goals and
objectives and reach desired outcomes.

e Provide comprehensive management direction by making land use decisions for all appropriate
resources and resource uses administered by the BLM Kemmerer Field Office.

e Provide for compliance with applicable tribal, federal, and state laws, standards, implementation
plans, and BLM policies and regulations.

e Recognize the Nation’s needs for domestic sources of minerals, food, timber, and fiber, and
incorporate requirements of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (Pub. L. 2005).

¢ Retain flexibility to adapt to new and emerging issues and opportunities and to provide for
adjustments to decisions over time based on new information and monitoring.

e Strive to be compatible with existing plans and policies of overlapping local, state, tribal, and
federal agencies and consistent with federal law, regulations, and BLM policy.
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Purpose and Need for the Resource Management Plan Revision

1.2.2 Need for Revising the Existing Plan

BLM identified the need, or requirement, to revise the existing plan through a formal evaluation of the
existing plan (BLM 2001a), consideration of the Management Situation Analysis (MSA) (BLM 2003a),
examination of issues identified during the public scoping process and through collaboration with
cooperating local, state, and federal agencies. Since the Record of Decision (ROD) was signed (April
1986) for the existing plan, new data have become available, new laws and regulations have been passed,

new policies have been established, and old policies have been revised.
This, along with emerging issues and changing circumstances, resulted
in the need to revise the existing plan. In addition, the existing plan’s
decisions no longer serve as a useful guide for resource management in
the Kemmerer planning area. For example, the Energy Policy Act of
2005 (Pub. L. 109-58), coupled with the Nation’s growing demand for
domestic energy, resulted in a significant increase in resource conflicts
that was not foreseen when the existing plan was established in 1986.
These and other select examples of new data, new and revised policies,

The existing plan’s
decisions no longer serve as
a useful guide for resource
management in the
Kemmerer planning area;
hence, the need to revise the
existing plan.

and emerging issues and changing circumstances, demonstrate the need
to revise the existing plan.
New Data
Monitoring, availability of new information, and advances in science and technology provide new data to
consider in the revision of the existing plan. Select new data can be found in the following documents
and sources:

e BLM Assessing the Potential for Renewable Energy on Public Lands (BLM 2003b)

e BLM Evaluation of the Kemmerer RMP (BLM 2001a)

e BLM Mineral Occurrence and Development Potential Report (BLM 2004a)

e BLM MSA (BLM 2003a)

e BLM Wyoming Statewide Biological Assessments for Species Regulated by the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) published between 2004 and 2005

e Coal Screening Summary Report, Kemmerer Field Office Planning Area (BLM 2004b)
e Cultural Class | Regional Overview (BLM 2004c)

e Energy Policy and Conservation Act (EPCA) Scientific Inventory of Onshore Federal Lands Qil
and Gas Resources and Reserves and the Extent and Nature of Restrictions or Impediments to
their Development (USDI 2003)

¢ Final Reasonable Foreseeable Development Scenario for Oil and Gas, Kemmerer Field Office
(BLM 2006b)

o Final Report: Kemmerer Unleased Federal Lands Geologic Qil and Gas Analysis, Kemmerer
Field Office, Wyoming (see Appendix S) (BLM 2008a).

e Final Programmatic EIS on Wind Energy Development on BLM-Administered Lands in the
Western United States (BLM 2005b)

e Visual Resource Inventory (BLM 2003h)
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Purpose and Need for the Resource Management Plan Revision

Wyoming Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Plan (Wyoming Sage Grouse Working Group
2003) and Conservation Assessment of Greater Sage-Grouse and Sagebrush Habitats (Connelly et
al. 2004).

New and Revised Laws and Policies

Numerous laws and policies either have been revised or developed since the ROD for the existing plan
was signed in 1986. Some of the more important and relevant law and policy changes since 1986 to
consider when revising the existing plan include the following:

BLM National Management Strategy for Motorized Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) Use on Public
Lands (BLM 2001b)

Umbrella Memorandum of Understanding Between Wyoming Game and Fish Department and
U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Land Management (Wyoming) for Management of the
Fish and Wildlife Resources on the Public Lands (WGFD and BLM 1990)

BLM MOU W0220-2004-01, Memorandum of Understanding Between U.S. Department of the
Interior Bureau of Land Management and the Public Lands Council (BLM 2004r)

BLM Instruction Memoranda (IM), including, but not limited to,

— Washington Office IM-2002-034 — Guidance on Fire Management, Prescribed Fire, and
National Fire Plan (BLM 2002a)

— Washington Office IM-2002-196 — Additional Guidance on Right-of-Way Management in
Land Use Planning (BLM 2002b)

— Washington Office IM-2003-137 — Integration of the Energy Policy Conservation Act
Inventory Results into Land Use Planning and Energy Use Authorizations (BLM 2003d)

— Washington Office IM-2006-73 — Weed-Free Seed Use on Lands Administered by the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM 2006c)

— Washington Office IM-2005-024 — National Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy
(BLM 2005c )

Energy Policy Act of 2005 (Pub. L.109-58)

EPCA Reauthorization of 2000 (EPCA 2000)

Executive Orders (EOSs)

— EO 13007 (Indian Sacred Sites)

— EO 13112 (Invasive Species)

— EO 13175 (Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments)
— EO 13186 (Migratory Birds)

— EO 13211 (Actions Concerning Regulations That Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution or Use)

— EO 13212, as amended by 13302 (Actions to Expedite Energy-Related Projects)
— EO 13443, Facilitation of Hunting Heritage and Wildlife Conservation

Handbook H-1601-1, Land Use Planning Handbook (BLM 2005a)

Handbook H-8550-1, Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness
Review (BLM 19953)
Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003 (Pub. L. 108-148)

Manual 6840 — Special Status Species (BLM 2001d)
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Planning Process

Manual 8351 — Wild and Scenic Policy and Program Direction for Identification, Evaluation, and
Management (BLM 1992¢)

Manual H-8410 -1, BLM Visual Resource Inventory, Section V. Visual Resource Classes and
Objectives (BLM 2003e)

National Fire Plan (USFS 2000)

Onshore Oil and Gas Operations; Federal and Indian Oil and Gas Leases; Onshore QOil and Gas
Order Number 1, Approval of Operations (USDI 2007a)

Onshore Oil and Gas Operations; Federal and Indian Oil and Gas Leases; Onshore QOil and Gas
Order Number 7 (USDI 1993)

Surface Operating Standards and Guidelines for Oil and Gas Exploration and Development, The
Gold Book (BLM and USFS 2007)

Rights-of-Way, Principles and Procedures; Rights-of-Way Under the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act and the Mineral Leasing Act; Final Rule published April 22, 2005, in the
Federal Register (USDI 2005)

Standards for Healthy Rangelands and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management for Public
Lands Administered by the BLM in the State of Wyoming (BLM 1998a)

Wyoming Weed and Pest Control Act Designated List — Designated Noxious Weeds and
Declared List of Weeds and Pests (Wyoming Weed and Pest Council 2005a; 2005b; 2006; 2007)

Wyoming Weed Management Strategic Plan (Wyoming State Weed Team 2003).

Emerging Issues and Changing Circumstances

Emerging issues and changes in local, regional, and national circumstances to consider when revising the
existing plan include the following:

13

Revision of an existing plan is a major federal action for the BLM. NEPA revising RMPs.
requires federal agencies to prepare an EIS for major federal actions that

Increasing and conflicting demands on the planning area’s resources and resource uses
Increasing complexity of resource management issues

Increasing energy prices and interest in energy (including wind) exploration and development
Increasing interest in energy related corridors

Changes in the legal status of plants and wildlife potentially occurring in the planning area
Growing Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) areas and fire management

Urbanization of rural areas and the WUI

Changes in the National Historic Trail setting as it relates to adjacent development

Addressing habitat fragmentation given BLM’s requirement for multiple use management and
sustained yield

Public access to public lands

Spreading of invasive nonnative species on public lands
Increasing use of OHVs on public lands

Increasing interest in travel management.

The BLM uses a nine-
step planning process

Planning Process when developing and

significantly affect the quality of the human environment; thus, this EIS accompanies the revision of the
existing plan. This EIS analyzes the impacts of four alternative RMPs for the planning area, including the
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No Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative reflects current management (the existing plan).
NEPA requires an analysis of a No Action Alternative.

131 Nine-Step Planning Process

The BLM uses a nine-step planning process (see Figure 1-1) when developing and revising RMPs as
required by 43 CFR 1600 and planning program guidance in the BLM Handbook H-1601-1, Land Use
Planning Handbook (BLM 2005a). BLM manages federal land for multiple use, consistent with laws,
regulations, and policies governing the administration of public land, in consultation with Native
American tribes, coordination with state and local governments, and considering the views of the general
public.

As depicted in Figure 1-1, the planning process is issue-driven (Step 1). The BLM utilized the public
scoping process to identify planning issues to direct (drive) the revision of the existing plan (see
Kemmerer Field Office Final Scoping Report (BLM 2004d). In addition to public involvement, input
from the RMP Interdisciplinary (ID) Team provided clarification and refinement of planning issues. The
scoping process was also used to introduce the public to preliminary planning criteria, which set limits to
the scope of the RMP revision (Step 2).

As appropriate, the BLM collected data to address planning issues and to fill data gaps identified during
public scoping (Step 3). Using these data, the planning issues, and the planning criteria, the BLM
conducted an MSA (Step 4) to describe current management and identify management opportunities for
addressing the planning issues. Management opportunities identified in the MSA were used to help
formulate alternatives to address planning issues. Current management reflects management under the
existing plan and management that would continue through selection of the No Action Alternative.

Results of the first four steps of the planning
process clarified the purpose and need and
identified planning issues that need to be

Figure 1-1. Nine-Step Planning Process

addresseq by t_he RMP revisi_on. Plannin_g issues [ Step 1 - Identification of lssues ——
are described in more detail in the Planning Issues !
section. | Step 2 — Development of Planning Criteria |
During alternative fOfmUIation (Step 5), the BLM | Step 3 - Inventory Data and Information Caollection |
collaborated with cooperating agencies to identify
goals and objectives (desired outcomes) for [ Step 4 - Analysis of the Management Sitiaton |
resources and resource uses in the planning area. ] Adaptive
. Management
These desired outcomes addressed the key [ steps - Formuiation of Aliernatives |
plgnn_ing issu_es, were constrained by the planning i
criteria, and incorporated the management [ Step & — Estimation of Impacts of Alternatives |
opportunities identified by the BLM. i
| Step 7 — Selection of Preferred Alternative |
The details of alternatives were developed through e
the formulation of management actions and — :
allowable uses anticipated to achieve the goals and !
objectives. The alternatives represent a reasonable | SH8ES < Mt e
range for managing resources and resource uses Source: 43 CFR 1610.4

Hote: Shading represents completed steps.

within the planning area. Chapter 2 of this
document describes and summarizes the
alternatives.
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Planning Process

This EIS also includes an analysis of the impacts of each alternative in
Chapter 4 (Step 6). With input from cooperating agencies and BLM
specialists, and consideration of planning issues, planning criteria, and
the impacts of alternatives, the BLM selected a Preferred Alternative
from among alternatives A through C (Step 7). Alternative D (Proposed
RMP) is the fourth alternative.

An RMP provides basic
program direction with the
establishment of goals,
objectives, and allowable
uses for a planning area.

Step 8 of the land use planning process will occur following receipt and consideration of public comments
on the Draft EIS. Step 9, Monitoring and Evaluation, occurs when the selected RMP is being
implemented.

1.3.2 Resource Management Plan Implementation

After issuing the Approved Plan and ROD, an Implementation Strategy will be developed. The
Implementation Strategy will include an annual coordination meeting between BLM and the Cooperating
Agencies in the RMP revision. The annual coordination meeting will include an update on
implementation of the plan, foreseeable activities for the upcoming year, and opportunities for continued
collaboration with the RMP cooperators. Additional coordination meetings could be held as needed.

Planning and decisionmaking for the management of BLM-administered lands is a tiered, ongoing
process. Documents produced during each successive tier are progressively more detailed in terms of
their identification of specific measures to be undertaken and impacts that may occur. For example:

e The RMP provides an overall vision of the future (goals and objectives) and includes measurable
steps, anticipated management actions, and allowable uses to achieve that vision.

e Upon approval of the RMP, subsequent implementation decisions are carried out by developing
activity-level or project-level plans.

At each tier, a more detailed NEPA analysis may occur. In general, a planning-level EIS is prepared at
the RMP tier and a more site-specific EIS or Environmental Assessment is prepared at the
implementation tier.

The activity- or project-level plans will reflect the management direction and vision articulated in the
revised RMP. These subsequent plans may require additional public review and environmental
compliance documentation. Activity level actions include implementation plans and analyses such as
Allotment or Habitat Management Plans, Oil and Gas Field Development Plans, Recreation Management
Plans, and Travel Management Plans. These activity level plans evaluate the sufficiency of RMP
decisions and standard practices. They analyze the need to modify existing decisions and practices in
light of proposed or projected resource use or activity. BLM supports the formation of Activity Plan
Working Groups (APWGSs) when circumstances dictate. Potential cooperating agencies in these working
groups could assist BLM in the preparation of environmental analyses for activity level actions or
modifications to current plans. The BLM or potential cooperating agencies may identify the need for
activity planning and the associated APWG formation. This approach is similar to the process used by
BLM and its cooperating agencies to develop this RMP.

The objectives of APWGs are to:

e Minimize analysis and decision making controversy by being proactive rather than reactive to
public land use and resource conflicts.

e Provide effective and cost efficient, consensus based mitigation of resource conflicts.
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Improve resource conditions by recommending practices and mitigation measures appropriate to
special situations.

Streamline public land authorizations, increase implementation flexibility, and notify public land
users of required practices.

This recommendation commits BLM to meet with potential cooperating agencies prior to scoping for

major activity plans or RMP amendments to establish the level and extent of APGWs activity. Examples
include:

Off-highway vehicle use escalating to a significant issue.

Activity level approaching that contained in the impact analyses made from reasonable
foreseeable actions in an RMP or previous activity plan analysis.

Proposals for oil and gas surface location densities or acres disturbed above a certain amount per
unit area.

Identification of the need to prepare a Recreation Area Management Plan.
Significant change to assumptions used for impact analysis in an RMP.

Examples of resource locations or management situations where activity or use may trigger working
group formation include:

Where crucial or important wildlife habitat overlap with areas of high potential for surface
disturbance. For example, where the Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD) has
identified crucial deer winter range or other important habitats and high intensity oil and gas
development areas overlap.

Wildland urban interfaces.

Where two or more resources of interest to cooperating agencies are in conflict. For example,
significant surface disturbance in identified habitat for special status species.

When an APWG is convened, objectives for the first meeting include:

Establish working group membership and organization. Existing examples that may be employed
include the Continental Divide/Wamsutter 11 Wildlife Protection Plan (Record of Decision, page
15 and App. D; [BLM 2000c]) or the Powder River Basin Interagency Work Groups (Record of
Decision, page 11; [BLM 2003j]).

Identify issues, practices, and management actions the working group could address.
Establish mechanisms and processes for communicating recommendations to the BLM.

Identify public involvement and notification needs associated with working group activities.

Other attributes and functions of APWGs are:

APWGs will be specific to the activity plan.

Provide suggestions and recommendations for evaluating mitigation, reclamation, and habitat
management practices to the BLM. Examples of these topics include off-site mitigation,
compensation mitigation, and a mitigation account, in addition to specific practices.

Only the RMP, the first tier, is involved in the present document. As a result, activity- and project-level
plans are not considered further in this document. RMP decisions establish goals, objectives, and
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Decision Framework

management actions for activities on public lands. Standard or best management practices are identified
in RMPs. The RMP focuses on what resource conditions, uses, and visitor experiences should be
achieved and maintained over time. Since this involves considering natural processes with long-term
timeframes, the RMP must take a long-term view.

1.4 Decision Framework

As described in the previous section, identifying the planning issues and developing planning criteria are
the first steps in defining the scope of the RMP revision. The planning issues and planning criteria
provide the framework in which RMP decisions are made. RMP decisions refer to what is established or
determined by the final RMP. For example, the BLM received several nominations (issues) for Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern (ACECSs) during the scoping process for the RMP revision. These issues
fall within one of the planning criteria (see Planning Criteria section), the need to identify and analyze
areas potentially suitable for ACEC designation. The RMP revision will establish (decide) whether any
ACEC will be designated within the planning area. In this example, the land use planning decision is
referred to as special designation. The RMP provides guidance for land use planning decisions according
to the following categories:

e Physical, biological, and heritage resources
e Resource uses and support
e Special designations

In the context of these categories, the planning team develops management strategies aimed at providing
viable options for addressing planning issues. The management strategies provide the building blocks
from which general management scenarios and, eventually, the more detailed resource management
alternatives, are developed. The resource management alternatives reflect a reasonable range of
management options that fall within limits set by the planning criteria. The planning issues and planning
criteria used to revise the existing plan are described in the following sections.

1.4.1 Planning Issues

The BLM conducted an early and open scoping process to determine the scope of issues to be addressed
in this EIS. As part of the scoping process, the BLM solicited comments and issues from the public,
organizations, tribal governments, and federal, state, and local agencies, as well as from BLM specialists.
The BLM’s Land Use Planning Handbook defines planning issues as “...disputes or controversies about

existing and potential land and resource allocations, levels of resource P—

use, production, and related management practices” (BLM 2005a). Key planning issues serve
Issues identified during the scoping and RMP revision process for this as the rationale for

EIS comprise two categories: alternative development.

o Issues within the scope of the EIS and used to develop alternatives or otherwise addressed in the
EIS.

e Issues outside the scope of the EIS or that could require policy, regulatory, or administrative
actions.

Planning issues determined to be within the scope of the EIS are used to develop one or more of the
alternatives or are addressed in the analysis section of the EIS. Key planning issues serve as the rationale
for alternative development. For this EIS, as planning issues were refined, the BLM collaborated with
cooperating agencies to develop a reasonable range of alternatives designed to address and (or) resolve
key planning issues. The reasonable range of alternatives provides various scenarios for how the BLM
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can address key planning issues in the management of resources and resource uses in the planning area.
The key planning issues identified for developing alternatives in this EIS are listed below:
Energy and Mineral Resources
e What areas are suitable or not suitable for energy and mineral resource development?
o What conflicting resource issues should be considered in areas suitable for energy and mineral
resource development?
Vegetation and Habitat Management
e How should soil, water, and vegetation be managed to reduce fuel loads and achieve forest health
and healthy rangelands while providing for livestock grazing and fish and wildlife habitat?

e How should special status species conservation strategies be applied given the BLM’s
requirement for multiple use management and sustained yield? How will these strategies affect
other public land resources?

Land Ownership Adjustments, Access, and Transportation

e What land adjustments are necessary to improve access and management of public lands?

e How should travel be managed to provide access for recreation, commercial uses, and general
enjoyment of the public lands while protecting cultural and natural resources?

National Historic Trails Management

e How should National Historic Trails be managed to protect the physical trail trace and the
integrity of the setting?

e How should BLM manage areas with National Historic Trails that no longer retain their physical
properties or setting characteristics?

Special Designations
e What areas, if any, contain unique or sensitive resources requiring special management?

In addition to key planning issues, other issues, themes, and positions were identified during the scoping
process. Those issues determined to be outside the scope of the EIS or that could require policy,
regulatory, or administrative actions to address were not used to develop alternatives and were not carried
forward in this EIS. For example, issues that should be addressed by other agencies or by industry were
considered outside the scope of this EIS. Similarly, issues related to the conflicting rights of split-estate
could require policy, regulatory, or administrative actions and were not addressed in detail in this EIS.

Items that were considered but not carried forward for detailed study in the EIS because they were outside
the scope of the RMP revision, could not be acted upon or did not require action, or because they required
the BLM to exceed its authority, are summarized below:

e The BLM should consult, work, and coordinate with or recognize specific organizations,
agencies, and (or) authorities.

e The BLM should analyze impacts from specific actions or activities that will occur or be
addressed during subsequent RMP implementation decisions.
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For a detailed description of all issues identified during scoping, guidelines that help to guide
please refer to the Kemmerer Field Office Final Scoping Report (BLM | {he RMP planning process.
2004d). The scoping report is available on the Kemmerer RMP
website at www.blm.gov/rmp/kemmerer/.

1.4.2

The BLM should conduct site-specific analyses, inventories, or surveys, or adopt specific
measures or mandates.

The BLM should adopt or otherwise ensure the RMP revision is compatible with specific plans
outside of BLM’s authority.

The BLM should adopt or require site-specific stipulations,
resource protection measures, or technologies. Planning criteria are the

standards, rules, and

Planning Criteria

Planning criteria are the standards, rules, and guidelines that help to guide the RMP planning process.
These criteria influence all aspects of the planning process, including inventory and data collection,
developing planning issues to be addressed, formulating alternatives, estimating impacts, and selecting
the Preferred Alternative and the Proposed RMP. In conjunction with the planning issues, planning
criteria ensure that the planning process is focused and incorporates appropriate analyses. Planning
criteria are developed from appropriate laws, regulations, and policies. The criteria also help to guide the
final plan selection and are used as a basis for evaluating the responsiveness of the planning options.

Planning criteria used in this RMP revision are as follows:

The revised RMP will recognize valid existing rights.

Decisions in the revised RMP will comply with all applicable laws and regulations. Decisions
will comply, as appropriate, with policy and guidance.

Planning decisions in the revised RMP will cover BLM-administered public lands, including
split-estate lands where the subsurface minerals are severed from the surface right, and the BLM
has legal jurisdiction over one or the other.

The RMP planning effort will be collaborative and multi-jurisdictional in nature. The BLM will
strive to ensure that its management decisions are complementary to its planning jurisdictions and
adjoining properties within the boundaries described by law and regulation.

The environmental analysis will consider a reasonable range of alternatives that focus on the
relative values of resources and respond to the issues. Management prescriptions will reflect the
principles of multiple use and sustained yield.

The BLM will consider best available scientific information, research, new technologies, and the
results of resource assessments, monitoring, and coordination to determine appropriate local and
regional management strategies that will enhance or restore impaired ecosystems.

The Standards for Healthy Rangelands and Guidance for Livestock Grazing Management for the
Public Lands Administered by the BLM in the State of Wyoming will apply to all activities and
uses (BLM 1998a).

The BLM will provide for public safety and welfare relative to fire, hazardous materials, and
abandoned mine lands.

Visual resource management class designations will be analyzed and modified to reflect present
conditions and future needs.
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o The BLM will consider current and potential future uses of the public lands through the
development of reasonable foreseeable future development and activity scenarios based on
technical analysis of historical, existing, and projected levels of use.

¢ Planning decisions will include the preservation, conservation, and enhancement of cultural,
historical, paleontological, and natural components of public land resources, while considering
energy development and other activities.

o The BLM will coordinate with tribes to identify sites, areas, and objects important to their
cultural and religious heritages.

e Planning decisions will comply with the ESA and BLM interagency agreements with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

e Areas potentially suitable for ACEC or other special management designations will be identified
and, where appropriate, brought forward for analysis in the EIS.

e Waterway segments are classified and determinations of eligibility and suitability will be made in
accordance with Section 5(d) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Appropriate management
prescriptions for maintaining or enhancing the outstanding remarkable values and classifications
of waterway segments meeting suitability factors will be part of the RMP revision.

o OHV use management decisions in the revised RMP will be consistent with the BLM’s National
OHYV Strategy (BLM 2001b).

e A coal lease application, the Haystack Lease by Application, is located in northwestern Uinta
County. Coal-screening determinations were made on this area during planning efforts for the
Kemmerer RMP (BLM 2004b). No additional coal-screening determinations or coal-planning
decisions are anticipated for the Kemmerer Field Office RMP, unless public submissions of coal
resource information or surface resource issues indicate a need to update these determinations.

In addition, Section 368 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (designation of West-wide energy corridors) is
being implemented through the current development of an interagency Programmatic EIS. The Final
Programmatic EIS will provide plan amendment decisions that will address numerous energy corridor
related issues, including the utilization of existing corridors (enhancements and upgrades), identification
of new corridors, supply and demand considerations, and compatibility with other corridor and project
planning efforts. It is likely that the identification of corridors in the Final Programmatic EIS will affect
the Kemmerer planning area, and the approved Programmatic EIS would subsequently amend the
Kemmerer RMP.

The Kemmerer Field Office contains areas of oil shale resources. There are at present no regulations in
place for leasing oil shale, nor any existing commercial oil shale leases. Lands containing oil shale
resources were originally identified through an inventory that portrayed the occurrence of the Green River
geologic formation in Utah, Wyoming, and Colorado. Once identified, lands containing oil shale
resources were withdrawn from mineral entry through a 1930 Executive Order, which was later modified
to allow for oil, gas, and sodium leasing. Since that time, the economic potential for the oil shale resource
has been further defined, now comprising a smaller area in the three states.

1.4.3 Other Related Plans

BLM must consider approved or adopted resource plans of other federal, state, local, and tribal
governments and, where practicable, be consistent with those plans. Plans that are related to the
management of land and resources that apply to this RMP revision include the following:
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e Lincoln County Comprehensive Plan (Lincoln County Commissioners 2005)
e Uinta County Comprehensive Plan (Uinta County Commissioners 2004)
e Sweetwater County Comprehensive Plan (Sweetwater County Commissioners 2002)

e Sweetwater County Conservation District Land and Resource Use Plan and Policy (Sweetwater
County Conservation District 2005)

o Revised Forest Plan Wasatch-Cache National Forest (USFS 2003)

e A Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy for Wyoming (WGFD 2005)

o Bridger-Teton National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (USFS 1990)

e Green River Resource Management Plan (BLM 1997a)

o Pinedale Field Office Resource Management Plan (BLM 1988a)

e Strategic Habitat Plan (WGFD 2001)

e Wyoming Game and Fish Department Herd Unit Plans (WGFD 2006a, WGFD 2006b)

o Draft Oil Shale and Tar Sands Resource Management Plan Amendments to Address Land Use
Allocations in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming and Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (USDI 2007c)

When the Kemmerer Resource Management Plan (revision) was initiated in 2003, there was no
reasonable foreseeable development expectation for oil shale over the life of the plan. The mineral report
identified this resource, but did not foresee any future leasing or development due to lack of regulations as
well as prevailing and anticipated economic factors.

Since the start of this RMP (revision), Congress enacted the Energy Policy Act of 2005. Section 369 of
the Energy Policy Act requires the Secretary of Interior to “complete a programmatic environmental
impact statement for a commercial leasing program for oil shale and tar sands resources on public lands,
with an emphasis on the most geologically prospective lands within each of the States of Colorado, Utah,
and Wyoming.” On December 13, 2005, the BLM published a Notice of Intent in the Federal Register
initiating a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) to support a commercial oil shale and
tar sands leasing program on federal lands in these three states.

Since that time, the scope of the Oil Shale/Tar Sands PEIS has been revised. The BLM is no longer using
the Oil Shale/Tar Sands PEIS as the document that supports the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) requirements for leasing. Given that the development technologies for in-situ production of oil
shale are just emerging, there is a lack of information regarding resource use and associated impacts.
Consequently, the BLM has changed this document to a resource allocation document that identifies the
BLM-managed lands for which applications to lease oil shale and tar sands resources would be accepted
in the future. However, although applications would be accepted, additional NEPA analysis would be
performed before any leasing of the area would be considered.

All decisions related to land use planning decisions (areas open to application for potential leasing) for oil
shale resources in this Kemmerer RMP will be made by the ongoing Oil Shale/Tar Sands PEIS. The ROD
on the final Oil Shale/Tar Sands PEIS will amend the existing Kemmerer RMP by making land use
planning decisions on whether or not lands will be available for future application, leasing and
development of oil shale resources on public lands for those areas where the resource is present.
Additional site-specific NEPA analysis will be completed on each lease application before any leases
would be issued.
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As part of the site-specific NEPA analysis, the environmental consequences to specific resource values
and uses within the areas and any alternative actions would be analyzed. Any decision to offer the lands
for lease would be made based on a full disclosure of the impacts. If a decision is made to offer the lands
for lease, specific mitigation measures may be developed to ensure that the commercial operations use
practices that minimize or mitigate impacts.

This pre-leasing NEPA analysis would include the same opportunities for public involvement and
comment that are part of this Oil Shale/Tar Sands PEIS process and every other land use planning and
NEPA process the BLM undertakes. The decisions associated with the Qil Shale/Tar Sands PEIS will
amend the Kemmerer RMP. Additional opportunities for public involvement and comment will occur
when the Proposed RMP Amendment/Final PEIS is available.

This Kemmerer RMP will, however, provide allocation and leasing decisions for conventional oil and gas
leasing in the Special Tar Sand Areas and Oil Shale Areas.

1.5 Consultation and Coordination

This section describes specific actions taken by the BLM to consult and coordinate with tribes,
government agencies, and interest groups, and to involve the interested general public during preparation
of the EIS. A Notice of Intent (NOI) published in the Federal Register on June 16, 2003, formally
announced the intent of the BLM to revise the existing plan and prepare the associated EIS. Publication
of the NOlI initiated the scoping process and invited participation of affected and interested agencies,
organizations, and the public in determining the scope and issues to be addressed by alternatives and
analyses in the EIS. Additional detail regarding actions taken by the BLM to involve the public and to
consult and coordinate with tribes, government agencies, and interest groups is provided in Appendices A
and C.

151 Consultation and Coordination

This section documents the consultation and coordination efforts undertaken by the BLM throughout the
process of revising the RMP and developing the Final EIS. The FLPMA (43 United States Code [USC]
1712) directs the BLM to coordinate planning efforts with Native American tribes, other federal
departments, and agencies of the state and local governments as part of its land use planning process. The
BLM is directed to integrate NEPA requirements with other environmental review and consultation
requirements to reduce paperwork and delays (40 CFR 1500.4-5). The BLM accomplished coordination
with other agencies and consistency with other plans through ongoing communications, meetings, and
collaborative efforts with the ID Team, which includes BLM specialists and federal, state, and local
agencies.

Cooperating Agencies

The Kemmerer Field Office extended cooperating agency status to the State of Wyoming, Lincoln
County, Uinta County, Sweetwater County, Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), various conservation
districts, and tribal governments. The BLM invited these entities to participate because they have
jurisdiction either by law or by special expertise. A list of the cooperating agencies that have actively
participated in cooperators’ meetings leading up to the development of the RMP revision and Final EIS
include the following.

Local Governments

e Lincoln County Commissioners
e Lincoln Conservation District
e Uinta County Commissioners
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e Uinta County Conservation District
e Sweetwater County Commissioners
e Sweetwater County Conservation District

Federal Government
e Bureau of Reclamation
State of Wyoming

e State Planning Coordinator’s Office

o Department of Agriculture

o State Historic Preservation Office

e Game and Fish Department

o Office of State Lands and Investments
o Department of Environmental Quality
e State Engineer’s Office

The BLM formally invited the cooperating agencies to participate in developing the alternatives and to
provide existing data and other information relative to their agency responsibilities, goals, mandates, and
expertise. Cooperating agencies provided input during the initial scoping process on issues of special
expertise or legal jurisdiction. In addition, cooperating agencies participated in a series of alternative
formulation workshops, reviewed draft information and documents, and periodically met with BLM
management and resource specialists throughout the revision process to discuss planning issues and
provide input to the process. Table 1-3 lists these meetings and workshops.

Table 1-3. Meetings with Cooperating Agencies

Date Location Type of Meeting
January 28, 2004 Kemmerer, Wyoming Meeting with Shoshone-Bannock Tribes for an Overview
of the RMP Process
February 2-6, 2004 Kemmerer, Wyoming Workshop #1.:

Alternative Development
(All Cooperating Agencies)

February 23-27, 2004 Kemmerer, Wyoming Workshop #2:
Alternative Formulation
(All Cooperating Agencies)

April 12, 2004 Kemmerer, Wyoming Meeting with Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Technical Staff
and Business Council

June 29-30, 2004 Kemmerer, Wyoming Field Manager’'s Meeting with Shoshone-Bannock and
Eastern Shoshone Tribes
December 13-15, 2004 Kemmerer, Wyoming Workshop #3:

Cooperators’ Input for the Preferred Alternative
(All Cooperating Agencies)

April 20-21, 2005 Kemmerer, Wyoming Field Manager's Open House Meeting with Cooperators
May 11, 2005 Kemmerer, Wyoming Cooperating Agency Work Session
September 14-15, 2005 Kemmerer, Wyoming Workshop #4:

Preferred Alternative Formulation
(All Cooperating Agencies)

September 26-30, 2005 Kemmerer, Wyoming Cooperating Agency Work Session
October 31 - November 2, 2006 Kemmerer, Wyoming Review of comments on Preliminary Draft RMP/EIS
Version 1
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Section 7 Consultation

The Kemmerer Field Office contacted the USFWS regarding Section 7 of the ESA. The BLM sent a
letter to the USFWS concerning the Section 7 consultations, presenting the approach for consultation and
the process of Programmatic Species-Specific Section 7 Consultations on Wyoming BLM RMPs. The
USFWS provided the following species lists to the Kemmerer Field Office for evaluating BLM Section 7
responsibilities:

e List of Endangered, Threatened, and Candidate species for the Bureau of Land Management,
Kemmerer Field Office, dated March 17, 2004

o List of Endangered, Threatened, Proposed and Candidate Species, and Designated Critical
Habitat in Wyoming State, dated March 23, 2004

Consultation letters between the USFWS and the Kemmerer Field Office are located in Appendix C. The
Kemmerer Field Office will continue consultation with the USFWS through completion of the final
biological assessment and final RMP.

Native American Interests

Consultation with Native American tribes is part of the NEPA scoping process and a requirement of
FLPMA. The Kemmerer Field Office took multiple steps to contact the tribes and include them in the
scoping process. On September 12, 2003, the BLM sent letters to the following tribes inviting them to be
a part of the planning process through consultation and public scoping meetings, as well as requesting
information to be considered in the planning process:

e Eastern Shoshone Tribes
e Northern Arapaho Tribes
e Northern Ute Tribes

e Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

Following the scoping process, the BLM sent a letter to each of the above-listed tribes on November 21,
2003, requesting specific information to identify areas of special concern for the tribes and presenting the
opportunity for meetings or field trips with representatives from the tribes. Representatives from the
Kemmerer Field Office followed these letters with telephone calls to each tribe. In the letters and during
the follow-up telephone calls, the BLM stressed the need for the tribes to review and comment on the
Draft EIS.

Representatives of the Kemmerer Field Office met with members of the Shoshone-Bannock tribes several
times to solicit input from the tribes concerning the RMP revision. A meeting with Shoshone-Bannock
Technical Staff on January 28, 2004, included the BLM giving an overview of the RMP process, a
description of land use planning procedures, and a PowerPoint presentation outlining some of the major
issues that will be addressed in the RMP. A similar meeting was held on April 12, 2004; however, on this
occasion, the BLM presentation was given before a larger group of representatives from the Shoshone-
Bannock tribe, representing several technical staff departments and including four of the seven Business
Council members. Members of the Shoshone-Bannock and Eastern Shoshone tribes met with
representatives from the Kemmerer Field Office on June 29 and 30, 2004, to discuss the RMP revision.
The tribes received maps of the general locations of cultural and spiritual interest to the tribes, as well as a
tour of the planning area. Native American consultation letters can be found in Appendix C.
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15.2 Public Involvement

The BLM decisionmaking process is conducted in accordance with the requirements of the CEQ
regulations implementing NEPA, and the USDI and BLM policies and procedures implementing NEPA.
NEPA and the associated regulatory and policy framework require federal agencies to involve the
interested public in their decisionmaking.

In accordance with CEQ scoping guidance, the BLM provided avenues for public involvement as an
integral part of revising the RMP and preparing the Final EIS. CEQ scoping guidance defines scoping as
the “process by which lead agencies solicit input from the public and interested agencies on the nature
and extent of issues and impacts to be addressed and the methods by which they will be evaluated” (CEQ
1981). The scoping report, which summarizes issues identified during the scoping process, is available
on the Kemmerer RMP website at www.blm.gov/rmp/kemmerer/.

The intent of the scoping process is to provide an opportunity for the public, tribes, other government
agencies, and interest groups to scope the planning process and to identify planning issues to be addressed
by alternatives or analyzed in the EIS. In general, public involvement assists the agencies through the
following.

e Broadening the information base for decisionmaking.

¢ Informing the public about the EIS and proposed RMP and the potential impacts associated with
various management decisions.

o Ensuring that public needs and viewpoints are brought to the attention of the agency.

Scoping Period

Publication of the NOI on June 16, 2003, announced the BLM’s intention to revise the Kemmerer RMP
and prepare a Draft EIS. Scoping for the RMP revision and Draft EIS took place from June 16, 2003, to
November 26, 2003. BLM resource management regulations require a 30-day scoping period; however,
the Kemmerer revision scoping period remained open for 5 months.

The BLM utilized the public scoping process to identify planning issues to direct (drive) the formulation
of alternatives and to frame the scope of analysis in the EIS. The scoping process also was used to
introduce the public to preliminary planning criteria, which set limits to the scope of the RMP revision.
Approximately 54 comment letters were received during the scoping period. The scoping report provides
a general summary of the issues found in these letters.

Scoping Notice

The BLM prepared a public scoping notice and mailed the notice to 779 federal, state, and local agencies,
interest groups, and members of the public on October 27, 2003. In the scoping notice, the BLM solicited
written comments on the RMP revision process, issues, and impacts and invited the public to a series of
three public scoping meetings held throughout the planning area. The scoping notice served to remind the
public of the opportunity to view the Summary of the MSA, the project schedule, and other relevant
project information on the Kemmerer RMP website. In addition, the scoping notice provided general
information on the planning area, background information on the planning process, and dates and
locations scheduled for the public scoping meetings.

Scoping Meetings

Public scoping meetings were held in Kemmerer, Evanston, and Rock Springs, Wyoming, on November
17, 18, and 19, 2003, respectively (Table 1-4). The BLM structured the meetings in an open-house
format, with two formal presentations made by the Kemmerer Field Office Assistant Manager for
Resources. Resource specialists and other representatives of the BLM were on hand to personally address
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questions and provide information to meeting participants. The BLM provided four fact sheets, a
summary of the MSA, and a series of four display boards at each scoping meeting. The BLM encouraged
attendees to comment using a variety of media, including written comment forms, flip charts, planning
area maps, and a computer kiosk.

Table 1-4. Public Involvement, Coordination, and Consultation Meetings

Date Location Type of Meeting

November 17, 2003 Kemmerer, Wyoming Public Scoping Meeting
November 18, 2003 Evanston, Wyoming Public Scoping Meeting
November 19, 2003 Rock Springs, Wyoming Public Scoping Meeting
August 6, 2007 Cokeville, Wyoming Open House
August 7, 2007 Kemmerer, Wyoming Public Meeting
August 8, 2007 Rock Springs, Wyoming Public Meeting
August 9, 2007 Evanston, Wyoming Public Meeting
August 10, 2007 Lyman, Wyoming Open House

Public Meetings/Open Houses

Two open houses and three public meetings were held during the 90-day public comment period for the
Draft RMP and EIS in Cokeville, Kemmerer, Rock Springs, Evanston, and Lyman, Wyoming (Table 1-
4). Similar to the public scoping meetings, resource specialists and other representatives of the BLM
were on hand to personally address questions and provide information to meeting participants. The BLM
provided four fact sheets and a series of four display boards at each public meeting describing the RMP
revision process, key planning issues, formulation of alternatives, and how to provide effective
comments. The BLM encouraged attendees to comment using a variety of media including written
comment forms, planning area maps, and a computer kiosk. A court reporter was also available to record
verbal comments and the testimony of all attendees taking part in the public testimony portion of the
meeting.

Opportunities to Comment

The BLM provided a variety of avenues through which the public could comment during the scoping
period and the 90-day comment period. These avenues are listed below.

e Mail — The NOI and the scoping notice invited interested parties to submit comments by mail to
the Kemmerer Field Office.

¢ E-mail — The NOI provided the following e-mail address for submitting comments electronically:
krmpwymail@blm.gov.

e Online — The Kemmerer RMP revision website at www.blm.gov/rmp/kemmerer/ was launched
on November 3, 2003. The website provides history about the project, a project schedule, a
document library, a mailing-list screen, and a comment screen. During the comment period, the
public could enter their comments on the website and submit them electronically. The capability
to submit comments via the website continued through the 90-day comment period for the Draft
EIS.

e Telephone — The scoping notice and all four fact sheets provided a phone number so interested
parties could call and leave oral comments.

o In Person at Meetings — The BLM provided the public the opportunity to comment at all three
scoping meetings, two open houses, and three public meetings. Comment methods included a
computer kiosk, through which interested individuals could type their comments; paper comment
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forms that could be filled out and submitted at the meetings or mailed in at a later date; and flip
charts and planning area maps, upon which comments could be written to share with the BLM
and with other members of the public.

Mailing List

The project mailing list for public scoping was initially developed from the Kemmerer Field Office
mailing list, but was updated throughout the planning process. The BLM encouraged scoping meeting
participants to add their names to the mailing list. Some individuals added their names and addresses to
the project mailing list by registering on the project website, as well as through personally contacting the
BLM. Currently, the Kemmerer Field Office mailing list includes 916 addresses.

Newsletters

Periodic newsletters have been and are being developed and distributed to keep the public informed of the
Kemmerer RMP revision process. The January 2004 newsletter provided basic background information
on the project, including the purpose and need for updating the RMP and issues that the plan may address.
The newsletter also extended an invitation to the public to be involved in the process, advertised the
Kemmerer RMP revision website, and summarized public scoping comments.

A second newsletter (summer 2006) described the development of the alternatives, the process of
selecting a preferred alternative, announced the schedule of the Draft EIS, and offered avenues for public
involvement. A third newsletter was distributed in June 2007, to announce the publication of the Draft
EIS and to provide details on how to provide comments. The fourth and final newsletter was distributed
in July 2008 to announce the publication of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

Website

The Kemmerer RMP revision website is located at www.blm.gov/rmp/kemmerer/. The site serves as a
virtual repository for documents related to the development of the RMP revision, including
announcements, bulletins, and documents. These documents are available in Adobe Portable Document
Format (PDF) to ensure that they are available to the widest range of interested parties. The website gives
the public the opportunity to submit their comments for consideration as part of the planning process.

The website also offers the public an opportunity to be added to the project mailing list.

Future Public Involvement

Public participation is ongoing throughout the planning process. The Final EIS considered all substantive
oral and written comments received during the 90-day public comment period for the Draft EIS
(Appendix R). Members of the public with standing will have the opportunity to protest the content of
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS during the specified 30-day protest period. The ROD will be issued by
the BLM after the release of the Final EIS, the Governor’s Consistency Review, and protest resolution.

Distribution List

Local and regional media outlets (radio stations, newspapers, and television stations) received notification
of the release of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. A copy of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS was
provided to the following governments, individuals, and institutions:
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Lincoln County, Wyoming

Tribal Governments

Eastern Shoshone Tribes .
Northern Arapaho Tribes .

Northern Ute Tribes
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

Local Governments (Counties, Cities, Towns)

Lincoln County Commissioners o
Lincoln Conservation District o

Uinta County, Wyoming

Uinta County Commissioners
Uinta County Conservation District

Sweetwater County, Wyoming

Sweetwater County Commissioners
Sweetwater County Conservation District

State of Wyoming

Senator Rae Lynn Job, .
Sweetwater/Fremont

Representative Kathy Davison, .
Lincoln/Sublette/Sweetwater o
Senator John M. Hastert, Sweetwater .
Representative Dan Dockstader, Lincoln

Senator Stan Cooper, .
Lincoln/Sublette/Sweetwater/Uinta o

Representative Stan Blake, Sweetwater

Representative Marty Martin, SW
Fremont/Sweetwater

Senator Ken Decaria, Sweetwater
Representative Saundra Meyer, Uinta

Representative Bernadine Craft,
Sweetwater

Representative Bill Thompson, Sweetwater

Representative Allen Jaggi,
Uinta/Sweetwater

Representative Owen Petersen, Uinta

Wyoming State Agencies

State Historic Preservation Office
Department of Agriculture
Department of Environmental Quality

Game and Fish Department

Office of State Lands and Investments
Planning Coordinator’s Office

State Geological Survey

Wyoming State Boards/Commissions

e Air Quality Advisory Board ¢ Mining Councll
e Board of Wildlife Commissioners ¢ Oil and Gas Conservation Commission
e Natural Gas Pipeline Authority e Recreation Commission
e Agriculture Board e State Board of Outfitters and Professional
e Environmental Quality Council Guides
e Farm Bureau Federation e State Grazing Board
e Land Quality Advisory Board e Trails Advisory Council
e Livestock Board
Associations/Councils
e Coalbed Methane Coordination Coalition e Wyoming Association of Municipalities
¢ Mormon Trails Association ¢ Wyoming County Commissioners
e Oregon-California Trails Association Association
e Petroleum Association of Wyoming e Wyoming Mining Association
¢ Powder River Basin Resource Council e Wyoming Natural Diversity Database
o Wildlife Habitat Council e Wyoming Outdoor Council
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¢ Wyoming Sportsmen’s Association
e Wyoming Stockgrowers Association
¢ Wyoming Wilderness Association

Wyoming Woolgrowers Association
Independent Petroleum Association of
Mountain States

Clubs/Alliances/Societies/Groups

American Lands Alliance

Animal Protection Institute of America
Audubon Society

Audubon Wyoming

Biodiversity Conservation Alliance
Defenders of Wildlife

Earthjustice

Environmental Defense

Foundation for North American Wild
Sheep

Friends of Fort Bridger

Humane Society of the United States
Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance
Medicine Butte Wildlife Association
Natural Resources Defense Council
National Trust for Historic Preservation
National Wildlife Federation

People for the USA

People for Wyoming

Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation

Sierra Club (Northern Plains and Wyoming
Chapters)

Southwest Wyoming Dirt Riders
Southwest Wyoming Industrial Association
Southwest Wyoming Mineral Association
Sportsmen for Fish and Wildlife — Star Valley
Sweetwater Wildlife Association

The Fund for Animals

The Land and Water Fund of the Rockies
The Land Trust Alliance

The Nature Conservancy

The Mule Deer Foundation (Western and
Southwest Wyoming)

The Wilderness Society

The Wildlife Society

Trout Unlimited

Western Watersheds Project

Wyoming Advocates for Animals

Wyoming Nature Conservancy

Wyoming Wildlife Federation

Congressional Delegation

e U.S. Senator Mike Enzi
- Washington, D.C.
- Jackson, Wyoming
e U.S. Senator John Barrasso
- Washington, D.C.
- Rock Springs, Wyoming

U.S. Representative Barbara Cubin
- Washington, D.C.
- Rock Springs, Wyoming

U.S. Department of the Interior

e Bureau of Indian Affairs
e Bureau of Reclamation
- Washington, D.C.
- Provo, Utah
¢ Minerals Management Service
e National Park Service
- Washington, D.C.
- Denver, Colorado
- Salt Lake City, Utah

e Office of Environmental Policy and
Compliance

e Natural Resources Library
e Office of Surface Mining

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

- Washington, D.C.

- Denver, Colorado

- Cheyenne, Wyoming

U.S. Geological Survey

- Washington, D.C.

- Cheyenne, Wyoming

Bureau of Land Management

- Washington, D.C.

- Wyoming State Office

- Wyoming Field Offices
Buffalo, Casper, Cody, Lander,
Newcastle, Pinedale, Rawlins, Rock
Springs, and Worland

- Salt Lake City, Utah Field Office

- Pocatello, Idaho Field Office
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Other Federal Agencies

e U.S. Environmental Protection Agency .
e U.S. Department of Agriculture
Forest Service

- Bighorn National Forest .
- Bridger-Teton National Forest .
- Medicine Bow/Routt National Forest o

- Shoshone National Forest

e Natural Resources Conservation
Service
- Baggs, Wyoming

e U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Libraries
e Library of Congress .
e University of Wyoming Library .
e Lincoln County Public Library .

e Sweetwater County Public Library

U.S. Department of Energy
Western Area Power Administration

- Loveland and Lakewood, Colorado
Federal Highway Administration
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
U.S. Government Printing Office
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration’s National Weather
Service

Sublette County Library
Uinta County Public Library
Western Wyoming College Library

Educational Institutions

e Eastern Wyoming College .

e Western Wyoming Community College -
Archeological Services -

University of Wyoming

Trustees

Geology Museum

Department of Rangeland Ecology
Department of Geology and
Geophysics
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1.6 Topics Not Addressed in This Resource Management Plan
Revision

Laws, regulations, policies, and EOs require specific resource topics be examined during the NEPA
process. In some instances, initial evaluation reveals topics that are not relevant to the planning area or do
not require further analysis. Examples of these topics are listed below.

e Prime and Unique Farmlands — Prime or unique farmlands and farmland of statewide or local
importance are more common in Midwestern states and not found in western Wyoming. In
accordance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act, the local county NRCS determined that no
prime or unique farmlands or farmland of statewide or local importance occur on public lands in
the planning area (Lewis 2007; Granby 2007). Therefore, impacts on prime and unique
farmlands were not analyzed further in this RMP revision.

e Wild Horses and Burros — Herd areas are limited to areas of the public lands identified as being
habitat used by wild horses and burros at the time of passage of the 1971 Wild Free-Roaming
Horse and Burro Act. No herds or horse areas have been identified in the planning area. Wild
horses and burros, therefore, are not discussed in this RMP revision.
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Introduction

CHAPTER 2
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES

This Proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

evaluates four resource management alternatives identified by the letters

A, B, C,and D. The No Action (Alternative A) represents the This EIS evaluates the No
continuation of current management direction. The Bureau of Land Action and three Action
Management (BLM) developed the Action Alternatives B and C with Alternatives (four

input from the public during scoping, cooperating agencies, and BLM alternatives).

resource specialists. Once developed, the BLM analyzed alternatives A

through C to predict their impacts on the environment. The BLM used

the impacts analysis of alternatives A through C, along with knowledge of specific issues raised
throughout the planning process; recommendations from cooperating agencies and BLM resource
specialists; consideration of planning criteria; and resolution of resource conflicts to select Alternative D,
the Proposed RMP. After careful consideration of both public and internal comments received on the
Draft RMP and EIS, the BLM adjusted and clarified Alternative D. As modified, Alternative D is
presented as the Proposed RMP. Each alternative provides a different emphasis for managing public
lands and resources within the Kemmerer Field Office planning area (planning area), and each Action
Alternative represents a complete and reasonable land use plan that meets the purpose and need described
in Chapter 1.

The BLM manages public lands and resource values according to the principles of multiple use and
sustained yield. Given these principles and the inherent conflicting nature of resource conservation and
resource development, alternative formulation occurs within the limits of planning criteria that address the
needs of present and future generations, while remaining flexible for periodic adjustments. This approach
results in a reasonable range of alternatives that vary by their emphasis on allowable uses and
management actions that affect conservation and development. For example, restrictions on oil and gas
development in and around occupied greater sage-grouse leks may exclude or constrain one land use (e.g.,
oil and gas development) to protect another (e.g., special status species — wildlife). Of course, not all
resources and resource uses are mutually exclusive, but rarely do actions beneficial to one resource
benefit all the other resources and resource uses that the BLM must manage. The multitude of resources
within the planning area coupled with the diversity of planning issues and the requirement to manage for
multiple use and sustained yield naturally leads to developing alternatives across a continuous spectrum
from resource conservation to resource development. For example, overall, Alternative B places more
emphasis on resource conservation, whereas Alternative C places more emphasis on resource
development. The remaining alternatives (A and D) fall in between B and C on the continuous spectrum,
as shown in Figure 2-1.

Figure 2-1. Reasonable Range of Alternatives for the Kemmerer Planning Area
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The BLM formulated each Action Alternative to meet the purpose and need of this Resource
Management Plan (RMP) revision. Although the No Action Alternative does not meet the purpose and
need for all resources, Council on Environmental Quality regulations require its inclusion and
consideration. The alternatives differ primarily with respect to their emphases on resource conservation
or resource development and the degree to which they address the major planning issues and planning
criteria identified in Chapter 1. Action Alternatives or their components (e.g., allowable uses and
management actions) that did not fall within the planning criteria, did not meet the purpose and need, or
that are already part of an existing plan or administrative function that will continue under the revised
RMP were considered, but not carried forward for detailed analysis in this EIS.

2.1 Alternative Formulation

The BLM conducted a series of four workshops in the Kemmerer Field Office with an Interdisciplinary
(ID) Team comprising BLM staff and cooperating agencies. During the initial workshop, the ID Team
shared their respective knowledge and expertise and collaborated to identify goals and objectives (desired
outcomes) representing a full range of alternatives for each resource. The second workshop narrowed the
scope of alternatives to a reasonable range bounded by the planning criteria.

The BLM formulated four Action Alternatives from the information gathered during the first two
workshops; the ID Team reviewed these Action Alternatives during the third workshop. The BLM
analyzed the potential impacts of the four Action Alternatives and the No Action Alternative. Based on
this analysis, the similarity among alternatives became apparent and BLM therefore eliminated two of the
four Action Alternatives prior to the fourth workshop. During the fourth workshop, the ID Team
considered the No Action (A) and the two remaining Action Alternatives (B and C) and provided the
BLM with recommendations for selecting the Preferred Alternative (D).

After careful consideration of both public and internal comments received on
the Draft RMP and EIS, Alternative D was modified, and is now presented as
the Proposed RMP. Compared to current management, the Proposed RMP
increases conservation of physical, biological, and heritage resources.
Alternative D also emphasizes moderate constraints on leasing for oil and gas
and other solid leasable minerals. The Proposed RMP also:

The BLM conducted a
series of four workshops
in the Kemmerer Field
Office with an
Interdisciplinary (ID)
Team comprising BLM
staff and local, state, and
federal cooperating
agencies

1. Satisfies statutory requirements.

2. Reflects the best combination of decisions to achieve BLM goals and
policies.

3. Represents the best solution to the purpose and need.
4. Provides the best approach addressing key planning issues.
5. Considers public input and cooperating agencies and BLM specialists’ recommendations.

2.2 Alternative Components

Alternatives described in this chapter represent approaches to addressing key planning issues (see Chapter
1) and to managing resources and resource uses in the planning area. Each alternative comprises two
categories of land use planning decisions: (1) desired outcomes (goals and objectives) and (2) allowable
uses and management actions. These two categories, as well as the Reasonable Foreseeable Development
(RFD) scenario for oil and gas and Reasonable Foreseeable Actions (RFAS), are discussed below.
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2.2.1 Desired Outcomes (Goals and Objectives)

Goals and objectives provide overarching direction for BLM actions in meeting the agency’s legal,
regulatory, policy, and strategic requirements. Goals and objectives initially were identified during the
first workshop and subsequently refined through collaboration with cooperating agencies. Goals are
broad statements of desired outcome, but generally are not measurable. Objectives are more specific
statements of a desired outcomes that may include a measurable component. Objectives generally are
anticipated to achieve the stated goals.

2.2.2 Allowable Uses and Management Actions

Allowable uses and management actions comprise the second category of land use planning decisions and
are anticipated to achieve the desired outcomes (goals and objectives). Alternatives were refined to
address planning issues, resolve resource conflicts, improve consistency, and

ensure resource-specific decisions for the following categories in the RMP Management actions are
revision process: (1) Physical, Biological, and Heritage Resources; (2) proactive measures or
Resource Uses and Support; and (3) Special Designations. limitations intended to

. . ) . guide BLM activities in
Allowable uses identify where land uses are allowed, restricted, or prohibited | the planning area.

on all BLM-administered surface and federal mineral estate in the planning

area. Alternatives may include specific land use restrictions to meet goals

and objectives and may exclude certain land uses to protect resource values. For example, alternatives
considered for this RMP revision prohibit surface occupancy (i.e., no surface occupancy [NSO]) by oil
and gas development to protect special status plant species. In addition, because the alternatives may
restrict where particular land uses are allowed, restricted, or prohibited, allowable uses often include a
spatial (e.g., map) component.

Management actions are proactive measures or limitations intended to guide BLM activities in the
planning area. Two types of management actions are included in the alternatives. The first is
management actions common to all alternatives, which will apply regardless of which alternative is
selected. The second is management actions by alternative, which represent the range of choice(s)
considered across alternatives.

Although anticipated to achieve desired outcomes, the components described above may not be achieved
during the planning period due to limitations in funding or staffing, changing policies or priorities, or new
information. These factors also could affect the rate of RMP implementation. It is important to note that
the RMP is strategic in nature, and, while it provides an overarching vision for addressing planning issues
and managing resources in the planning area, it must also be flexible to changing priorities, information,
and circumstances.

2.2.3 Reasonable Foreseeable Development and Reasonable Foreseeable
Action Scenarios

The BLM projected the RFA scenario for each resource program under each alternative (see Appendix
M). Using trend data, the RFAs project actions (and associated surface disturbance acreage) for each
resource program. For example, RFAs for the livestock grazing program projects the number of
infrastructure developments (e.g., springs, wells, pits, reservoirs, fences, and pipelines) and estimated
surface disturbance acreage for each alternative over the life of the plan. For oil and gas, the prediction is
referred to as an RFD scenario. An RFD is a long-term projection (scenario) of oil and gas exploration,
development, production, and reclamation activity. The RFD covers oil and gas activity in a defined area
for a specified period of time. The RFD projects a baseline scenario of activity assuming all potentially
productive areas can be open under standard lease terms and conditions, except those areas designated as
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closed to leasing by law, regulation, or executive order. The baseline RFD scenario provides the
technical basis to analyze the effects that discretionary management decisions have on oil and gas
activity. The RFD also provides basic information analyzed in the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) document under various alternatives. Instruction Memorandum No. 2004-089 Policy for
Reasonably Foreseeable Development (RFD) Scenario for Oil and Gas (BLM 2004e) guided the
preparation of the RFD. Together, allowable uses, management actions, RFAs, and the RFD form the
basis for the impact analysis of alternatives described in Chapter 4.

The Energy Policy and Conservation Act (EPCA) Reauthorization of 2000, Public Law 106-469, directed
the Secretary of the Interior to conduct an inventory of oil and natural gas resources beneath federal lands.
The EPCA also directed the U.S. Department of the Interior (USDI) to identify the extent and nature of
any restrictions to resource development. As a result, the USDI, U.S. Department of Agriculture, and the
U.S. Department of Energy released the report, Scientific Inventory of Onshore Federal Lands’ Oil and
Gas Resources and Reserves and the Extent and Nature of Restrictions or Impediments to Their
Development (referred to as the “EPCA Inventory™), in January 2003. In addition to EPCA, the final
RMP will help to address the provisions of the National Energy Policy Act of 2005, including oil and gas
development, by identifying areas within the planning area suitable for energy development.

The BLM is integrating the results of the EPCA Inventory into this RMP
revision; therefore, the EPCA findings are common to all alternatives in
this EIS. The oil and gas resource inventory data are integrated into the
RFD baseline scenario for oil and gas that is used to predict future oil and
gas exploration and development within the planning area for both the
constrained (as by management-imposed restrictions that could affect
future activity levels) scenario and the unconstrained (areas without
restrictions that are open for leasing) scenario. Taking into account

The BLM is integrating
the results of the EPCA
Inventory into this RMP
revision; therefore the
EPCA findings are
common to all
alternatives in this EIS.

various land use constraints (e.g., NSO stipulations) associated with

allowable uses and management actions, operator expertise, and industry knowledge, the RFD projects
the number of wells that might be developed under the constrained scenarios for each alternative
(Appendix M). BLM policy requires the RFD baseline scenario be adjusted under each alternative to
reflect varying levels of administrative designations, management practices, and mitigation measures
(BLM 2004e). Output from RFD technical analysis includes a projection of the number of wells,
infrastructure and associated surface disturbance for the unconstrained (baseline) and alternative scenarios
development and analysis. For example, allowable use restrictions that exclude oil and gas leasing differ
by alternative relative to the size of area excluded. The spatial difference in the area excluded and the
underlying mineral development potential correspond to a difference in the potential number of wells and
infrastructure, e.g., processing plants, access roads, compressor stations, etc., projected for each
alternative. Moreover, because the drilling of oil and gas wells requires surface disturbance, the acreage
of surface disturbance will likewise vary by alternative. The number of wells projected in the RFD does
not equate to a limit on the number of wells or surface disturbance that could occur under each
alternative. Rather, the RFD serves as a tool for analyzing the effects discretionary management
decisions have on oil and gas activity and provides basic projection information and data for analyzing
each alternative.

The RMP identifies and documents the constraints on fluid mineral exploration and development in the
form of stipulations. Lease stipulations are provisions that modify standard lease rights and are made part
of the lease. Many of the decisions from the existing Kemmerer RMP have been implemented. In some
cases, implementation of these decisions established valid existing rights or other obligations that are
important considerations in preparing the revised Kemmerer RMP. For example, many of the oil and gas
resources in the planning area are leased. The presence of these valid existing rights influences, and
sometimes limits, management choices. Specific to the oil and gas program, the alternatives in this
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Proposed RMP address the availability and allocation of lands for future oil and gas leasing, potential
lease stipulations, and additional mitigation to be considered and applied during the Application for
Permit to Drill (APD) process. Oil and gas lease stipulations may be modified or eliminated using the
exception, modification, or waiver criteria outlined in Appendix F or through more site-specific
environmental analysis. The BLM’s authorized officer could modify those stipulations determined to be
either too restrictive or too lenient relative to desired outcomes.

2.3 Alternatives Considered, but Not Carried Forward for
Detailed Analysis

Many of the alternatives described in this section are actually components of alternatives and were
considered, but not carried forward for detailed analysis because (1) they did not fulfill requirements of
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (43 United States Code [USC] § 1701 et seq.) (FLPMA) or
other existing laws or regulations; (2) they did not meet the purpose and need as described in Chapter 1;
(3) they were already part of an existing plan, policy, or administrative function; (4) they did not fall
within the limits of the planning criteria; or (5) they were not comprehensive alternatives, addressing all
resource programs, planning criteria, and key planning issues. A brief description of alternatives
considered and the rationale for not carrying forward for detailed analysis are provided below.

e Suspend existing federal minerals leasing and development operations and cancel existing oil and
gas leases. The BLM must, by law, recognize all valid existing rights. However, the BLM can
impose reasonable limits on the manner and pace of development.

e Emphasize the protection of resources by removing most, if not all, human uses. Management
actions including closure or prohibition of various resource uses over portions of the planning
area are included in the alternatives.

e Prohibit or exclude parts or all of the planning area from wind-energy development, oil and gas
leasing, all-terrain vehicles/off-highway vehicles (OHV) use, and livestock grazing. FLPMA
requires the BLM to manage public lands and resources according to the principles of multiple
use and sustained yield. Alternatives inconsistent with BLM’s multiple use mandate were not
carried forward. The BLM recognizes conflicts exist between resources and resource uses and
considered these conflicts during development of the alternatives.

e Adopt or modify policies to favor specific resources or resource uses. Consideration was given to
modifying policies for specific resources and resource uses. In some cases, adopting
recommended policies would preclude the flexibility the BLM requires to manage resources or
resource uses and did not meet planning criteria. FLPMA requires the BLM to manage public
lands and resources according to the principles of multiple use and sustained yield. Alternatives
inconsistent with BLM’s multiple use mandate were not carried forward. The BLM recognizes
conflicts exist between resources and resource uses, and considered these conflicts during the
development of the alternatives.

o Prohibit all surface water disposal of coalbed natural gas (CBNG) wastewater. The BLM
considered this alternative to respond to issues about potential impacts to aquifers, soils, and the
quantity and quality of surface water in and downstream of disposal of CBNG-produced water.
Under this alternative, all produced water would be captured and re-injected into an underground
stratum. The feasibility of an all-re-injection alternative is limited. The BLM could not require
industry to implement this alternative since discharge of produced water is under the jurisdiction
of the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), Wyoming State Engineer’s Office
and (or) the Wyoming Oil and Gas Conservation Commission. In addition, much of the planning
area involves nonfederal minerals and nonpublic surface over which the BLM has no jurisdiction.
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An all-reinjection alternative also would limit the use of CBNG-produced water for beneficial
purposes.

Initiate land-tenure adjustments to protect resources, resource uses, or private property rights.
The BLM is required by law to recognize existing valid rights on public lands and to manage
public lands in accordance with existing laws, including, but not limited to, the General Mining
Law of 1872 and the Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970. Land-tenure adjustments within
the planning criteria for this RMP revision are included in the alternatives analyzed in detail.

Prohibit or require use of specific technology. Specific technological mitigations are appropriate
to project level analysis. Some technologies are not feasible in all locations in the planning area
or under all circumstances of a project. Moreover, technologies will evolve over the life of the
plan. Blanket technology restriction or requirement limits BLM’s flexibility to manage projects
based on their unique circumstances.

Conduct cultural resource inventories. Cultural resource inventories are conducted in
compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Inventories
would be required by federal regulation or leasing stipulations in accordance with Section 106 of
the NHPA and would continue to be incorporated.

Conduct wildlife and special status species surveys and (or) perform conservation measures.
Surveys and conservation measures currently required for wildlife and special status species
according to leasing stipulations, biological opinions, or regulations would continue under all
alternatives. New survey or conservation measure requirements would be determined during
subsequent site-specific actions and, as appropriate, consultation with USFWS may be required.

Designate or apply special management to specific areas or resources, including Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) or Wilderness. Additional requests for broad
designations were received for riparian areas, big game wintering areas, migration and ecological
corridors, various wildlife habitat values, threatened and endangered species habitats,
archeological sites, National Historic Trails (NHTSs), and paleontological sites. The BLM
determined that some of the proposed areas overlap and are already protected by existing laws,
executive orders (EOs), or policy. Some proposed areas are considered in detail for other
management as part of the alternatives. Nominations for the following special designations were
received during the planning process:

Transcontinental Railroad ACEC — Sierra Club: During scoping, the Sierra Club requested that
lands along the original transcontinental railroad be designated as an ACEC to protect historic
remnants of the line and to educate the public on the importance of the route. The original route
of the 1868 railroad crosses approximately 105 miles in the planning area, of which only 22 miles
(21%) cross BLM sections. The 22 miles that cross BLM-administered lands are dispersed in
small parcels across the 105 miles that the railroad crosses in the planning area. The BLM is
extremely limited insofar as management of lands through which the railroad passes; this
precludes the ability to manage them as an ACEC because BLM does not control what happens
on the other 79 percent of private and state lands. Where the original line exists on public land,
cultural resource stipulations and requirements protect the remnant portions.

Citizen’s Proposal Raymond Mountain Wilderness Expansion — Wyoming Wilderness
Association: A citizen’s proposal was received that requested expansion and inclusion for
wilderness consideration of an additional 18,313 acres of mixed BLM/state/private lands adjacent
to and east of the current Raymond Mountain Wilderness Study Area (WSA). This area was
reviewed in 1984 for the original WSA, but was not considered to be eligible at that time. Since
the time of the 1986 RMP, the described lands have undergone additional modern changes and
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improvements that further remove it from wilderness eligibility. Much of this area also is covered
by the Wyoming Game and Fish Department proposed ACECs. The BLM’s authority to
designate WSA'’s has expired. The BLM evaluated the area to determine if wilderness
characteristics are present. If present, the BLM could, through the RMP, make a decision to
manage the area to protect those characteristics. However, BLM found that the area does not
possess wilderness characteristics. More specifically, BLM found the following:

1. Imprint of man unnoticeable. There are several modern improvements and structures that exist
in the proposal area. The most distinctive of these is a modern communications facility with
related modern structures, approximately 16 miles of upgraded crowned and ditched roads, and
approximately 10 miles of established two-track routes. Other notable improvements and
disturbances in the proposal area are barbed-wire fences, fenced exclosures, spring
developments, a bridge structure, and several areas where bladed surface disturbance has
occurred.

2. Has outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive, unconfined type of recreation.
Although there are some portions of the proposed area that may allow for this, there are also
many roads in the area that prevent total solitude and prevent truly primitive conditions. To
change this condition, closure and reclamation of the roads would be necessary.

3. Has at least 5,000 acres or sufficient size to make practical designation. The suggested area
meets this criterion.

4. May also contain ecological, scenic, historic, archeological, and geologically unique qualities.
No known special or unique features exist in the requested expansion area. This area is very
similar to most of the remaining area outside the current WSA.

5. Is protected and managed to preserve its natural condition. A problem with management may
occur due to parcels of state and private lands located within the suggested boundary. BLM
has been unsuccessful in exchanging state and private inholdings in the current WSA, although
this has been pursued.

o NSO lease stipulation in areas administratively unavailable for oil and gas leasing under the
Proposed RMP. In response to comments received on the Draft RMP and EIS, the BLM
considered allowing new fluid mineral leasing with an NSO restriction within portions of the
Rock Creek/Tunp and Bear River Divide areas and areas of large, contiguous blocks of federal
land containing sagebrush, mountain shrub, and aspen habitat. All new leases, including those
that expire in these areas, would be offered with an NSO restriction.

1. The BLM focused a preliminary analysis on key resources and resource uses that could be
impacted by this potential new alternative, called Alternative B1, including Air Quality, Soil,
Water, Leasable Minerals — Qil and Gas, Vegetation — Forests, Woodlands, and Forest
Products, Vegetation — Grassland and Shrubland Communities, Vegetation — Riparian and
Wetland Communities, Fish and Wildlife Resources — Wildlife, Special Designations (Rock
Creek/Tunp and Bear River Divide), Social Conditions, and Economic Conditions. Based on
the results of this preliminary analysis, included in Appendix Q, the BLM determined that
Alternative B1 would not be implemented as part of the RMP or analyzed in detail. The
BLM believes the Proposed RMP provides the best balance for resource protection and use
over the life of the plan. In addition, this alternative does not meet the purpose and need of
the RMP revision as it does not achieve the established goals and objectives nor does it
enable reaching desired outcomes.
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2.4  Alternatives Considered in Detail

This section summarizes the four alternatives (A through D) considered
in the EIS in detail. A description of the alternatives considered includes
(1) a narrative to describe what decisions each alternative will establish
and, in some cases, (2) maps to show where each decision will occur.
With 70 maps and multiple special designations, resource uses, goals,
objectives, and management actions for more than 30 individual
resources and resource uses, an exhaustive narrative description of each
alternative would result in a lengthy and potentially confusing document.
Only select meaningful differences among alternatives are summarized

Only select meaningful
differences among
alternatives are
summarized in this section,
specifically those with the
most potential to affect
resources.

in this section, specifically those with the most potential to affect resources. Table 2-1 and Table 2-2
highlight the meaningful differences among alternatives relative to what they establish and where they
occur. Acreages provided throughout this document were calculated electronically from Geographic
Information System (GIS) layers, also used to create the maps. The maps from Volume 2 can be used to
visualize these alternatives more effectively. Following these tables, a narrative description of each

alternative is provided under the following headings.

Overview of the Alternative

Physical, Biological, and Heritage Resources
Resource Uses and Support

Special Designations

Other than Overview of the Alternative, the above headings reflect categories through which program-
specific guidance for land use planning decisions must be applied (BLM 2005a). Table 2-1 summarizes
meaningful differences among alternatives for the first two categories: Physical, Biological, and Heritage

Resources and Resource Uses and Support.

Table 2-1. Comparative Summary of Proposed Land Use Decisions for
Physical, Biological, and Heritage Resources and Resource Uses and

Support by Alternative in the Kemmerer Planning Area
(All numbers in this table represent acreage unless otherwise noted.)

Alternative D
Topic Acreage Type Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
Physical, Biological, and Heritage Resources
- ) Comply with
Restrictions on BLM standard practices Prohibit surface Apply best .
Areas of Highly Administered P . management Same as Alternative C
; . and mitigation disturbance )
Erosive Soils Surface Lo practices
guidelines
Forestlands/ BLM-
Woodlands Administered Not identified 50/50 150/100 75175
Treated Annually Surface
Ar';rrlgglagl‘laogv;téle BLM- Must not exceed
Quantity Administered annual sustainable 444/200 1,333/600 667/300
(CCFIMBEF) Surface yield capacity
BLM-
Greater Sage- Administered 28,599 0 28,599 0
Grouse Occupied Surface
Leks — ¥s-mile BLM-
buffer Administered 30,442 0 30,442 0
Mineral Estate
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Table 2-1. Comparative Summary of Proposed Land Use Decisions for
Physical, Biological, and Heritage Resources and Resource Uses and
Support by Alternative in the Kemmerer Planning Area (Continued)

(All numbers in this table represent acreage unless otherwise noted.)

Alternative D

Topic Acreage Type Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
Physical, Biological, and Heritage Resources
BLM-
Greater Sage_ Administered 0 132,002 0 132,002
Grouse Occupied Surface
Leks — 0.6-mile BLM-
buffer Administered 0 140,765 0 140,765
Mineral Estate
BLM-
Greater Sage- Administered 702,360 0 702,360 0
Grouse Nesting Surface
and Early Brood
Rearing Habitats BLM-
— 2 mile buffer Administered 745,623 0 745,623 0
Mineral Estate
BLM-
Greater Sage- Administered 0 1,016,791 0 1,016,791
Grouse Nesting Surface
and Early Brood
Rearing Habitats BLM-
— 3 mile buffer Administered 0 1,085,856 0 1,085,856
Mineral Estate
BLM-
Administered 3,769 0 3,769 0
Raptors — Surface
Ya-mile buffer BLM-
Administered 3,065 0 3,065 0
Mineral Estate
BLM-
Administered 37,689 0 37,689 37,689
Raptors — Surface
¥-mile buffer BLM-
Administered 40,878 0 40,878 40,878
Mineral Estate
BLM-
Administered 74,599 0 74,599 74,599
Raptors — Surface
1-mile buffer BLM-
Administered 71,531 0 71,531 71,531
Mineral Estate
BLM-
Administered 0 245,978 0 0
Raptors — Surface
1%-mile buffer BLM-
Administered 0 249,154 0 0
Mineral Estate
BLM-
Protected Administered 100 132 100 132
Cultural Sites
Surface
Resource Uses and Support
Existing withdrawals Existing
Withdrawn from BLM- plus 940,220 Remove existin withdrawals
Locatable Mineral Administered Existing withdrawals (includes overlap h 9 plus 1,985
. . o withdrawals .
Entry Mineral Estate with existing (includes some
withdrawals) overlap)
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Table 2-1. Comparative Summary of Proposed Land Use Decisions for
Physical, Biological, and Heritage Resources and Resource Uses and
Support by Alternative in the Kemmerer Planning Area (Continued)

(All numbers in this table represent acreage unless otherwise noted.)

Alternative D

Topic Acreage Type Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
Cokeville
’I;Ar?)a?)(;\gj BLM- (ove?r]?g the 427
_-rop Administered Not identified b 0 (overlaps with
Withdrawal from Mineral Estate 940,220 1,985 acres above)
Locatable Mineral acres above) ’
Entry
Administratively
Moot | o
Administered 337,076 7,718 360,472 62,036
Other Leasables Mineral Estate
with Standard
Stipulations
Administratively
Fand Gasand BLM-
Administered 783,218 118,071 776,850 797,504
Other Leasables )
. Mineral Estate
with Moderate
Constraints
Administratively
ralade ol | e
Administered 354,266 643,515 337,238 537,341
Other Leasables )
h ; Mineral Estate
with Major
Constraints
Administratively
Unavailable for BLM-
Oil and Gas Administered 104,802 810,058 104,802 182,481
; Mineral Estate
Leasing
wers oo | e
Consideration for Administered 3,963 0 3,963 3,963
. Mineral Estate
Coal Leasing
Areas of No New BLM-
Leasing for Other Administered 32,808 981,110 32,808 32,808
Solid Leasables Mineral Estate
Areas of No New BLM-
Mineral Material Administered 0 970,953 0 34,374
Sales Mineral Estate
- BLM-
Lands Identified -
for Disposal Administered 59,181 0 59,181 35,500
Surface
o BLM-
Lands Identified | 5 inistered 1,364,824 1,424,005 1,364,824 1,388,505
for Retention
Surface
Areas Suitable for BLM-
Wind-Energy Administered Not identified 176,109 1,376,607 780,714
Development Surface
) BLM-
Rights-ofFWay | ginistered 0 452,208 0 109
Exclusion Areas
Surface
. BLM-
Pine Creek Administered 0 4,801 4,801 4,801
Canyon SRMA
Surface
Raymond BLM-
o4 Administered 0 32,807 32,807 32,807
Mountain SRMA
Surface
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Table 2-1. Comparative Summary of Proposed Land Use Decisions for
Physical, Biological, and Heritage Resources and Resource Uses and

Support by Alternative in the Kemmerer Planning Area (Continued)
(All numbers in this table represent acreage unless otherwise noted.)

Alternative D
Topic Acreage Type Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
Oregon-California BLM-
National Historic Administered 0 63,313 63,313 63,313
Trail SRMA Surface
Dempsey Ridge BLM-
Administered 0 33,445 33,445 33,445
SRMA
Surface
Travel BLM-
Management Administered 0 0 2,791 159
(Open) Surface
Travel
Management BLM-
Administered 287,160 599,175 0 287,160
(Seasonal s
urface
Closure)
Travel BLM-
Management Administered 0 0 0 4,506
(Designated) Surface
Travel BLM-
Management Administered 32,787 33,896 32,787 33,037
(Closed) Surface
Travel
Management BLM-
. Administered 291,653 569,609 0 258,851
Snowmobile Use
L Surface
(Limited)
Travel
Management Ad B'L'Mt_ d 26,115 32,802 26,115 32,802
Snowmobile Use gmls ere ’ ’ ’ ’
urface
(Closed)
BLM-
) Administered 0 32,807 32,807 32,807
Visual Resource Surface
Management -
Class | BLM-
Administered 0 32,807 32,807 32,807
Mineral Estate
BLM-
Administered 129,771 678,733 51,694 392,719
Visual Resource Surface
Management -
Class Il BLM-
Administered 176,511 814,210 75,515 475,352
Mineral Estate
BLM-
. Administered 378,979 383,225 241,728 347,214
Visual Resource Surface
Management -
Class Il BLM-
Administered 415,026 411,284 261,544 427,952
Mineral Estate
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Table 2-1. Comparative Summary of Proposed Land Use Decisions for
Physical, Biological, and Heritage Resources and Resource Uses and
Support by Alternative in the Kemmerer Planning Area (Continued)

(All numbers in this table represent acreage unless otherwise noted.)

Alternative D
Topic Acreage Type Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
BLM-
) Administered 878,411 330,939 1,096,917 654,724
Visual Resource Surface
Management -
Class IV BLM-
Administered 940,765 322,104 1,195,244 645,843
Mineral Estate
National Historic BLM-
) . Administered 68,143 405,268 120,370 175,400
Trails Viewshed Surface

“This acreage accounts for all types of ROW exclusions, including pipeline and wind energy.

Notes:

be changed by amending the RMP. Acreages were calculated from Geographic Information System layers.
Resource Management Plan

0 No acreage identified under this alternative
Bureau of Land Management
hundred cubic feet

thousand board feet

BLM
CCF
MBF

RMP
ROW

rights-of-way

SRMA Special Recreation Management Area

Restrictions on resource uses (e.g., administratively unavailable for oil and gas leasing) apply to the life of the RMP, but can

Table 2-2 summarizes meaningful differences among alternatives for Special Designations. Viewed in
conjunction with the narrative for each alternative, Table 2-1 and Table 2-2 highlight select meaningful
land and resource use decisions each alternative would establish. To avoid redundancy, the narrative
descriptions of the Action Alternatives emphasize meaningful differences compared to Alternative A.

Table 2-2. Comparative Summary of Proposed Special Designations by

Alternative for the Kemmerer Planning Area

Alternative D
Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
c c c c
o o o o
= B = D= TS
o8 g8 5 C o
£5 85 8> 85
. —_n [} [%] 1%}
Name Emphasis Acreage Type | % o Acreage 2e Acreage 2e Acreage 2e Acreage
Total Surface 12,667 12,667 0 12,667
Bonneville BLM
Raymond cutthroat trout .
Mountain habitat and Administered ACEC 12,667 ACEC 12,667 No SD 0 ACEC 12,667
riparian areas Surface
BLM-
Administered 12,667 12,667 0 12,667
Mineral Estate
Total Surface 0 33,928 0 0
Raymond Bonneville BLM-
Mountain cutthroat trout Administered No SD 0 ACEC 27,026 No SD 0 No SD 0
Expansion habitat Surface
BLM-
Administered 0 28,430 0 0
Mineral Estate
2-12 Kemmerer Proposed RMP and Final EIS

Chapter 2 — Resource Management Alternatives




Alternatives Considered in Detalil

Table 2-2. Comparative Summary of Proposed Special Designations by
Alternative for the Kemmerer Planning Area (Continued)

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(Proposed RMP)

c c c c
o o o o
g 2% bk bk
2 2c 2c 22
: 25 S S S
Name Emphasis Acreage Type 58 Acreage 58 Acreage | & & | Acreage 8 Acreage
Total Surface 0 907 0 907
Special sss
Status Plant - BLM-Administered ACEC/ No ACEC
Species popula_tlons/ Surface No SD 0 RNA 4 SD 0 CBC 774
; habitat
Habitat
BLM-Administered
Mineral Estate 0 793 0 793
Total Surface 0 62 0 62
Cushion Plant SSS BLM-Administered ACEC/ No ACEC
Communities communities Surface No 5D 0 RNA 62 SD 0 CBC 62
BLM-Administered
Mineral Estate 0 62 0 62
Total Surface 0 1,127 0 727
Cultural,
historical,
. Native .
ngggr American BLM-Administered No SD 0 ACEC 1,127 gg 0 ACEC 727
values, and Surface
rare plant
species -
BLM-Administered
Mineral Estate 0 1127 0 2
Total Surface 0 30,913 0 0
While-tailed White-tailed .
Prairie Dog prairie dog BLM-Administered No SD 0 ACEC 30,913 gg 0 No SD 0
Complexes habitat Surface
BLM-Administered
Mineral Estate 0 28,739 0 0
Total Surface 0 4,690 0 0
Critical wildlife -
Dry Fork and fisheries BLM-Administered No SD 0 ACEC 3172 No 0 No SD 0
Watershed . Surface ' sb
habitats
BLM-Administered
Mineral Estate 0 4,054 0 0
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Table 2-2. Comparative Summary of Proposed Special Designations by

Alternative for the Kemmerer Planning Area (Continued)

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(Proposed RMP)

c c c c
K] ] ] -8
A 2 Sa Sa S
Name Emphasis Acreage Type X8 Acreage 58 Acreage | = 8 Acreage 8 Acreage
Total Surface 0 5,595 0 0
Upper Critical wildlife .
Tributary and fisheries BLM-Administered No SD 0 ACEC 4,291 No SD 0 No SD 0
Watershed habitats Surface
BLM-Administered
Mineral Estate 0 4,924 0 0
Total Surface 0 1,371 0 0
No SD ACEC No SD No SD
Lower Critical wildlife .
Tributary and fisheries | BLM-Administered 0 1,351 0 0
Watershed habitats Surface
BLM-Administered
Mineral Estate 0 1,359 0 0
Total Surface 0 451,452 0 0
Preservation
. ) and research BLM-Administered ACEC/
Fossil Basin of fossil Surface No SD 0 MA 201,660 No SD 0 No SD 0
resources
BLM-Administered
Mineral Estate 0 250,146 0 0
Total Surface 0 63,278 0 45,863
Critical wildlife
habitats,
Rock cultural BLM-Administered
Creek/Tunp values, and Surface No SD 0 MA 63,278 No SD 0 MA 45,863
SSS plant
habitat
BLM-Administered
Mineral Estate 0 63,278 0 45,863
. . Total Surface 0 146,322 0 74,954
Critical wildlife
habitats,
Bear River cultural values "
Divide paleontology | BLM-Administered | nq gp 0 MA 146,322 | NoSD 0 MA 74,954
resources, and Surface
SSS plant
habitat L
BLM—Admlnlstered 0 147,156 0 74,258
Mineral Estate
Number of
) segments
Wild and )
Scenic Wwild a”Id recommended No SD 0 WSR 13 No SD 0 WSR 2
Rivers scenic values ) suuablg for
inclusion in WSR
system
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Table 2-2. Comparative Summary of Proposed Special Designations by
Alternative for the Kemmerer Planning Area (Continued)

Alternative D
Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
c c c c
o ] ] -8
o © [Ol OIS Sl
£5 S5 35 =
Name Emphasis Acreage Type 3% 2 A ?@ A ?g A g.u_"} A
58 creage g8 creage g8 creage g8 creage
Total Surface 32,880 32,880 32,880 32,880
Raymond
Mountain Wilderness BLM-Administered
Wilderness values Surface WSA 32,880 WSA 32,880 WSA 32,880 WSA 32,880
Study Area
BLM-Administered 32,880 32,880 32,880 32,880
Mineral Estate
4.5 miles
primitive
two-
Emigrant track;
Springs } - 11.0
Back Scenic Values BLM-Administered No SD 0 BCB miles No SD 0 No SD 0
Surface
Country crowned
Byway and
ditched
gravel
road
ACEC  Area of Critical Environmental Concern Sb Special Designation
BLM  Bureau of Land Management MA Management Area
CBC case-by-case SSS Sp_emal Status Species
BCB Back Country Byway WSA Wilderness Study Area
RNA Research Natural Area WSR  Wild and Scenic River

The Details of Alternatives section in this chapter and the maps in Volume 2 provide extensive details
regarding each alternative. The Details of Alternatives section describes the goals and objectives for each
of eight resource topics (e.g., physical, mineral, biological, etc.). Each alternative under the eight
resource topics describes the different allowable uses and management actions as potential decisions
under those topics. Goals and objectives (desired outcomes) are not described in the alternative narrative
because they do not differ among alternatives.

Decisions made by this RMP revision are anticipated to be subsequently implemented. Restrictions on
resource uses (e.g., areas administratively unavailable for oil and gas leasing) apply to the life of the
RMP, unless changed through an RMP amendment and public involvement. The timing and degree of
implementation will depend on available budget, staffing, and agency priorities. Actions taken or
authorized by the BLM during RMP implementation would comply with standard practices, best
management practices (BMPs), and guidelines for surface-disturbing activities (refer to the Glossary).
Therefore, these practices and guidelines are considered part of each alternative.

Due to the general strategic nature of alternatives for an RMP revision, site-specific mitigation is not
identified in this document. The range of alternatives reflects the degree of mitigation built into each
alternative in the form of avoiding, minimizing, and compensating for adverse impacts. During the
implementation stage, additional environmental analyses will be conducted, as appropriate, for site-
specific actions, and the BLM will determine on a case-by-case basis what, if any, site-specific mitigation
is required at that time.
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2.4.1 Alternative A In general, Alternative A
focuses more on analyzing
2411 Overview of the Alternative proposed activities on a
Alternative A (No Action Alternative) represents the continuation of case-by-case basis rather
current management of BLM-administered lands in the planning area. than relying on absolute
Resources and resource uses on lands administered by the BLM within | decisions to manage
the planning area are currently managed under the existing plan (BLM resources and resource uses
1986a), as amended (including currently authorized activity plans [e.g., | I thé planning area.

allotment management plans, habitat management plans]). Existing
designations, allowable uses, and management actions for the planning area will continue under
Alternative A. In general, Alternative A focuses on analyzing proposed activities on a case-by-case basis
to manage resources and resource uses in the planning area.

24.1.2 Physical, Biological, and Heritage Resources

Physical resources are managed under Alternative A to conserve air, water, and soil resources and to
support resources and resource uses. The Kemmerer Field Office works cooperatively with the Wyoming
DEQ and the Environmental Protection Agency to maintain ambient air quality in the planning area. To
conserve water and soil resources within the planning area, the BLM complies with standard practices and
Wyoming BLM mitigation guidelines for surface-disturbing activities on BLM-administered public lands;
restricts oil- and gas-related activities on slopes greater than 25 percent; prohibits surface occupancy (i.e.,
NSO) for fluid minerals on slopes greater than 40 percent; avoids surface-disturbing activities within 500
feet of 100-year floodplains, wetlands, riparian areas, or perennial streams; prohibits use of fire
suppression chemicals within 200 feet of surface water; considers lining of reserve pits on a case-by-case
basis; and reviews all proposed methods to dispose of produced water to ensure compliance with local,
state, and federal laws and regulations. To protect water quality, disposal of water produced from CBNG
wells is currently evaluated on a case-by-case basis and may require a soils analysis of the downstream
area, as well as additional information necessary to determine compliance with current laws.

Fire and Fuels Management under Alternative A follows the

Appropriate Management Response in the Fire Management Plan The BLM complies with
Southwestern Zone Wyoming BLM 2004 for areas where fire is not
desired and for areas where fire can be used as a management tool
(BLM 2004f). Prescribed fire, wildland fire use, and chemical,
biological, and mechanical treatments, can be used to meet fire and fuels
management objectives, improve plant community health, reduce
hazardous fuels, and reintroduce fire to its natural role in the ecosystem

standard practices and
Wyoming BLM mitigation
guidelines for land and
resource use on BLM-
administered public lands.

to meet fire and fuels resource management objectives.

Biological resources are managed under Alternative A to provide habitat for fish and wildlife, meet public
demand for forest products, protect natural functions in riparian areas, control the spread of invasive
nonnative species (INNS), and comply with the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and BLM policy for
special status plant and animal species. Alternative A does not include specific decisions to conserve
large contiguous blocks of habitat, avoid or minimize habitat fragmentation, protect ecological
connections between habitat types, identify and manage migration or travel corridors, or retain old growth
forests. Alternative A does establish a 500-foot avoidance buffer around wetlands, riparian areas, aquatic
habitats, and 100-year floodplains to protect resource values from surface-disturbing activities. Similarly,
Alternative A prohibits mixing chemicals within 500 feet of riparian areas, water sources, floodplains,
and known special status plant species populations.
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Fish and wildlife species conservation under Alternative A generally is supported by the BLM’s current
management of habitat. Alternative A includes decisions to address key planning issues and requirements
existing when the current plan was established, plus those applicable new regulations, statutes, and
policies that have been amended to the plan since establishment. For example, Alternative A does not
apply seasonal limitations on surface-disturbing activities to protect fish resources, but does require new
fence construction to meet fencing standards to accommodate wildlife movement.

Special status plant species are specifically protected in a few cases under Alternative A by constraints on
resource uses; otherwise, potential impacts to these species are managed on a case-by-case basis. For
example, the existing NSO restriction for fluid minerals protects four populations of Physaria dornii and
a representative cushion plant community from oil and gas development. In addition, potential habitat
areas of special status plant species are considered areas of controlled surface use (CSU) for surface-
disturbing activities under Alternative A. Special status plant species locations are considered rights-of-
way (ROW) avoidance areas under Alternative A, although the authorized officer can grant exceptions.
Livestock salt or mineral supplements and range improvement projects are prohibited in areas of special
status plant species.

Special status wildlife species habitats generally are managed to avoid or minimize impacts from surface
disturbance and disruptive activities under Alternative A. For example, surface disturbance is prohibited
within ¥ mile of occupied greater sage-grouse leks and human activity between 8 p.m. and 8 a.m. is
avoided between March 1 and May 15 within this buffer. In addition, Alternative A requires avoidance of
surface-disturbing and disruptive activities in suitable greater sage-grouse nesting and early brood-rearing
habitat that is within 2 miles of occupied greater sage-grouse leks. To protect nesting raptors, Alternative
A restricts activity or surface disturbance for up to a ¥%-mile radius from any active raptor nest in the
planning area from February 1 through July 31. The restrictive buffer is extended to a 1-mile radius for
ferruginous hawk nests within the Moxa Arch area of oil and gas development and the timing limitation is
extended to August 15 for peregrine falcons. Alternative A does not include specific decisions for
conserving pygmy rabbit habitats or white-tailed prairie dog complexes. In addition, Alternative A does
not require mitigation to prevent birds from perching on overhead powerlines, restrict high-profile
structures within sagebrush obligate habitats, or restrict equipment placement to limit noise levels that
may impact wildlife or special status species.

Heritage resources generally are protected by evaluation of potential impacts on a project-by-project basis
under Alternative A. Inventories of heritage resources are conducted prior to all surface-disturbing
activities, and all significant historical, archeological, cultural sites, and paleontological localities are
protected or mitigated under Alternative A. In addition, approximately 480 acres of federal mineral estate
in the Bridger Antelope Trap have an NSO restriction for fluid minerals to protect heritage resources
under Alternative A. The following specific sites receive additional protection under Alternative A:
Emigrant Spring/Slate Creek, Emigrant Spring/Dempsey, Johnston Scout Rock, and Alfred Corum
emigrant gravesite. Trails are protected from visual intrusion and surface disturbance under Alternative A
by a protective corridor extending %2 mile from either side of NHTs or within the visual horizon of the
trail, whichever is closer.

Visual Resource Management (VRM) will continue according to the 1986 VRM maps under Alternative
A. The area within the viewshed of the Bridger Antelope Trap lacks specific prescriptions and is
managed according to the VRM class for the area under Alternative A.

2.4.1.3 Resource Uses and Support

Mineral resource uses are managed by identifying BLM-administered lands and mineral estate within the
planning area suitable for exploration and development of leasable, locatable, and salable minerals.
Constraints on mineral resource use in the planning area are identified to protect resource values. For
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example, some lands within the planning area are currently withdrawn from locatable mineral entry
primarily to protect oil shale, coal, and phosphate resources.

Under Alternative A, 104,802 acres of federal mineral estate in the planning area are administratively
unavailable for oil and gas leasing. The remaining federal mineral estate in the planning areas is
administratively available for oil and gas leasing subject to the following constraints: approximately
337,076 acres are subject to standard stipulations, 783,218 acres are subject to moderate constraints, and
354,266 acres are subject to major constraints. In addition, fluid mineral leasing currently is allowed
within areas containing NHT trail segments, within potential habitat for plant and animal species
protected by the ESA, and within areas set aside for public recreation. New oil and gas leases will not be
issued and existing leases are suspended in the Mechanically Mineable Trona Area (MMTA) under
Alternative A.

Coal leasing applications in the planning area (outside of the Raymond Mountain WSA) currently are
subjected to the coal-screening process described at 43 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 3461. The
Haystack Lease by Application was recently screened and all 3,963 acres were determined to be
acceptable for further leasing consideration, after exceptions to several unsuitability criteria were applied
(BLM 2004b).

Federal mineral estate outside the Raymond Mountain WSA currently is available for leasing for sodium
and phosphate. Exploration for sodium is considered on a case-by-case basis under Alternative A. The
entire planning area is available for consideration of mineral materials sales and (or) free use permits;
however, the Interim Management Policy and Guideline for Lands Under Wilderness Review requires
any activity within the Raymond Mountain WSA comply with the nonimpairment criteria (BLM 1995a).
The area within the viewshed of the Fossil Butte National Monument, developed campground areas, and
areas with special status plant and wildlife species currently are available for consideration of mineral
materials sales and (or) free use permits under Alternative A. There are existing withdrawals from
locatable mineral entry to protect oil shale, phosphate, and coal resources in the planning area.

Forest use under Alternative A does not specify the acreage of forestlands or woodlands for annual
treatment. Alternative A also does not specify the annual allowable probable sale quantity; however,
current management restricts the annual volume of timber removal to not exceed the annual sustained
yield capacity of the land. Alternative A does not specify any type of management action for old growth
forests.

Disposal of BLM-administered lands may occur under Alternative A for
those lands identified for disposal in the existing plan. Lands may be
identified for disposal because they are relatively small in area and
isolated from large tracts of other BLM-administered lands and,
therefore, difficult for the BLM to manage. Most of the areas currently
identified for disposal do not occur near communities within the planning

Livestock grazing under
Alternative A is managed in
accordance with the
Standards for Healthy
Rangelands.

area. Although Desert Land Entries are unlikely to occur in the planning

area due to soil characteristics, salinity issues, irrigation requirements, and the practicability of farming
the lands as an economically feasible operating unit, applications are considered on their merits providing
the applicant provides evidence of a water right and an acceptable conservation plan.

ROW corridors were not designated in the 1986 RMP and Alternative A does not identify ROW
exclusion areas for the following archeological sites: Emigrant Spring/Slate Creek, Emigrant
Spring/Dempsey, Johnston Scout Rock, Alfred Corum and Nancy Hill emigrant gravesites, Pine Grove
emigrant camp, Rocky Gap trail landmark, and Bear River Divide trail landmark. Decisions regarding
ROW corridors, communication sites, and renewable energy projects are not specifically identified in the
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existing plan and therefore decisions currently are made on a case-by-case basis. Acquisition of access
for the Raymond Mountain WSA, Dempsey Basin, Commissary Ridge, and the Bear River Divide areas
is identified as high priority under Alternative A.

Livestock grazing under Alternative A is managed according to the Standards for Healthy Rangelands
and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management for the Public Lands Administered by the BLM in the
State of Wyoming (BLM 1998a). Other than a few small parcels that currently are not permitted or leased,
the entire planning area is available for livestock grazing. For “I” allotments (see Glossary) Alternative A
focuses on improvement, whereas for M and C allotments, the focus is on maintenance. Consideration of
temporary nonrenewable permits issued for unallotted parcels will continue. The forage allocation of 827
animal unit months (AUMs) associated with the Lost Creek/Ryan Creek land acquisition will continue to
be designated for wildlife use only and not available for livestock use under Alternative A. Forage
reserves under Alternative A are not considered, developed campgrounds remain unavailable for livestock
grazing, and grazing in the Mike Mathias Wetlands at Wheat Creek Meadows is only available as a
management tool. Alternative A does not restrict the distance of livestock salt or mineral supplements
from water sources, riparian areas, aspen stands, or special status plant species.

Recreational facilities in the planning area are retained under Alternative A. To protect the recreational
experience, the existing NSO restriction for fluid minerals within 400 feet of developed campgrounds also
is retained. Dispersed camping continues to be allowed throughout the planning area under Alternative A
according to recreational use rules.

No Special Recreation Management Areas (SRMAS) are designated under Alternative A. Instead, BLM-
administered lands within planning area are managed as an Extensive Recreation Management Area
(ERMA). Recreation management objectives for the ERMA are developed to address visitor health and
safety, user conflict, and resource protection. Recreation management actions are restricted to these
custodial actions. Visitation in ERMAs includes a wide variety of dispersed recreational activities. In
addition to other multiple uses, the ERMA is managed for primitive and semiprimitive motorized
recreational use, and for dispersed uses that do not require developments or facilities.

Travel Management Areas currently are not delineated in the planning area. Motor vehicle travel in the
planning area currently is limited to existing roads and trails, except for the Raymond Mountain WSA,
where it is prohibited in most of the area. EXisting roads and trails in the planning area are open to
mechanized vehicle use (mountain bikes) and OHV use, except in the Raymond Mountain WSA. Motor
vehicle travel is seasonally limited (closed January 1 to April 30) in the Slate Creek, Rock Creek, and
Bridger Creek crucial big game winter range areas. Approximately 23 miles of groomed snowmobile
trails exist in the planning area and new trails are considered on a case-by-case basis under Alternative A.
Snowmobile use in Pine Creek Canyon currently is limited to the groomed trail. Prior to January 1,
snowmobile use may occur in Slate Creek, Rock Creek, and Bridger Creek crucial big game winter ranges
and the Raymond Mountain WSA. The Raymond Basin is open to snowmobile use. Roads and trails are
designated according to a transportation plan.

24.1.4 Special Designations

Currently, the only ACEC in the planning area is the Raymond Mountain ACEC (Table 2-2). This area
was designated for the protection of watershed resources for Bonneville cutthroat trout in 1983.
Surrounding the Raymond Mountain ACEC is the Raymond Mountain WSA. The Raymond Mountain
ACEC is retained and no additional ACECs are proposed under Alternative A. In addition, no Research
Natural Areas (RNAs), Wild and Scenic Rivers (WSRs), Back Country Byways, or Other Management
Areas (MAs) are either identified, recommended, or proposed for the planning area under Alternative A.

Kemmerer Proposed RMP and Final EIS 2-19
Chapter 2 — Resource Management Alternatives



Alternatives Considered in Detail

2.4.2 Alternative B
Alternative B emphasizes

2.4.2.1 Overview of the Alternative conservation of physical,

Alternative B addresses the key planning issues identified in Chapter 1 piolugical,.and he_rltage
) . h . : . resources by placing the
by placing more emphasis on conservation of physical, biological, and :

- . most constraints on
heritage resources and more constraints on resource uses compared to ik L
Alternative A. Relative to all alternatives, Alternative B identifies the .
most land area for the protection of physical, biological, and heritage
resource values; designates the highest number of ACECs (10); identifies the most land area for other
management; places the most restrictions on OHV use; places the most constraints on resource uses; and
allows new leasing on the smallest area for oil and gas, coal, and other solid leasable minerals.

2.4.2.2 Physical, Biological, and Heritage Resources

Physical resources under Alternative B are managed with more of an emphasis toward conserving air,
water, and soil resources and less of an emphasis on supporting resource uses compared to Alternative A.
For example, under Alternative B, the BLM will enhance existing criteria pollutant and air quality related
value monitoring compared to Alternative A. To conserve soil and water resources, Alternative B places
additional restrictions on resource uses compared to those described for Alternative A, including
prohibiting surface-disturbing activities in areas of sensitive or highly erosive soils with slopes of 10
percent or greater; prohibiting disturbance on fragile soils and soils with chemical or biological crusts,
highly erodible characteristics, or low reclamation potential; closing areas within ¥ mile of 100-year
floodplains, wetlands, riparian areas, or perennial streams to surface-disturbing activities; prohibiting use
of fire suppression chemicals within 500 feet of surface water; requiring all reserve pits be lined (when
the preferred closed mud systems for handling drill cuttings are unavailable); and prohibiting disposal of
produced water to streams or other flow-connected surface features on land administered by the BLM.

Fire and fuels management under Alternative B is similar to that described for Alternative A. However,
Alternative B sets acreage thresholds for meeting fire and fuels management objectives and for
reintroducing fire to its natural role in the ecosystem.

Biological resources management under Alternative B places more emphasis on conservation of habitat
for fish and wildlife, ecosystem management, protection of natural functions in riparian areas, control of
INNS, and more constraints on resource uses that may impact biological resources compared to
Alternative A. For example, to protect habitat, Alternative B emphasizes the management of large,
contiguous blocks of federal land by maintaining or enhancing sagebrush, aspen, and mountain shrub
communities and maintaining connections between these vegetation types. Alternative B also restricts
habitat fragmentation to no more than 3 percent of available habitats in identified special status species
habitats; identifies and preserves migration and travel corridors for big game, migratory birds, and special
status species; and retains old growth forests. To protect wetlands, riparian areas, aquatic habitats, and
100-year floodplains, Alternative B extends the current 500-foot buffer prohibiting surface-disturbing
activities to ¥4 mile. Alternative B also extends the current 500-foot buffer around riparian areas, water
sources, and floodplains to ¥ mile for mixing of chemicals. In addition, aerial application of chemicals is
not allowed within %2 mile of wetlands, riparian areas, and aquatic habitats and special status plant species
under Alternative B.

Fish and wildlife and special status wildlife species habitats under Alternative B are protected by more
constraints compared to Alternative A. For example, Alternative B applies seasonal limitations for
surface-disturbing activities within the floodplain or within 1,000 feet of fish-bearing streams to protect
fish resources. To prevent birds from perching on overhead powerlines, Alternative B requires all new
low voltage utility lines be buried and BLM-approved anti-perching devices be installed on all new high
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voltage utility lines. Alternative B also removes or modifies all BLM fences to comply with fencing
standards that accommodate wildlife movement.

Special status plant species receive increased protection under Alternative B compared to Alternative A.
For example, all locations of Physaria dornii have NSO restrictions for fluid minerals and all surface-
disturbing activities are prohibited in any potential habitat areas of special status plant species under
Alternative B. In addition, special status plant species locations are considered ROW exclusion areas
under Alternative B compared to avoidance areas under Alternative A. Alternative B increases protection
for special status plant species more than Alternative A by adding a ¥2-mile buffer within which livestock
salt or mineral supplements and range improvements are not allowed, unless they benefit these plant
species.

Special status wildlife species receive increased protection under Alternative B compared to Alternative
A. For example, protection of greater sage-grouse is increased by extending the temporal human activity
avoidance buffer to one hour before sunset to one hour after sunrise from March 1 through May 15 on, or
within six tenths (0.6) mile of the perimeter of occupied or undetermined sage-grouse leks. In addition,
Alternative B prohibits surface disturbance or surface occupancy on, or within six tenths (0.6) mile radius
of the perimeter of occupied or undetermined sage-grouse leks. Alternative B also prohibits surface-
disturbing and disruptive activities in suitable greater sage-grouse nesting and early brood-rearing habitat
within 3 miles of occupied greater sage-grouse leks or in identified nesting or brood-rearing habitats
outside the 3-mile buffer from March 15 through July 15. Unlike Alternative A, Alternative B also
protects greater sage-grouse during the winter by prohibiting surface-disturbing and disruptive activities
in suitable winter concentration areas from November 15 through March 14. Alternative B increases
protection of nesting raptors, by extending the buffer prohibiting surface-disturbing and disruptive
activities to 1% miles of an active raptor nest during the following times.

e February 1 through July 15, or whenever the young have fledged (unidentified raptor nests as
well as golden eagle, barn owl, red-tailed hawk, great-horned owl)

e March 1 through July 31 (short-eared, long-eared, and screech owl, ferruginous hawk, peregrine
falcon)

e April 1 through July 31 (osprey, merlin, sharp-shinned hawk, kestrel, prairie falcon, northern
harrier, Swainson’s hawk, Cooper’s hawk)

e April 1 through September 15, or whenever the young have fledged (burrowing owl)

e April 1 through August 31 (northern goshawk)

To protect special status mammal wildlife species, Alternative B prohibits surface-disturbing activities in
identified pygmy rabbit habitats and prohibits surface-disturbing and disruptive activities in all white-
tailed prairie dog colonies or complexes 100 acres or greater in size. To protect special status sagebrush
obligate wildlife species, Alternative B prohibits new high-profile structures within 1 mile of occupied
sagebrush obligate habitats and prohibits these structures from relying on guy wires for support in these
habitats. Also, Alternative B requires location of facilities or use of BMPs to minimize impacts of
continuous noise on species relying on aural cues for successful breeding.

Heritage resources benefit from more protection under Alternative B compared to Alternative A. For
example, heritage resources are researched and tribes are consulted proactively to identify all sensitive
sites within the planning area under Alternative B. All significant historical, archeological, cultural sites,
and paleontological localities are protected or mitigated under Alternative B. In addition, surface-
disturbing activities, OHV use, prescribed burns, and vegetation treatments are prohibited in
approximately 640 acres of federal mineral estate encompassing the Bridger Antelope Trap. Alternative
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B also protects specific cultural sites by prohibiting establishment of ROW corridors, wind-energy
projects, surface-disturbing activities, OHV use, prescribed burns, and vegetation treatments within the
boundaries of: Emigrant Spring/Slate Creek, Emigrant Spring/Dempsey, Johnston Scout Rock, Alfred
Corum and Nancy Hill emigrant gravesites, Pine Grove emigrant camp, Rocky Gap trail landmark, and
Bear River Divide trail landmark.

Management actions for NHTs are defined for specific classes that are based on the known conditions and
degrees of integrity of trail segments (see Section 3.5.1.2 for full definitions of classes). Briefly, Class 1
trails are undiminished trail traces and settings that retain the best National Register qualities of integrity
and are provided the highest level of protection. Class 2 trails have traces with good physical integrity
and settings that retain some integrity that may or may not be considered contributing to the overall
eligibility of the trail, and are afforded moderately restrictive management actions. Class 3 trails retain
limited physical integrity with settings that do not contribute to the trail’s eligibility, so the management
actions are generally focused on preservation of the trail traces and not on the settings. Under Class 4, the
trail’s physical trace no longer exists because it is known to be destroyed, generally precluding the need
for consideration of settings, so no special management actions are proposed. Under Alternative B, the
physical evidence of NHTSs receive additional protection by extending the surface-disturbing activities
buffer on either side of the trails to 1 mile for Class 1 segments, %2 mile for Class 2 segments, and % mile
for Class 3 segments.

VRM under Alternative B updates the planning area management classification as: Class | — Raymond
Mountain WSA,; Class Il — 3-mile buffer around all sensitive roads, NHTs, campgrounds, towns, and sites
listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); Class 1l — Pine Creek Ski Area and Lion’s
Club Park Recreation and Public Purposes (R&PP) leases; and Class IV — areas of high human
disturbance and low visual stimulation. The rest of the planning area is managed as Class |11 under
Alternative B. Overall, Alternative B provides more protection of the viewshed compared to Alternative
A. For example, Alternative B protects the viewshed within 10 miles of the Bridger Antelope Trap
juniper fence, Emigrant Spring/Slate Creek, Emigrant Spring/Dempsey, Johnston Scout Rock, Alfred
Corum and Nancy Hill emigrant gravesites, Pine Grove emigrant camp, Rocky Gap trail landmark, Bear
River Divide trail landmark, and Gateway petroglyphs by managing to retain the existing character of the
landscape in federal sections so developments do not dominate the visible area to detract from the feeling
or sense of the historic time period of the site. Viewsheds of NHT segments are increased under
Alternative B to 10 miles (Class 1 segments), 5 miles (Class 2 segments), and %2 mile (Class 3 segments).

24.2.3 Resource Uses and Support
Mineral resource uses are constrained more under Alternative B

compared to Alternative A. For example, in addition to existing Mineral resource uses are
withdrawals for locatable minerals, Alternative B withdraws developed | constrained more under
campgrounds, federal mineral estate encompassing the Bridger Alternative B compared to
Antelope Trap, areas with known locations of special status species Alternative A.

(plants and wildlife), and the Cokeville Meadows National Wildlife
Refuge (NWR) from operation of the mining laws.

Under Alternative B, 810,058 acres of federal mineral estate are administratively unavailable for oil and
gas leasing. The remaining federal mineral estate in the planning area is administratively available for oil
and gas leasing subject to the following constraints: approximately 7,718 acres are subject to standard
stipulations, 118,071 acres are subject to moderate constraints, and 643,515 acres are subject to major
constraints, In addition, to protect resource values, Alternative B does not allow new fluid mineral
leasing on currently unleased areas within large contiguous blocks of federal land containing sagebrush,
mountain shrub, and aspen habitat, potential habitats for plant and wildlife species protected by the ESA,
within 5 miles of Class 1 trail segments, and within areas set aside for public recreation. Moreover, when
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current fluid mineral leases expire they will not be reoffered in these areas under Alternative B. New oil
and gas leases will not be issued and existing leases are suspended in the MMTA under Alternative B.

Coal leasing is more constrained under Alternative B compared to Alternative A. No new coal leasing is
considered in the planning area.

Federal mineral estate within the planning area is available under Alternative B for sodium and phosphate
leasing with the following exceptions: the viewshed of Fossil Butte National Monument and viewshed of
incorporated towns and cities. In addition, to protect resource values, areas with special status plant and
wildlife species are closed to sodium and phosphate mineral development. Alternative B does not allow
mineral materials sales and (or) free use permits within the Raymond Mountain WSA, the viewshed of
Fossil Butte National Monument, within %2 mile of developed campground areas, or areas with special
status plant and wildlife species.

Forest use under Alternative B restricts the annual treatment (i.e., mechanical methods or prescribed fire)
of forestland and woodland to approximately 50 acres each year (500 acres per decade) to manage
stocking levels to more historical conditions. In addition, Alternative B restricts the allowable probable
sale quantity in the planning area to annually 444 hundred cubic feet (CCF) (200 thousand board feet
[MBF]); or per decade 4,440 CCF (2 million board feet [MMBF]). Approximately 3,000 acres of
combined forestland and woodland within the Raymond Mountain WSA are managed by fire to simulate
natural alteration of vegetation to meet wilderness and healthy forest landscape objectives; however, no
mechanical or surface-disturbing activities and no removal of forest products are allowed in this area.
Under Alternative B, old growth forest areas are retained in an appropriate proportion to other timber
classes, using an adaptive management approach.

Under Alternative B, disposal of BLM-administered lands is not considered, and no BLM-administered
lands are available for agricultural entry under Desert Land Entry. ROW exclusion areas are established
on BLM-administered lands for the archeological sites identified in Alternative A to protect heritage
resource values. To further protect resource values, Alternative B also does not designate corridors
through NRHP identified sites or where they are in conflict with NHT management objectives. To
minimize surface disturbance, Alternative B limits preferred corridors to ¥-mile wide and requires new
intrastate pipelines to link the Jonah Gas/Pinedale Anticline Fields to existing plant sites in the planning
area and new interstate pipelines to follow the existing California and Pacific Coast states pipelines. To
minimize surface disturbance and habitat fragmentation, Alternative B consolidates communication sites
in four areas (Quealy Peak, Medicine Butte, Hickey Mountain, and the BLM Wareyard). Alternative B
also prohibits wind-energy projects in areas containing important resource values, including crucial
winter range, active raptor nests, raptor migration corridors, potential nesting habitat and leks of greater
sage-grouse, within 5 miles of significant cultural sites, the Raymond Mountain WSA, Class A or B
scenery areas, or areas of sensitive and highly erosive soils. High priority areas for access identified
under Alternative B are the same as described under Alternative A.

Livestock grazing continues to be managed on 224 grazing allotments according to the Standards for
Healthy Rangelands and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management for the Public Lands
Administered by the BLM in the State of Wyoming (BLM 1998a) under Alternative B. However,
Alternative B imposes more constraints on livestock grazing compared to Alternative A. For example,
the planning area is available to livestock grazing on a case-by-case basis under Alternative B, where it
does not conflict with other resources. No temporary nonrenewable permits for unallotted parcels are
issued under Alternative B. Instead of focusing on livestock and improving or maintaining the grazing
allotment categories described in Alternative A, grazing systems and range improvements are managed to
enhance watershed, riparian, and wildlife values while reducing livestock conflicts with other resources
under Alternative B. Additional sustained yield forage is not allocated for livestock use under Alternative
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B. Alternative B manages unalloted public lands containing riparian areas, excluding stock trails, with
emphasis on wildlife and watershed objectives, and excludes livestock uses. In addition, under
Alternative B, the Christy Canyon Allotment is designated as a forage reserve and developed
campgrounds and the Mike Mathias Wetlands at Wheat Creek Meadows are not available for livestock
grazing. To protect resource values, Alternative B prohibits livestock salt or mineral supplements within
% mile of water sources, riparian areas, aspen stands, or special status plant species.

Recreational facilities in the planning area are retained under Alternative B; however, no new facilities
will be developed. To further protect the recreational experience, the existing NSO restrictions for fluid
minerals within 400 feet of developed campgrounds are expanded to ¥ mile under Alternative B. Under
Alternative B, the Pine Creek Canyon, Raymond Mountain, selected BLM-administered lands in the
Dempsey Ridge area, and Class 1 segments of the Oregon-California National Historic Trail are
designated SRMASs and intensively managed for recreation. Most of the visitors to these areas are from
southwest Wyoming and northeast Utah. Pine Creek Canyon SRMA is heavily used during the hunting
season for camping and in the winter for snowmobiling. The management goal for the canyon is to
enhance recreational opportunities, such as camping and snowmobiling, while protecting riparian areas
and wildlife winter ranges. Recreation in the Raymond Mountain SRMA is restricted to wilderness
experiences, such as hiking, hunting, primitive camping, and horseback riding. Recreation in the Oregon-
California National Historic Trail SRMA primarily is visiting and learning about trail history, and motor
vehicle use is restricted to designated roads and trails. The Dempsey Ridge SRMA encourages motorized
recreation along the proposed Emigrant Springs Back Country Byway to support learning about NHTS.
Remaining acreage in the planning area is designated as an ERMA and management is primarily
custodial. Under Alternative B, dispersed camping (in accordance with recreational use rules) continues
to be allowed in the planning area; however, riparian areas are closed to camping to protect resource
values.

Travel Management Areas are established and travel management plans will be completed under
Alternative B following signing of the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Kemmerer RMP. Motor vehicle
travel in the planning area under Alternative B has more restrictions than Alternative A. For example,
Alternative B limits motor vehicle travel and OHV use to crowned and ditched roads and closes motor
vehicle travel from November 15 to April 30 in Slate Creek, Rock Creek, and Bridger Creek crucial big
game winter range areas. Alternative B also closes Raymond Mountain, Green Hill, the trail to
Commissary Ridge, select NHT segments, riparian and wetland areas, and special status plant species
populations to motor vehicle use and OHV use. The existing 23 miles of groomed snowmobile trails in
the planning area remain open under Alternative B; however, no new snowmobile trails will be developed
in crucial big game winter range to protect resource values. The current seasonal restriction on
snowmobile use in Slate Creek, Rock Creek, Bridger Creek, crucial big game winter ranges, and in the
Raymond Mountain WSA is extended from November 15 to April 15 under Alternative B.

24.2.4 Special Designations

Under Alternative B, the Raymond Mountain WSA would continue to be managed under the Interim
Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review and the Raymond Mountain
ACEC is retained. Nine additional ACECs, including the Raymond Mountain Expansion, are designated
(Table 2-2). Under Alternative B, two of the nine proposed ACECs (special status plant species and
cushion plant communities) also are proposed for designation as RNAs. In addition, the proposed Fossil
Basin ACEC is identified for special management. Other Management Areas (MASs) identified under
Alternative B include Rock Creek/Tunp and Bear River Divide. Alternative B also recommends 13
waterway segments for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers system, the most of any
alternative. Alternative B also proposes the Emigrant Springs Back Country Byway. In general,
Alternative B designates the most acreage in the planning area as ACECs and identifies the most RNAs,
MAs, and waterway segments suitable for inclusion in the WSR system compared to all other

2-24 Kemmerer Proposed RMP and Final EIS
Chapter 2 — Resource Management Alternatives



Alternatives Considered in Detalil

alternatives. The designations of ACECs and RNAs, the identification of MAs, and inclusion of suitable
waterway segments in the WSR system under Alternative B conserve more physical, biological, and
heritage resources and constrain resource uses more than the other alternatives.

2.4.3 Alternative C

243.1 Overview of the Alternative ;
Alternative C addresses the

Alternative C addresses the key planning issues identified in Chapter 1 key planning issues

by placing more emphasis on resource uses (e.g., energy and mineral identified in Chapter 1 by
development, recreation, and forest products) and by maintaining or
reducing constraints placed on resource uses to protect physical,
biological, and heritage resource values. Compared to all alternatives,
Alternative C conserves the least land area for protecting physical,
biological, and heritage resource values; designates no ACECs;
identifies the smallest area for other management; is the least restrictive
to OHV use; places the fewest constraints on resource uses; and allows
the most land area for oil and gas and other solid leasable minerals

placing more emphasis on
resource uses and by
maintaining or reducing
constraints placed on
resource uses to protect
physical, biological, and
heritage resource values.

leasing.

2.4.3.2 Physical, Biological, and Heritage Resources

Physical resources under Alternative C are managed with a similar emphasis as Alternative A with
respect to conserving air, water, and soil resources and constraining resource uses. For example, under
Alternative C, the BLM will retain current management actions for maintaining and monitoring ambient
air quality. With the exception of allowing use of fire suppression chemicals near surface water,
Alternative C places a similar emphasis on conservation of soil and water resources within the planning
area compared to Alternative A.

Fire and fuels management under Alternative C places more emphasis on suppression and less emphasis
on conservation of soil, water, and special status species compared to Alternative A. For example, all
wildland fires in the planning area are suppressed under Alternative C. Unlike Alternative A, use of
prescribed fire, wildland fire, and chemical, mechanical, and biological treatments are not considered in
meeting fire and fuels management objectives, to reduce hazardous fuels, or to reintroduce fire to its
natural role in the ecosystem under Alternative C.

Biological resources under Alternative C are managed similar to Alternative A; however, additional
conservation under Alternative C includes avoiding habitat fragmentation in identified special status
species habitat; identifying and developing management for migration and travel corridors for big game,
migratory birds, and special status species; and retaining old growth forest areas at appropriate locations
and distribution levels. Alternative C reduces the current protective buffer to 100 feet around riparian
areas, water sources, and floodplains for mixing chemicals.

Fish and wildlife and special status wildlife species habitats under Alternative C receive similar protection
compared to Alternative A. However, Alternative C specifically includes decisions to not require burial
of new low-voltage utility lines, or installation of BLM-approved anti-perch devices on new high-voltage
utility lines.

Special status plant species generally receive the same or less protection under Alternative C compared to
Alternative A. Examples of less protection for special status plant species under Alternative C include
removing the current NSO restriction for fluid minerals in four populations of Physaria dornii and the
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representative cushion plant community; and removing the CSU limitation on surface-disturbing activities
in potential habitat areas of special status plant species.

Special status wildlife species under Alternative C generally receive similar protection compared to
Alternative A. For example, protections for greater sage-grouse are the same as Alternative A, except
Alternative C also avoids disruptive activities in the ¥-mile buffer around occupied leks. Alternative C
provides greater temporal protection (see Alternative B) for nesting raptors compared to Alternative A;
however, disruptive activities are prohibited only to ¥ mile under Alternative C. Alternative C avoids
surface-disturbing activities in occupied pygmy rabbit habitats and continues the lack of limitations on
equipment noise levels to protect species relying on aural cues for successful breeding.

Heritage resources under Alternative C are similarly protected compared to Alternative A. Differences
under Alternative C include: heritage resources are managed on a project-by-project basis where known
site types are encountered, and Class 11 or 11 inventories are conducted in areas where impacts from
activities are likely; however, inventories are not required in low site-density areas for future projects.
Current management of federal mineral estate in the Bridger Antelope Trap continues and all significant
historical, archeological, and cultural sites are protected or mitigated. Alternative C provides a narrower
corridor compared to Alternative A for protecting the physical evidence of NHT segments. The
protective buffer on either side of NHTs under Alternative C depends on the trail segment and includes ¥
mile for Class 1 segments, 500 feet for Class 2 segments, and 100 feet for Class 3 segments.

VRM management classes under Alternative C are designated the same as Alternative A, except the
Raymond Mountain WSA is managed as Class | and high potential wind-energy areas are managed as
Class IV. Alternative C continues current VRM management of the Bridger Antelope Trap compared to
Alternative A. Viewshed protection for NHT segments changes under Alternative C to 1 mile (Class 1
segments), ¥ mile (Class 2 segments), and in accordance with the surrounding VRM class for Class 3
segments.

2.4.3.3 Resource Uses and Support

Mineral resource uses and associated constraints under Alternative C are similar to Alternative A.
Alternative C lifts existing locatable mineral withdrawals intended to protect oil shale, coal, and
phosphate resources in the planning area. This action allows staking of mining claims in those previously
withdrawn areas. No new withdrawals are considered.

Under Alternative C, the same acreage (104,802) is administratively unavailable for oil and gas leasing
compared to Alternative A. The remaining federal mineral estate in the planning area is administratively
available for oil and gas leasing subject to the following constraints: approximately 360,472 acres are
subject to standard stipulations, 776,850 acres are subject to moderate constraints, and 337,238 acres are
subject to major constraints. Similar to Alternative A, fluid mineral leasing is allowed under Alternative
C within areas containing Class 1 trail segments, within potential habitat for plant and wildlife species
protected by the ESA, and within areas set aside for public recreation. Alternative C retains the
constraints on oil and gas leasing in the MMTA,; however; the withholding could be lifted if future
technology provides the ability to safely develop the oil and gas leases.

Coal leasing under Alternative C is subject to similar constraints compared to Alternative A. Applications
for coal leasing outside the Raymond Mountain WSA are subjected to the coal-screening process, and
federal mineral estate within the proposed Haystack Lease By Application is determined to be acceptable
for further consideration for coal leasing under Alternative C.

Similar to Alternative A, the planning area outside of the Raymond Mountain WSA is available for
leasing solid minerals other than coal, subject to special considerations to protect resource values during
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exploration and mineral development. Mineral material sales and (or) free use permits under Alternative
C are subject to the same constraints identified for Alternative A.

Forest use under Alternative C restricts the annual treatment (i.e., mechanical methods or prescribed fire)
of forestland and woodland to approximately 150 acres and 100 acres, respectively, each year (1,500
acres and 1,000 acres per decade) to manage stocking levels and structure and (or) composition toward
historical conditions. In addition, Alternative C identifies an allowable probable sale quantity of 1,333
CCF (600 MBF); or per decade 13,330 CCF (6 MMBF). Under Alternative C, management of 3,000
acres of combined forestland and woodland within the Raymond Mountain WSA is the same as described
for Alternative B. Under Alternative C, old growth forest areas are retained at appropriate locations and
distribution levels and connectivity of existing or potential old growth areas are adopted whenever
feasible.

Disposal of BLM-administered
Disposal of BLM-administered lands under Alternative C are the lands under Alternative C are
same as Alternative A and additional parcels are considered on a the same as Alternative A and
case-by-case basis. Applications for Desert Land Entry are additional parcels are
considered as described for Alternative A. gon;idered on a case-by-case
asis.

ROWSs and corridors under Alternative C are managed similarly to
Alternative A; that is, on a case-by-case basis. Corridor widths are not restricted, communication sites are
considered on a case-by-case basis, and placement of corridors is not prohibited in archeological sites
under Alternative C. With the exception of the Raymond Mountain WSA and the Bridger Antelope Trap,
Alternative C allows for wind and other renewable energy development throughout the planning area.
Access across public lands is pursued, as needed, in support of resource programs and with an emphasis
on specific areas identified in Table 2-3.

Livestock grazing continues to be managed on 224 grazing allotments according to the Standards for
Healthy Rangelands and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management for the Public Lands
Administered by the BLM in the State of Wyoming (BLM 1998a) under Alternative C. Temporary
nonrenewable permits for unallotted parcels are issued and grazing is allowed on all public lands in the
planning area, including on small isolated tracts currently not permitted or leased for grazing. Grazing
system and range improvements are designed to maximize livestock grazing while maintaining other
resource values under Alternative C. Additional sustained yield forage is activated for livestock use under
Alternative C if monitoring data determine forage is available. The forage allocation of 827 AUMs
associated with the Lost Creek/Ryan Creek land acquisition is available for wildlife and livestock use
under Alternative C. In addition, the Christy Canyon Allotment is not designated as a forage reserve,
developed campgrounds may be available for livestock grazing on a case-by-case basis, and the Mike
Mathias Wetlands at Wheat Creek Meadows is available for livestock grazing.

Recreational facilities in the planning area are retained and enhanced and additional recreational facilities
are developed, where appropriate, under Alternative C. The current NSO restriction for fluid minerals
within 400 feet of developed campgrounds remains under Alternative C. Similar to Alternative B, four
SRMA s are designated under Alternative C (Pine Creek Canyon, Raymond Mountain, Oregon-California
National Historic Trail, and Dempsey Ridge). All other areas in the planning area not included in an
SRMA are managed as the ERMA, where recreation management is limited to custodial actions only.
Under Alternative C, dispersed camping (according to recreational use rules) continues to be allowed
throughout the planning area.

Travel Management Areas are established and travel management plans will be completed under
Alternative C following signing of the ROD for the Kemmerer RMP. Roads and trails are designated
according to a transportation plan. Motor vehicle travel in the planning area under Alternative C is
limited to existing roads and trails outside of the Raymond Mountain WSA; however, unlike Alternative
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A, no seasonal closures exist and select parts of the planning area are designated open for OHV use under
Alternative C (see Map B). The existing 23 miles of groomed snowmobile trails in the planning area
remain open under Alternative C and new trails are considered on a case-by-case basis. The current
seasonal limitations on snowmobile use in Slate Creek, Rock Creek, and Bridger Creek crucial big game
winter ranges and in the Raymond Mountain WSA are removed under Alternative C. The Raymond
Basin is open to snowmobile use. In addition, the entire Pine Creek Canyon area is available for
snowmobile use under Alternative C.

Map B. Off-Highway Vehicle Open Areas in the Kemmerer Planning Area
Under Alternative C and (or) Alternative D

Note: Under Alternative C, the Hill Climb, Chariot Race, and Lincoln County Landfill areas are open to off-highway vehicle
use. Under Alternative D, the Hill Climb area is open to off-highway vehicle use.

2434 Special Designations

The existing Raymond Mountain WSA will continue to be managed under the Interim Management
Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review, the Raymond Mountain ACEC is not
retained, and no new areas are designated or identified as ACECs, RNAs, MAs, WSAs, water segments
suitable for inclusion in the WSR system, or Back Country Byways under Alternative C. Compared to all
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alternatives, Alternative C designates the least acreage of special designations and identifies the least area
(none) for other management. The lack of special designations under Alternative C results in the least
constraint on resource uses compared to all alternatives.

2.4.4  Alternative D (Proposed RMP)

24.4.1 Overview of the Alternative Alternative D increases

Alternative D addresses the key planning issues identified in Chapter | Cconservation of physical,

1 by emphasizing a moderate level of protection for physical, biological, and heritage
biological, and heritage resource values and moderate constraints on resources relative to current
resource uses. Alternative D is a balanced approach to land management.

management that the BLM believes best addresses the issues,
management concerns, and purpose and need for revising the existing RMP. For these reasons,
Alternative D represents the BLM’s Proposed RMP.

2442 Physical, Biological, and Heritage Resources

Physical resources under Alternative D are managed with more of an emphasis toward conserving air,
water, and soil resources and a similar emphasis toward supporting resource uses compared to Alternative
A. For example, the BLM will enhance existing criteria pollutant and Air Quality Related Value
monitoring on a project-specific or as-needed basis under

Alternative D. To conserve soil and water resources, Alternative D Physical resources under
places additional restrictions on resource uses compared to those Alternative D are managed
described for Alternative A, including avoiding surface disturbance with more of an emphasis

on slopes of 20 percent or greater on sensitive soil types; avoiding toward conserving air, water,
disturbances on fragile soils and soils with chemical or biological and soil resources and a
crusts, highly erodible characteristics, or low reclamation potential; similar emphasis toward
lining all reserve pits unless other, more effective methods are supporting resource uses
necessary to prevent impacts; and requiring a BLM-approved compared to Alternative A.

disposal plan to dispose of water produced from federal oil and gas
wells on BLM-administered land.

Fire and fuels management under Alternative D places more emphasis on protection of soil, water, and
special status species compared to Alternative A. Under Alternative D, use of prescribed fire, wildland
fire use, and chemical, mechanical, and biological treatments to meet fire and fuels management
objectives, to improve plant community health, and to reintroduce fire to its natural role in the ecosystem
are based on acreage thresholds.

Biological resources management under Alternative D places more emphasis on conservation of habitat
for fish and wildlife, ecosystem management, protection of natural functions in riparian areas, control of
INNS, and more constraints on resource uses that may impact biological resources compared to
Alternative A. For example, Alternative D manages large, contiguous blocks of federal land by
maintaining or enhancing sagebrush, aspen, and mountain shrub communities and by maintaining
connections between these communities. In addition, Alternative D avoids habitat fragmentation in
identified special status species habitat; identifies and works collaboratively to develop management of
migration corridors for big game, migratory birds, and special status species; retains old growth forest
areas; and potentially restores other forested areas to old growth conditions.

Fish and wildlife and special status wildlife species under Alternative D are protected by more constraints
on resource uses compared to Alternative A. For example, Alternative D applies seasonal limitations for
surface-disturbing activities in fish-bearing streams to protect fish resources on a case-by-case basis. To
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prevent birds from perching on overhead powerlines, Alternative D requires burying new utility lines or
installing BLM-approved anti-perching devices on all new utility lines within sagebrush and (or) semiarid
shrub-dominated habitats. Alternative D relies on impact analysis to determine whether installing anti-
perch devices and (or) burying utility lines are necessary. To protect special status wildlife species,
Alternative D avoids new high-profile structures within 1 mile of occupied sagebrush obligate habitats
unless anti-perch devices are installed on the structures. Alternative D also prohibits these structures from
relying on guy wires for support in these habitats; however, exceptions can be granted. Alternative D
eliminates or modifies existing fences on a case-by-case basis to reduce conflicts with wildlife movement.

Special status plant species under Alternative D generally receive the same or more protection compared
to Alternative A. Examples of more protection include closing known locations of special status plant
species to: surface-disturbing activities that could adversely impact the plants or their habitat; mineral
material sales; off-road vehicle use; explosives and blasting; and withdrawing select locations from
mining claim entry. The current NSO restriction for fluid minerals in four populations of Physaria dornii
is removed; however, the NSO restriction for fluid minerals is retained relative to all representative
cushion plant communities under Alternative D.

Special status wildlife species under Alternative D receive more protection compared to Alternative A.
For example, protection of greater sage-grouse described for Alternative A is increased under Alternative
D by prohibiting or restricting surface disturbance or surface occupancy on, or within six tenths (0.6) mile
radius of the perimeter of occupied or undetermined sage-grouse leks. In addition, Alternative D adds the
requirement to prohibit or restrict surface disturbing activities and/or disruptive activities in suitable
greater sage-grouse nesting and early brood-rearing habitat within 3 miles of an occupied greater sage-
grouse lek- or in any identified nesting or brood-rearing habitat regardless of distance from a lek from
March 15 through July 15. Finally, Alternative D requires prohibiting or restricting surface disturbing
and/or disruptive activities in delineated greater sage-grouse winter concentration areas from November
15 through March 14. Prohibiting surface-disturbing and disruptive activities to protect active raptor
nests is similar to Alternative A, but with the following spatial and temporal buffers under Alternative D.

e 1-mile buffer for ferruginous hawk nests within the entire planning area; %-mile buffer for all
other raptors

e February 1 through July 15, or whenever the young have fledged (unidentified raptor nests as
well as golden eagle, barn owl, red-tailed hawk, great-horned owl)

e March 1 through July 31 (short-eared, long-eared, and screech owl, ferruginous hawk, peregrine
falcon)

e April 1 through July 31 (osprey, merlin, sharp-shinned hawk, kestrel, prairie falcon, northern
harrier, Swainson’s hawk, Cooper’s hawk)

o April 15 through September 15, or whenever the young have fledged (burrowing owl)
e April 1 through August 31 (northern goshawk)

Compared to Alternative A, Alternative D includes specific decisions to protect pygmy rabbits and white-
tailed prairie dogs. Alternative D avoids development in occupied pygmy rabbit habitats and avoids
disruptive activities that could collapse burrows in occupied white-tailed prairie dog colonies or
complexes greater than 200 acres. Alternative D requires that facilities be located or use BMPs to
minimize impacts of continuous noise on species relying on aural cues for successful breeding.

Heritage resources benefit from more protection under Alternative D compared to Alternative A. Under
Alternative D, the timing and degree of Native American consultation is determined by the presence of
known site types and tribal concerns for specific types of projects until such time that zones of high,
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medium, and low probability are established. The current Class | overview will be used to proactively
identify zones of high, medium, and low probability and Class Il inventories will be conducted in zones
with the greatest threats to cultural resources. Alternative D protects 640 acres of federal mineral estate
containing the Bridger Antelope Trap by implementing an NSO restriction for fluid minerals and by
restricting OHV use to established roads in this area. To protect cultural resources from surface-
disturbing activities, Alternative D implements an NSO restriction for fluid minerals on newly issued
leases, restricts OHV use to established roads, and designates the following sites as ROW exclusion areas:
Emigrant Spring/Slate Creek, Emigrant Spring/Dempsey, Johnston Scout Rock, Alfred Corum and Nancy
Hill emigrant gravesites, Pine Grove emigrant camp, Rocky Gap trail landmark, and the Bear River
Divide trail landmark. All significant historical, archeological, cultural sites, and paleontological
localities are protected or mitigated under Alternative D. Alternative D provides a narrower corridor to
protect the physical evidence of NHT segments compared to Alternative A. The protective buffer on
either side of NHTs under Alternative D depends on the trail segment and includes ¥ mile for Class 1
segments, 500 feet for Class 2 segments, and 100 feet for Class 3 segments.

VRM management classes under Alternative D are designated differently than Alternative A. Class |
under Alternative D is the Raymond Mountain WSA. VRM Classes I, 111, and IV comprise specific
parts of the planning area as described in Table 2-3. To protect the viewshed within 3 miles of the
Bridger Antelope Trap juniper fence, Alternative D manages this area to retain the existing character of
the landscape in federal sections so developments do not dominate the visible area. Alternative D also
protects the viewshed within 3 miles of select archeological sites (see Table 2-3). Viewshed protection
for NHT segments increases under Alternative D up to 3 miles (Class 1 segments), up to %2 mile (Class 2
segments), and in accordance with the surrounding VRM class for Class 3 segments.

2.4.4.3 Resource Uses and Support

Mineral resource uses are constrained more under Alternative D compared to Alternative A. For
example, in addition to existing withdrawals, Alternative D withdraws developed campgrounds, the
BLM-administered surface of the Bridger Antelope Trap, areas with special status plant species, and a
portion of the Cokeville Meadows NWR from operation of the mining laws.

Under Alternative D, 182,481 acres of federal mineral estate are -

administratively unavailable for oil and gas leasing. The remaining Mineral resource uses are
federal mineral estate in the planning area is administratively available | ¢onstrained more under
for oil and gas leasing subject to the following constraints: 62,036 Alternative D compared to
acres are subject to standard stipulations; 797,504 acres are subject to Alternative A.

moderate constraints; and 537,341 acres are subject to major
constraints. Fluid mineral leasing is similar to Alternative A, except areas set aside for public recreation
are administratively unavailable for oil and gas leasing. New fluid mineral leasing is withheld and
existing leases continue to be suspended indefinitely in the MMTA under Alternative D; however, the
withholding could be lifted if future technology provides the ability to safely develop the oil and gas
leases.

Coal leasing under Alternative D is subject to constraints similar to Alternative A. Federal mineral estate
within the Haystack Lease by Application area is determined to be acceptable for further consideration for
coal leasing.

Under Alternative D, leasing for sodium and phosphate are subject to the same constraints as Alternative
A. Areas with special status plant or wildlife species are not closed to sodium or phosphate development
under Alternative D. Mineral material sales and (or) free use permits are prohibited within the Raymond
Mountain WSA, within developed campgrounds (unless impacts to campground users are minimal), and
within actual special status plant species locations.
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Forest use under Alternative D restricts the annual treatment (i.e., mechanical methods or prescribed fire)
of forestland and woodland to approximately 75 acres each year (750 acres per decade) to manage
stocking levels to more historical conditions (refer to Glossary discussion under Fire Regime Condition
Class). In addition, Alternative D identifies an annual allowable probable sale quantity of annually 667
CCF (300 MBF); or per decade, 6,670 CCF (3 MMBF). Under Alternative D, management of
approximately 3,000 acres of combined forestland and woodland within the Raymond Mountain WSA is
the same as described for Alternative B. Under Alternative D, old growth forest areas are retained in an
appropriate proportion to other timber classes, using an adaptive management approach.

Disposal of BLM-administered lands under Alternative D are the same as alternatives A and C, but less
acreage is potentially disposed. Additional parcels for disposal are considered on a case-by-case basis.
Applications for Desert Land Entry are considered as described for

Alternative A. ] =

Recreation facilities are
Preferred utility corridors under Alternative D can be up to 2 miles maintained and enhanced
wide. However, Alternative D prohibits placement of ROW in seven and additional recreational
archeological sites identified in Table 2-3 to protect heritage resource facilities are developed
values. Consolidated communication sites are considered by type in 23 | Where appropriate under
designated areas; other communication sites are considered on a case- Alternative D.

by-case basis. Alternative D identifies preferred areas (see Table 2-3)
for wind-energy development and considers renewable energy projects other than wind on a case-by-case
basis throughout the planning area. Under Alternative D, legal access across private land is sought if a
need is identified in support of resource programs and in areas of emphasis.

Livestock grazing continues to be managed on 224 grazing allotments according to the Standards for
Healthy Rangelands and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management for the Public Lands
Administered by the BLM in the State of Wyoming (BLM 1998a) under Alternative D. The same area
available for livestock grazing under Alternative A remains available under Alternative D. The Lost
Creek/Ryan Creek acquisition area is managed the same as Alternative A. Issuance of temporary
nonrenewable permits for unallotted parcels is a discretionary decision for the BLM under Alternative D.
Additional sustained yield forage could be allocated for livestock use on a case-by-case basis if
rangelands conditions are appropriate. In addition, under Alternative D, the Christy Canyon Allotment is
designated as a forage reserve. Alternative D increases the buffer prohibiting livestock salt or mineral
supplements to ¥4 mile of water sources, riparian areas, aspen stands, or special status plant species.
Range-improvement projects are not allowed on special status plant species populations under Alternative
D.

Recreational facilities are maintained and enhanced and additional recreational facilities are developed,
where appropriate, under Alternative D. The NSO restriction for fluid minerals would affect areas within
Y4 mile of developed campgrounds similar to Alternative B. Also similar to Alternative B, the Pine Creek
Canyon, Raymond Mountain, Oregon-California National Historic Trail, and select BLM-administered
lands in the Dempsey Ridge area are designated as SRMAs within the planning area under Alternative D.
All other areas not included in one of the SRMAs are included in the ERMA and managed as such.
Dispersed camping (according to recreational use rules) continues to be allowed under Alternative D.

Travel Management Areas are established and travel management plans will be completed under
Alternative D following signing of the ROD for the Kemmerer RMP. Motor vehicle travel in the
planning area under Alternative D generally is limited to existing roads and trails, and is more restrictive
compared to Alternative A. For example, Alternative D closes Raymond Mountain, Green Hill, the trail
to Commissary Ridge, select NHT segments, riparian and wetland areas, and special status plant species
populations to motor vehicle use and OHV use. Alternative D opens 60 acres in the Hill Climb area to
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OHV use. The existing 23 miles of groomed snowmobile trails in the planning area remain open under
Alternative D and new trails are considered on a case-by-case basis. Snowmobile use under Alternative
D is not allowed in the Raymond Mountain WSA.

2444 Special Designations

Under Alternative D, the existing Raymond Mountain WSA will continue to be managed under the
Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review and the ACEC is
retained, ACECs for special status plant species habitat and cushion plant communities are considered on
a case-by-case basis, the Bridger Butte ACEC is designated, and the Rock Creek/Tunp and Bear River
Divide MAs are established (Table 2-2). Alternative D also recommends two waterway segments for
inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers system, but not the designation of the Emigrant Springs
Back Country Byway. Compared to Alternative A, Alternative D retains existing designations and
recommends two water segments as suitable for inclusion in the WSR system, two MAs, and one ACEC.
Two additional ACECs are considered on a case-by-case basis. The additional designations under
Alternative D conserve physical, biological, and heritage resources more and constrain resource uses
more compared to Alternative A.
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2.5 Details of Alternatives

Table 2-3 identifies goals and objectives, management actions common to all alternatives, and
management actions by alternative. These are arranged according to the resource topics below.
Number Resource Topic

1000 Physical Resources (PR)

2000 Mineral Resources (MR)

3000 Fire and Fuels Management (FM)

4000 Biological Resources (BR)

5000 Heritage Resources (HR)

6000 Land Resources (LR)

7000 Special Designations (SD)

8000 Socioeconomic Resources (SR)

The above numbering system and abbreviations for each of the eight resource topics appear as headings
and serve to organize this table. Following the headings are the applicable goals and objectives for each
resource topic. These goals and objectives apply to all four alternatives under consideration for the entire
planning area and would apply for the life of the RMP.

Management actions are anticipated to achieve the goals and objectives identified for each resource topic.
Some management actions are constant across all alternatives, whereas others vary by alternative.
Management actions that apply to all alternatives are listed for each resource topic under the heading
Management Actions Common to All Alternatives immediately following the goals and objectives for
each resource topic. Management actions that vary by alternative are listed under the heading
Management Actions by Alternative. If the action is general in nature, it is listed under the resource topic
heading (e.g., physical resources, biological resources, etc.). In general, if the action is more specific, it is
listed under the individual resource (e.g., wildlife) or in some cases, the resource subcategory (e.g., big
game).

The following apply under all alternatives:

¢ Wyoming BLM Standard Mitigation Guidelines for Surface-Disturbing and Disruptive Activities
(see Appendix N)

e Standards for Healthy Rangelands and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management for Public
Lands Administered by the Bureau of Land Management in the State of Wyoming
(www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/programs/grazing/standards_and_guidelines.html)

e Best Management Practices (see Appendix O).

Restrictions on resource uses apply to the life of the RMP, but can be changed by amending the RMP.
For example, areas identified as administratively unavailable for oil and gas leasing refer to the life of the
RMP unless changed through an RMP amendment and public involvement. Moreover, where seasonal or
other restrictions or limitations are placed on development, exception, waiver, or modification of these
limitations may be approved in writing, including documented supporting analysis, by the authorized
officer. This applies to all restrictions and limitations. All withdrawal actions (including mineral
withdrawals) are processed in the lands and realty program.
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Table 2-3 Table of Contents

Resource Topics and Individual Resources/Uses Page
1000 — Physical Resources 2-37
Air Quality 2-37
Soil 2-39
Water 2-41
2000 — Mineral Resources 2-45
Locatable 2-45
Leasable — Oil and Gas Including CBNG 2-46
Leasable — Coal 2-47
Leasable — Sodium 2-48
Leasable — Other Solid Leasables (Phosphate) 2-48
Salable 2-48
3000 — Fire and Fuels Management 2-50
4000 — Biological Resources 2-52
Vegetation Resources 2-56
Forestry 2-58
Wetland and Riparian Communities 2-59
Fish and Wildlife Resources 2-60
Special Status Species — Plants 2-61
Special Status Species — Fish 2-63
Special Status Species — Wildlife 2-63
Invasive Nonnative Species 2-68
5000 — Heritage Resources 2-69
Cultural 2-69
Paleontology 2-73
6000 — Land Resources 2-74
Lands and Realty 2-74
Livestock Grazing Management 2-80
Recreation 2-83
Travel Management 2-90
Visual Resource Management 2-94
7000 — Special Designations 2-102
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 2-102
Wild and Scenic Rivers 2-108
Wilderness Study Areas 2-19
Back Country Byways 2-109
8000 — Socioeconomic Resources 2-110
Health and Safety 2-110
Social and Economic Conditions 2-111
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives

MANAGEMENT GOALS COMMON TO ALL RESOURCES AND ALTERNATIVES

The BLM Kemmerer Field Office will:

Manage the public lands within the requirements of all applicable federal laws.
Manage the public lands within the requirements of all current and applicable federal policy and guidance.
Use cooperative consultation with all applicable state and local governments to aid in effective cross-jurisdictional management of land and resources.
Manage public land resources and resource uses in consideration of all other resource values of the applicable lands.
Manage public land resources within the natural variations and capability of the applicable lands.
Manage the public lands in the spirit of Communication, Consultation, and Cooperation, all in the service of Conservation.
Conduct appropriate project level NEPA analysis.
Provide educational opportunities to the public regarding public lands and the resources that exist on those lands.
Manage resources to contribute to the economic stability of local communities.
On-site mitigation will be required consistent with the management objectives of this RMP. Encourage compensatory (off-site) mitigation on a voluntary basis to offset the
impacts of projects or actions and to better accommodate other uses temporarily displaced.
Manage vegetation, soil, landform, water quality, and air quality to maintain, meet, or make substantial progress towards meeting the Standards for Healthy Rangelands and
Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management for Public Lands Administered by the Bureau of Land Management in the State of Wyoming (Standards and Guidelines).

Apply chemicals in accordance with label instructions.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

1000 PHYSICAL RESOURCES (PR) - AIR QUALITY (see Appendix L for more detail on air quality mitigation)

Record . n . n Alternative D
# Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
GOAL PR:1 Minimize the impact of management actions in the planning area on air quality by complying with all applicable air quality laws, rules, and regulations within the scope
of BLM’s authority.
Objectives:
PR:1.1 Maintain concentrations of criteria pollutants associated with management actions in compliance with applicable state and federal AAQS.
PR:1.2 Maintain concentrations of PSD pollutants associated with management actions in compliance with the applicable increment.
GOAL PR:2 Implement management actions within the scope of the BLM’s land-management responsibilities to improve air quality as practicable.
Objectives:
PR:2.1 Cooperate with Wyoming DEQ AQD in order to reduce visibility-impairing pollutants in accordance with the reasonable progress goals and timeframes
established within the State of Wyoming’s Regional Haze SIP.
PR:2.2 Cooperate with Wyoming DEQ AQD in order to reduce atmospheric deposition levels below generally accepted LOCs and LACs.
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES
1001 PR:1 PR:2 Work cooperatively with state and federal agencies to develop project-specific Air Quality Assessment Protocols to estimate potential future air quality impacts from project proposals.
1002 PR:1 Manage prescribed burns to comply with Wyoming DEQ AQD smoke-management rules and regulations.
1003 PR:1 Establish within 1 year of approval of the RMP ROD, an air quality strategy to define the background air quality associated with federal actions approved under this RMP.
1004 PR:1 Within one year of establishing the air quality monitoring strategy, cooperatively establish a monitoring system, which fulfills the needs identified in the strategy, to measure the air
' quality change over time related to federal actions.
1005 PR:1 PR:2 Work cooperatively to encourage industry and other permittees to adopt measures to reduce emissions.
1006 PR:1 PR:2 Work cooperatively to estimate potential impacts from potential emission reduction.
1007 PR:1 PR:2 Ensure that the level of air quality analysis is proportional to the availability of emissions information and public concern for air quality.
1008 PR:1 PR:2 Perform dispersion-modeling analyses at the project-level to determine the potential impacts of proposed air emission sources and air impact mitigations.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

1000 PHYSICAL RESOURCES (PR) - AIR QUALITY (see Appendix L for more detail on air quality mitigation)

Ret;ord Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (P'?Ltg;z:;'\éew? P)
1009 PR:1 PR:2 Maintain monitoring on existing ambient air | Enhance existing criteria pollutant and Same as Alternative A. Enhance existing criteria pollutant and
quality and AQRV. AQRYV monitoring. Locations of AQRV AQRYV monitoring on a project-specific
monitors will be determined through a or as-needed basis. Locations of
cooperative process. Suggest Wyoming AQRYV monitors will be determined
DEQ AQD consider adding new criteria through a cooperative process.
pollutant monitors.
1010 PR:1 PR:2 Utilize cooperative process that shares Enhance the existing cooperative process Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative B.
information on proposed emission sources that shares air quality information with
and air quality issues with the public and agencies, stakeholders, and the public.
government agencies, such as the Wyoming
DEQ AQD, EPA, USFS, and NPS.
1011 PR:1 PR:2 Allow air quality impacts up to applicable In cooperation with Wyoming DEQ), Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative B.
standards and guidelines. consider implementing mitigation measures
. . within BLM’s authority to reduce emissions
The FLPMA and the Clean Air Act prohibit | fom current levels in the planning area.
the BLM from conducting, supporting,
approving, licensing, or permitting any Facilitate discussions with Wyoming DEQ
activity under its jurisdiction that does not and stakeholders to implement mitigations
comply with all applicable local, state, beyond BLM’s authority to reduce
tribal, and federal air quality laws, statutes, emissions from current levels in the
regulations, and implementation plans. planning area, such as:
The BLM works closely with the Wyoming Consider a program to offset emissions
DEQ AQD to ensure that the BLM’s proposed by the RMP, and
prescribed fire actions comply with . .
applicable smoke-management regulations. | Consider a regional program to reduce
emissions from existing sources (by
techniques such as use of water and dust
suppressant on roads and advanced control
technologies for drill rig engines).
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

1000 PHYSICAL RESOURCES (PR) - SOIL

Record

4 Goal/Obyj.

Alternative D

Alternative C (Proposed RMP)

Alternative A Alternative B

Goal PR:3 Maintain or improve soil health (chemical, physical, and biotic properties) and prevent or minimize soil erosion and compaction.
Objectives:
PR:3.1 Monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of management practices and (or) treatments applied to protect water and soil resources within the planning area.
PR:3.2 Utilize best available science, such as soil management and salinity reduction methods and (or) appropriate predictive models (e.g., WEPP, RUSLE, or MUSLE) to
ensure that accelerated soil erosion from BLM actions and permitted activities is minimized.

Goal PR:4 Prevent or limit soil loss, minimize degradation of soils, and control sediment transport to receiving waters by identifying, developing, interpreting, and utilizing soil
information in management actions.
Objectives:
PR:4.1 Monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of management practices and (or) treatments applied to protect water and soil resources within the planning area.
PR:4.2 Utilize best available science, such as soil management and salinity reduction methods and (or) appropriate predictive models (e.g., WEPP, RUSLE, or MUSLE) to
ensure that accelerated soil erosion from BLM actions and permitted activities is minimized.

MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

1012 PR:3 PR:4

Pursue and support the completion of Level 111 soil surveys throughout the planning area.

1013 PR:3.2 PR:4.2

Emphasize the reduction of soil erosion, sediment, and salinity contributions to the Green and Bear River basins throughout the planning area, with a focus on areas with high saline soils
and sensitive soils, through management actions.

1014 PR:3.2 PR:4.2

Avoid surface disturbance when conditions exist that will accelerate or cause soil and (or) watershed damage.

1015 PR:3.2 PR:4.2

Require interim reclamation on well locations and similar disturbed soils to improve stability and infiltration.

1016 PR:3.2 PR:4.2

Salvage a minimum of 6 inches of topsoil on all surface-disturbing activities unless the physical and (or) chemical properties of the soil are such that salvage of that amount of topsoil
should not be required.

1017 PR:3.1 PR:3.2
PR:4.1 PR:4.2

Develop and implement rehabilitation plans on newly disturbed areas and for existing disturbances, as needed.

1018 PR:3.1 PR:3.2
PR:4.1 PR:4.2

Require follow-up seeding and (or) corrective erosion-control measures on areas of surface disturbance that experience reclamation failure.

1019 PR:3.2
PR:4.2

Apply best management practices (i.e., silt fences, erosion blankets, etc.) in all areas to limit soil erosion and related undesirable conditions, with additional emphasis in areas with
sensitive soil characteristics, including, but not limited to, the following: badlands, saline bottomlands, sodic, high pH, calcareous, and highly erodible.

1020 PR:3.1 PR:4.1

Report spills and releases of chemicals, petroleum products and produced water to Wyoming DEQ to ensure contaminated soils are restored to their natural productivity.

1021 PR:3.1 PR:3.2

Utilize completed soil surveys and site Require soil survey and (or) analysis on all Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A.

PR:4.1

PR:4.2

observations to address soil protection and
mitigations necessary to minimize damage
to soils.

proposals for surface-disturbing activities
within the planning area.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

1000 PHYSICAL RESOURCES (PR) - SOIL

Re(;ord Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Ppr\:)tp?(r)rs]:;“éelv? P)
1022 PR:3.2 PR:4.2 Comply with current standard practices for Same as Alternative A, except comply with Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A, except comply
surface-disturbing activities and the the following management actions for with the following management actions
Wyoming BLM Mitigation Guidelines for surface-disturbing activities within areas of for surface-disturbing activities within
surface-disturbing and disruptive activities. highly erosive, fragile, and (or) areas of highly erosive, fragile, and (or)
. o nonproductive soils: nonproductive soils:
Restrict oil- and gas-related activities on
slopes greater than 25 percent. No surface Prohibit surface-disturbing activities in areas Avoid surface disturbance on slopes of
occupancy on slopes greater than 40 of sensitive, highly erosive, and excessively 20 percent or greater on sensitive soil
percent. steep slopes of 10 percent or greater unless types. Disturbance of slopes greater than
or until the permittee or designated agent and 20 percent requires additional
surface management agency arrive at an consideration of slope stabilization and
acceptable plan for mitigation of anticipated erosion control techniques.
impacts. . .
Ensure protection of the Green River and
Ensure protection of the Green River and Bear River basins from increased erosion
Bear River basins from increased erosion and sedimentation from BLM actions and
and sedimentation from BLM actions and permitted activities.
permitted activities. Avoid disturbances on soils with fragile,
Prohibit disturbances on soils with fragile, steep slopes, chemical and biological
steep slopes, chemical and biological crusts, crusts, and soils with low reclamation
and soils with low reclamation potential and potential and highly erodible
highly erodible characteristics. characteristics. Disturbance of soils of
these types requires erosion,
revegetation, and restoration plans.
1023 PR:3.2 PR:4.2 Reclamation of surface disturbance, Topsoil piles would be seeded or erosion Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative B.
including recontouring and seeding to re- control devices installed on all surface
establish healthy native plant communities disturbances within 6 months of the initial
based on preexisting composition (where disturbance. Topsoil piles left exposed
possible) to begin within 1 year of the longer than 1 year would be no greater than
abandonment of operations. 4 feet deep and seeded with cover crop seed
mixes for soil stabilization and maintenance
of soil health. Interim and (or) final
reclamation will be required within 1 year of
completion of drilling activities.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

1000 PHYSICAL RESOURCES (PR) - WATER

Record

4 Goal/Obj.

Alternative D

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)

Goal PR:5 Maintain compliance with applicable federal and state water quality standards and improve water quality, where practical, within the scope of the BLM’s authority.

Objectives:

PR:5.1 Protect and improve groundwater quality and quantity through appropriate measures (e.g., predictive modeling, monitoring, and protection of known water
recharge areas) during BLM activities and permitted actions over the life of the plan.

PR:5.2 Take appropriate actions within State of Wyoming established timeframes to control all causes of impairment and prevent additional listings of impaired
waterbodies resulting from BLM actions and permitted activities on watersheds (including, but not limited to, those that contain 303d listed streams, Class 1
waters, Colorado River system streams, and critical watersheds).

PR:5.3 Coordinate with appropriate entities to rehabilitate or reclaim functionally compromised reservoirs on BLM-administered surface.

PR:5.4 Prevent accelerated channel erosion and adjustments in channel geometry (e.g., width-depth ratio, sinuosity, bank stability, gradient, location of headcuts, and

rate of migration) of stream channels as a result of BLM-permitted activities.
PR:5.5 Improve important geomorphic parameters (e.g., width to depth ratio, percent eroding bank) where these parameters are impacted by federal actions or are in
areas important for water quality.

Goal PR:6 Maintain or reestablish proper watershed function to support natural or desired surface water flow regimes.

Obijectives:

PR:6.1 Protect and improve groundwater quality and quantity through appropriate measures (e.g., predictive modeling, monitoring, and protection of known water
recharge areas) during BLM activities and permitted actions over the life of the plan.

PR:6.2 Take appropriate actions within State of Wyoming established timeframes to control all causes of impairment and prevent additional listings of impaired
waterbodies resulting from BLM actions and permitted activities on watersheds (including, but not limited to, those that contain 303d listed streams, Class 1
waters, Colorado River system streams, and critical watersheds).

PR:6.3 Coordinate with appropriate entities to rehabilitate or reclaim functionally compromised reservoirs on BLM-administered surface.

PR:6.4 Prevent accelerated channel erosion and adjustments in channel geometry (e.g., width-depth ratio, sinuosity, bank stability, gradient, location of headcuts and rate

of migration) of stream channels as a result of BLM permitted activities.
PR:6.5 Improve important geomorphic parameters (e.g., width to depth ratio, percent eroding bank) where these parameters are impacted by federal actions or are in
areas important for water quality.

Goal PR:7 Provide for availability of water to support uses authorized on federal lands, where appropriate.

Objectives:

PR:7.1 Protect and improve groundwater quality and quantity through appropriate measures (e.g., predictive modeling, monitoring, and protection of known water
recharge areas) during BLM activities and permitted actions over the life of the plan.

PR:7.2 Take appropriate actions within State of Wyoming established timeframes to control all causes of impairment and prevent additional listings of impaired
waterbodies resulting from BLM actions and permitted activities on watersheds (including, but not limited to, those that contain 303d listed streams, Class 1
waters, Colorado River system streams, and critical watersheds).

PR:7.3 Coordinate with appropriate entities to rehabilitate or reclaim functionally compromised reservoirs on BLM-administered surface.

PR:7.4 Prevent accelerated channel erosion and adjustments in channel geometry (e.g., width-depth ratio, sinuosity, bank stability, gradient, location of headcuts and rate

of migration) of stream channels as a result of BLM permitted activities.
PR:7.5 Improve important geomorphic parameters (e.g., width to depth ratio, percent eroding bank) where these parameters are impacted by federal actions or are in
areas important for water quality.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

1000 PHYSICAL RESOURCES (PR) - WATER

Record
#

Goal/Obj.

Alternative D

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)

MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

1024

PR:5.1
PR:5.3
PR:5.5
PR:6.2
PR:6.4
PR:7.1
PR:7.3
PR:7.5

PR:5.2
PR:5.4
PR:6.1
PR:6.3
PR:6.5
PR:7.2
PR:7.4

Address nonpoint source pollution by maintaining and (or) improving channel geomorphology and vegetative structure of surface water features and controlling dust and other nonpoint
sources on BLM activities and permitted actions.

1025

PR:5.1
PR:5.3
PR:5.5
PR:6.2
PR:6.4
PR:7.1
PR:7.3
PR:7.5

PR:5.2
PR:5.4
PR:6.1
PR:6.3
PR:6.5
PR:7.2
PR:7.4

Comply with all federal, state, and local laws and regulations regarding the management and (or) disposal of waters produced by mineral developments.

1026

PR:5.1
PR:5.3
PR:5.5
PR:6.2
PR:6.4
PR:7.1
PR:7.3
PR:7.5

PR:5.2
PR:5.4
PR:6.1
PR:6.3
PR:6.5
PR:7.2
PR:7.4

Cooperate with the state as it develops source water and wellhead protection plans to protect drinking water sources.

1027

PR:5.1
PR:5.4
PR:6.1
PR:6.4
PR:7.1
PR:7.4

PR:5.2
PR:5.5
PR:6.2
PR:6.5
PR:7.2
PR:7.5

Enforce measures, consistent with BLM’s authority, such as avoiding highly erosive areas, implementing zero runoff programs on large-scale disturbances, and reclaiming all abandoned
surface disturbances. Watersheds in the Green River Basin will be sampled to identify salinity problems. Actions with the potential to create surface disturbance will be designed for
minimal erosion, as far as practical, to comply with the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act of 1974.

1028

PR:5.2
PR:5.5
PR:6.4
PR:7.2
PR:7.5

PR:5.4
PR:6.2
PR:6.5
PR:7.4

Incorporate requirements and methodology for achieving watershed improvement into activity plans, as necessary. Priority areas include all streams listed on the updated Clean Water
Act 303(d) list and areas that have failed to meet Standard #2 of the Standards and Guidelines the BLM will coordinate with state agencies and local governments (e.g., watershed
planning committees) on all 303(d) listed stream segments.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

1000 PHYSICAL RESOURCES (PR) - WATER

Record

Alternative D

4 Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)

1029 FR:1.1 FR:1.2 Use of fire suppression chemicals, including | Use of fire suppression chemicals, including Use of fire suppression chemicals, Same as Alternative A.

FR:1.3 foaming agents and surfactants, is not foaming agents and surfactants, is not including foaming agents and surfactants,
allowed within 200 feet of surface water. allowed within 500 feet of surface water. is allowed throughout the planning area.

1030 PR:5.2 PR:5.4 No similar action. Design land use and surface-disturbing Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative B.
PR:55 PR:6.2 activities to reduce channel erosion,
PR:6.4 PR:6.5 specifically bank erosion and channel
PR:7.2 PR:74 incision, which result in loss of riparian
PR:7.5 habitats and accelerate surface erosion.

Restore damaged wetlands.

1031 PR:5.2 PR:5.4 On a case-by-case basis, activity plans are Design activity and (or) project plans to Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative B.
PR:5.5 PR:6.2 prepared to reduce phosphate, sediment, and | reduce phosphate, sediment, and salt loading
PR:6.4 PR:6.5 salt loading to downstream waterbodies. to downstream waterbodies, including Bear
PR:7.2 PR:7.4 Lake and the Flaming Gorge Reservoir.
PR:7.5

1032 PR:5.2 PR:5.4 The area within 500 feet of or within The area within % mile of or within Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A.
PR:5.5 PR:6.2 wetlands, riparian areas, aquatic habitats, wetlands, riparian areas, aquatic habitats,
PR:6.4 PR:6.5 and 100-year floodplains are avoidance and 100-year floodplains would be exclusion
PR:7.2 PR:7.4 areas for surface-disturbing activities. areas for surface-disturbing activities.
PR:75 BR:2.1

1033 PR:5.2 PR:5.4 No new permanent facilities are allowed in No new permanent facilities, including road New permanent facilities are allowed in No new permanent facilities are allowed
PR:5.5 PR:6.2 floodplains, riparian areas, or wetlands, crossings, are allowed in floodplains, floodplains, wetlands, and riparian areas, in riparian areas or wetlands unless they
PR:6.4 PR:6.5 except to benefit watershed health or riparian areas, or wetlands. provided there are no practicable (1) meet the requirements and intent of
PR:7.2 PR:7.4 vegetation. Linear watercourse crossings . s . alternatives and sufficient mitigation is EOs 11988 and 11990, (2) there are no
PR:7.5 BR:2.1 | are considered on a case-by-case basis. All linear underground facilities crossing undertaken so that the action will meetthe | practicable alternatives, and (3)

watercourses are bored.

requirements of EOs 11988 and 11990.

Linear watercourse crossings are
considered on a case-by-case basis.

appropriate mitigation measures are
implemented.

Linear watercourse crossings are
considered on a case-by-case basis.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

1000 PHYSICAL RESOURCES (PR) - WATER

Record

Alternative D

4 Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
1034 PR:5.1 PR:5.2 Requirements for the lining of reserve pits Line all reserve pits. Closed mud systems Same as Alternative A. Line all reserve pits unless other more
PR:5.4 PR:55 are determined on a case-by-case basis. are the preferred method. effective methods (i.e., barrier walls,
PR:6.1 PR:6.2 Lined pits, barrier walls, or closed mud closed mud systems) are needed to
PR:6.4 PR:6.5 systems may be utilized, as necessary. prevent infiltration and adverse impacts
PR:7.1 PR:7.2 to groundwater and other resources.
PR:7.4 PR:75
1035 PR:5.1 PR:5.2 Maintain aquifer recharge areas on a case- Maintain aquifer recharge areas to protect Same as Alternative A. Maintain identified aquifer recharge
PR:5.4 PR:5.5 by-case basis. groundwater and surface water quality areas to protect groundwater and surface
PR:6.1 PR:6.2 through maintenance of the vegetative cover water quality through maintenance of the
PR:6.4 PR:6.5 and soil structure that contributes to recharge vegetative cover and soil structure that
PR:7.1 PR:7.2 and limitations to surface-disturbing contributes to recharge.
PR:7.4 PR:7.5 activities.
1036 PR:5.1 PR:5.2 | All federal CBNG well APDs are subjectto | All federal CBNG well APDs are subject to Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A, except proposed
PR:5.3 PR:5.4 the standard APD reviews. Water disposal the standard APD reviews. Prohibit disposal disposal of produced water to streams or
PR:5.5 PR:6.1 (including, but not limited to, underground of produced waters to public land streams or other flow-connected surface features on
PR:6.2 PR:6.3 injection, discharge into streams, other flow-connected surface features. public lands requires a disposal plan
PR:6.4 PR:6.5 evaporation ponds, infiltration ponds, etc.) L (Appendix D) as part of the APD
PR:7.1 PR:7.2 | is reviewed for meeting all local, state, and | Prohibit disposal of produced waters to approval process.
PR:7.3 PR:7.4 | federal laws and regulations. No water public land uplands. ) _
PR:7.5 surface disposals, evaporation ponds, Disposal of produced water to public
underground injection, or infiltration ponds land uplands is considered on a case-by-
will be allowed without proper state and case basis as long as the applicant can
federal permits. Appropriate NEPA demonst_rate that a b}eneflaal use of the
evaluations are completed at each stage of water will result. Disposal of produced
development. vv_ater to public land up_Iands requires a
disposal plan (Appendix D) as part of the
APD approval process.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

2000 MINERAL RESOURCES (MR)

Note: All withdrawal actions (including mineral withdrawals) are processed in the lands and realty program.

protection of oil shale, coal, and phosphate
resources.

Developed campgrounds (3 acres).

The federal section that contains Bridger
Antelope Trap (640 acres).

Avreas with special status plant and wildlife
species (acreage unknown).

Cokeville Meadows National Wildlife
Refuge (3,056 acres).

Record - 8 . 8 Alternative D
# Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
Goal MR:1 Provide opportunities for exploration and developing mineral resources on available public lands.
Objectives:
MR:1.1 Provide opportunities to explore for, sell and or permit, and develop salable minerals.
MR:1.2 Provide opportunities for exploration, and development of locatable minerals, except in withdrawn areas.
MR:1.3 Provide opportunities for exploring, leasing, and developing conventional and unconventional oil and gas, CBNG, coal, sodium, phosphate, and other leasable
minerals, including, but not limited to, oil shale and geothermal resources.
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES
2001 MR:1.1 MR:1.2 | Collecting surface rock in commercial quantities requires a mineral material contract. Operations are evaluated on a case-hy-case basis.
MR:1.3
2002 | MR:1.3 Allow for geophysical exploration on lands throughout the planning area subject to identified conditions of approval.
2003 MR:1.2 The planning area is available for locatable mineral entry, with the exception of some withdrawn areas.
2004 MR:1.1 Avreas that contain known deposits of oil shale are available for oil shale lease consideration where it is not inconsistent with existing laws and regulations, EOs, and ACECs. Oil shale
leasing will not be considered in areas where it would jeopardize the safe operation of existing trona mines.
Record - . . . Alternative D
4 Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
LOCATABLE
2005 MR:1.2 BR:2.8 | Some lands within the planning area are Same as Alternative A, except withdraw the Initiate procedures to lift existing locatable In addition to existing withdrawals,
BR:2.9 HR:3 currently withdrawn from locatable mineral following areas from operation of the mining | mineral withdrawals in the planning area. withdraw the following area from
LR:5.3 entry. The withdrawals are primarily for laws:

No new withdrawals are considered.

operation of the mining laws:

Developed campgrounds (3 acres).

The federal section that contains Bridger
Antelope Trap (640 acres).

Avreas with special status plant species
(886 acres of federal mineral estate).
Cokeville Meadows National Wildlife
Refuge (427 acres).
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

2000 MINERAL RESOURCES (MR)

Note: All withdrawal actions (including mineral withdrawals) are processed in the lands and realty program.

Record - 8 . 8 Alternative D
# Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
LEASABLE - OIL AND GAS INCLUDING CBNG
2006 MR:1.3 Approximately 337,076 acres of federal Approximately 7,718 acres of federal Approximately 360,472 acres of federal Approximately 62,036 acres of federal
mineral estate are administratively available | mineral estate are administratively available mineral estate are administratively mineral estate are administratively
to oil and gas leasing subject to the terms to oil and gas leasing subject to the terms available to oil and gas leasing subject to available to oil and gas leasing subject to
and conditions of the standard lease form and conditions of the standard lease form the terms and conditions of the standard the terms and conditions of the standard
only. only. lease form only. lease form only.
2007 MR:1.3 Approximately 783,218 acres of federal Approximately 118,071 acres of federal Approximately 776,850 acres of federal Approximately 797,504 acres of federal
mineral estate are administratively available | mineral estate are administratively available mineral estate are administratively mineral estate are administratively
to oil and gas leasing subject to the terms to oil and gas leasing subject to the terms available to oil and gas leasing subject to available to oil and gas leasing subject to
and conditions of the standard lease form, as | and conditions of the standard lease form, as | the terms and conditions of the standard the terms and conditions of the standard
well as moderate constraints. well as moderate constraints. lease form, as well as moderate constraints. | lease form, as well as moderate
constraints.
2008 MR:1.3 Approximately 354,266 acres of federal Approximately 643,515 acres of federal Approximately 337,238 acres of federal Approximately 537,341 acres of federal
mineral estate are administratively available | mineral estate are administratively available mineral estate are administratively mineral estate are administratively
to oil and gas leasing subject to the terms to oil and gas leasing subject to the terms available to oil and gas leasing subject to available to oil and gas leasing subject to
and conditions of the standard lease form, as | and conditions of the standard lease form, as | the terms and conditions of the standard the terms and conditions of the standard
well as major constraints. well as major constraints. lease form, as well as major constraints. lease form, as well as major constraints.
2009 MR:1.3 Approximately 104,802 acres of federal Approximately 810,058 acres of federal Approximately 104,802 acres of federal Approximately 182,481 acres of federal
BR:3-5.5 mineral estate are administratively mineral estate are administratively mineral estate are administratively mineral estate are administratively
BR:3-5.6 unavailable for oil and gas leasing. unavailable for oil and gas leasing. unavailable for oil and gas leasing. unavailable for oil and gas leasing.
SR:2.1
2010 MR:1.3 Fluid mineral leasing is allowed on areas New fluid mineral leasing is not allowed on Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A.
within potential habitats for federally listed unleased areas within potential habitats for
species. federally listed species. Expired leases in
these areas are not reoffered.
2011 MR:1.3 Fluid mineral leasing is allowed in areas New fluid mineral leasing is not allowed on Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A.
containing NHT segments. unleased areas within 5 miles of Class 1 trail
segments. Expired leases within 5 miles of
Class 1 trail segments are not reoffered.
2012 MR:1.3 SR:2.1 | Existing oil and gas leases are suspended in Same as Alternative A, except permanently Same as Alternative A, except the MMTA Same as Alternative C.
the MMTA; new oil and gas leases are not close the MMTA to new fluid mineral is administratively unavailable for new
being issued in the MMTA. leasing. fluid mineral leasing until the oil and gas
resource can be recovered without
compromising the safety of underground
miners.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

2000 MINERAL RESOURCES (MR)

Note: All withdrawal actions (including mineral withdrawals) are processed in the lands and realty program.

Record - 8 . 8 Alternative D
# Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
2013 MR:1.3 Fluid mineral leasing is allowed in areas New fluid mineral leasing is not allowed on Same as Alternative A. Avreas set aside specifically for public
containing areas set aside specifically for areas set aside specifically for public recreation purposes would be
public recreation purposes. recreation purposes. administratively unavailable for oil and
gas leasing.
. L L . Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A.
2014 MR:1.3 Fluid mineral leasing is currently allowed on | No new fluid mineral leasing would occur
areas within large, contiguous blocks of on currently unleased areas within large,
federal land containing sagebrush, mountain | contiguous blocks of federal land containing
shrub, and aspen habitat. sagebrush, mountain shrub, and aspen
habitat. When leases in these areas expire
they would not be reoffered.!
LEASABLE - COAL
2015 MR:1.3 Process LBAs for new coal leases outside No new coal leasing is considered in the Process new coal lease applications by Same as Alternative C and no coal LBAs

the Raymond Mountain WSA by applying
the coal screening process to the application.
New competitive coal leases cannot be
offered inside the WSA until a final decision
is made on the area's suitability as a possible
Wilderness Area. The coal screening
process results will determine which lands
may be available for further consideration
for coal leasing and development.
Appropriate NEPA analysis would be
required prior to leasing.

If any of the existing RMP (BLM 1986a)
coal-screening management decisions are
current and relevant to the application area,
they will be applied.

planning area.

using the coal screening process, as
described under Alternative A.

Federal land within the proposed Haystack
project area is determined acceptable for
further consideration for coal leasing and
development.

will be considered for Rock Creek/Tunp
and Bear River Divide MAs.

1 Increased acreage of federal minerals administratively unavailable for leasing was added to Alternative B in response to public comments on the Draft RMP and EIS requesting that the BLM consider protection of large contiguous blocks of wildlife habitat on BLM-administered surface.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

2000 MINERAL RESOURCES (MR)

Note: All withdrawal actions (including mineral withdrawals) are processed in the lands and realty program.

Record - 8 . 8 Alternative D
# Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
LEASABLE - SODIUM
2016 MR:1.3 All public lands (outside of the Raymond Same as Alternative A, except no new Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A and no new
Mountain WSA) within the planning area sodium exploration and leasing is authorized sodium exploration and leasing will be
are available for sodium leasing within the viewshed of the Fossil Butte considered for Rock Creek/Tunp and
consideration. Exploration for sodium will National Monument or within the viewsheds Bear River Divide MAs.
be considered on a case-by-case basis. of incorporated towns and cities.
Limited surface occupancy criteria . . . .
contained in the Sodium Mineral No new sodium exploration and leasing will
Development Environmental Assessment be considered for Rock Creek/Tunp and
will be applied on a case-by-case basis. Bear River Divide MAs.
No new sodium leases or exploration Close areas with special status plant and
licenses may be issued on lands within the wildlife species to sodium mineral
Raymond Mountain WSA. development.
LEASABLE - OTHER SOLID LEASABLES (PHOSPHATE)
2017 MR:1.3 All public lands (outside of the Raymond Same as Alternative A, except no new Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A and no new
Mountain WSA) within the planning area phosphate exploration and leasing is phosphate exploration and leasing will
are available for phosphate leasing authorized within the viewshed of the Fossil be considered for Rock Creek/Tunp and
consideration. Exploration for phosphate Butte National Monument or within the Bear River Divide MAs.
will be considered on a case-by-case basis. viewsheds of incorporated towns and cities.
No new phosphate exploration and leasing
will be considered for Rock Creek/Tunp and
Bear River Divide MAs.
Close areas with special status plant and
wildlife species to phosphate mineral
development.

SALABLE

2018 MR:1.1 Subject to the waiver requirements in 43 Same as Alternative A, except, ho mineral Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative B.
CFR 3601.14 on unpatented mining claims, material sales and (or) free use permits are
the planning area is available for authorized within the Raymond Mountain
consideration of mineral materials salesand | WSA (32,880 acres).

(or) free use permits.

2019 MR:1.1 The area within the viewshed of the Fossil The area within the viewshed of the Fossil Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A.
Butte National Monument is available for Butte National Monument is not available
consideration of mineral materials salesand | for mineral material sales and (or) free use
(or) free use permits. permits.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

2000 MINERAL RESOURCES (MR)

Note: All withdrawal actions (including mineral withdrawals) are processed in the lands and realty program.

Record - - . ; Alternative D
# Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)

2020 MR:1.1 Developed campground areas are available No mineral material sales and (or) free use Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative B, unless impacts to
for mineral material sales and (or) free use permits are authorized within % mile of campground users are minimal, as
permits. developed campgrounds. determined by NEPA analysis.

2021 MR:1.1 Mineral material sales and (or) free use No mineral material sales and (or) free use Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A, except no

permits can be authorized in areas with
special status plant or wildlife species on a
case-by-case basis.

permits are authorized in areas with special
status plant or wildlife species.

mineral materials sales and (or) free use
permits in actual special status plant
species locations.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

3000 FIRE AND FUELS MANAGEMENT (FR)

Record

Alternative D

4 Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
Goal FR:1 Protect human health and safety and resources at risk using fire suppression.
Objectives:
FR:1.1 Ensure the health and safety of communities and the return of healthy ecosystems after wildfire events.
FR:1.2 Implement appropriate fire suppression techniques.
FR:1.3 Minimize disturbances to other resources resulting from fire suppression activities on public lands.
FR:1.4 Suppress wildland fires in identified priority areas, including those in wildland-urban and industrial interface areas adjacent to private lands and in the areas of
campgrounds and significant cultural sites (see Glossary).
FR:1.5 Reduce hazardous fuels and implement fuels projects where resources are at risk such as wildland, urban and industrial interfaces, areas adjacent to private lands,
campgrounds, and significant cultural sites.
Goal FR:2 Reduce or modify hazardous fuel accumulations through fuels management.
Objectives:
FR:2.1 Reduce hazardous fuels and focus fuels projects where resources are at risk, such as wildland, urban and industrial interfaces, areas adjacent to private lands,
campgrounds, and significant cultural sites.
FR:2.2 Implement and maintain a current fire management plan for the Kemmerer Field Office planning area that addresses all issues associated with fire and fuels
management for the planning area.
Goal FR:3 Restore natural fire regimes and frequency to the landscape, where appropriate.
Objective:
FR:3.1 Implement and maintain a current fire management plan for the planning area, which addresses all issues associated with fire and fuels management for the
planning area that includes a focus on restoring natural fire regimes and frequency on the landscape.
FR:3.2 In an effort to mimic natural fire regimes and return intervals, move from condition class 3 to condition classes 1 and 2 using fire management and vegetative
treatments.
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES
3001 FR:2.2 FR:3.1 Ensure all prescribed burning activities are in compliance with, and meet all state and federal air quality standards.
3002 FR:1.1 FR:1.3 Implement the BLM Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation standards located in the DOI Interagency Burned Area Emergency Response Guidebook and BLM Burned Area
FR:2.2 FR:3.1 Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Handbook on wildland fires to protect and sustain healthy ecosystems and protect life and property.
3003 FR:1.1 FR:1.2 Base wildland fire suppression techniques on the AMR in an approved fire management plan for the planning area and consider cost benefits based on resources at risk.
FR:1.3 FR:1.4
FR:2.2 FR:3.1
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

3000 FIRE AND FUELS MANAGEMENT (FR)

Record

Alternative D

4 Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
3004 FR:1.1 FR:1.2 Wildland fire suppression: Same as Alternative A. Suppress all wildland fires in the planning In areas of high-density urban and (or)
FR:1.3 FR:1.4 - . area. industrial interface with intermingled
FR:2.2 FR:3.1 AMR in Fire Management Plan is followed BLM-administered lands, suppression
for_ areas |dent|f|ed_ where fire is not desired, objectives will follow the AMR in an
or in areas where fire can be used as a approved fire management plan for the
management tool. planning area to provide first for human
health and safety, while minimizing loss
of property and threats to other surface
owners. Generally, wildland fires are
suppressed in these areas.
In areas of low-density urban and (or)
industrial interface where BLM-
administered lands occur in large
contiguous blocks, fire suppression
objectives will follow the AMR in an
approved fire management plan for the
planning area to provide first for human
health and safety, while allowing for
achievement of resource objectives.
3005 FR:1.1 FR:1.2 During fire suppression activities, limit soil During suppression activities in the planning | No soil disturbance is allowed within the Same as Alternative B.
FR:1.3 FR:2.2 disturbance from heavy equipment to area soil disturbance on public lands is not planning area from heavy equipment
FR:3.1 protect cultural and natural resources. allowed without consent from a Kemmerer during suppression unless private or public
Field Office authorized officer (per an habitable structures or industrial facilities
approved fire management plan for the are at risk.
Kemmerer Field Office).
3006 FR:2.1 FR:2.2 Prescribed fire, wildland fire use, chemical, Same as Alternative A, except management Prescribed fire, wildland fire use, chemical, | Same as Alternative B.
FR:3.1 biological, and mechanical treatments can objectives are met based on acreage mechanical, and biological treatments are
be used to meet fire and fuels management thresholds and areas found in an approved not considered in meeting fire and fuels
objectives, and to improve plant community | fire management plan for the planning area. management objectives.
health and meet other resource objectives.
3007 FR:2.1 FR:2.2 Prescribed fire, wildland fire use, as well as Same as Alternative A. Prescribed fire, wildland fire use, chemical, | Same as Alternative A.
FR:3.1 chemical, biological, and mechanical mechanical and biological treatments are
treatments can be used to reduce hazardous not considered in reducing hazardous fuels.
fuels in areas of resources at risk.
3008 FR:2.2 FR:3.1 Prescribed fire and wildland fire use can be Same as Alternative A, except management Prescribed fire and wildland fire use are not | Same as Alternative B.
FR:3.2 used to reintroduce fire in its natural role objectives are met based on acreage used to reintroduce fire to its natural role in

back into the ecosystem to meet fire and
fuels resource management objectives.

thresholds as found in an approved fire
management plan for the planning area.

the ecosystem.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

4000 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (BR) - GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Goal BR:1

Manage vegetation communities to restore, maintain, or enhance vegetation community health,
composition, and diversity and to provide a mix of natural successional stages that incorporate
diverse structure and composition into each vegetation type.

Objectives:

BR:1.1

BR:1.2

BR:1.3

BR:1.4

BR:1.5

BR:1.6

BR:1.7

Goal BR:2

Manage or restore habitat on BLM-administered lands within the planning area to facilitate the
conservation, recovery and maintenance of populations of native, desirable nonnative, and
special status plant species (BLM sensitive species, USFWS listed, proposed, or petitioned
species) consistent with appropriate local, state, and federal management plans.

Manage specific environmental hazards, risks, and impacts in a manner compatible with
special status plant species health.

Manage for healthy native plant communities by reducing, preventing expansion of, or
eliminating the occurrence of invasive, nonnative species, undesirable, non-native, or noxious
weeds (predatory plant pests or disease) by implementing management actions consistent with
goals included in “Partners Against Weeds” and consistent with weed management plans.

Forestland would provide a sustainable supply of forest products to the public and commercial
uses and up to 19,008 acres of forestland would be available for forest management actions.
Woodlands would supply forest products to the public as a by-product with forest health,
landscape restoration, and reduction of forest fuels objectives and up to 15,000 acres of
woodland would be available for woodland management actions.

Forestlands and woodlands within the Raymond Mountain WSA (3,000 acres) would be
reserve managed to meet wilderness characteristics and healthy forest landscape objectives in
accordance with management plans and IMP.

Old growth management areas, and the connectivity of the old growth area, would be
maintained as appropriate consistent with other management and forest health objectives.

Rangelands would provide a sustainable supply of forage for commercial uses on up to
1,411,071 acres in the planning area.

Manage riparian and wetland areas to provide the appropriate natural potential combination of
vegetation, land form, and large woody debris to: dissipate stream energy associated with high
waterflows or energies associated with wind and (or) wave action and overland flow from
adjacent sites, reduce erosion and improve water quality, filter sediment, capture bedload,
allow for floodplain development, improve flood-water retention and groundwater recharge,
develop root masses that stabilize stream banks, islands and shoreline features against cutting
action, allow for natural rates of water percolation, and develop diverse ponding and channel
characteristics to provide the habitat and the water depth, duration, and temperature necessary
for fish production, waterfowl breeding, and other uses; and support greater biodiversity.

Objective:

BR:2.1 Riparian areas should, within 10 years, have activity and implementation plans that will

allow riparian areas to be maintained at or above, or continue to be improved toward,
proper functioning condition.

Goal BR:3

Goal BR:4

Goal BR:5

Manage for the biological integrity and habitat function of terrestrial and aquatic
ecosystems to sustain and optimize distribution and abundance of all native, desirable
nonnative, and special status fish and wildlife species consistent with habitat capability.

Manage or restore forage vegetation and habitat on BLM-administered lands within the
planning area to facilitate the conservation, recovery and maintenance of populations of
native, desirable non-native, and special status species (BLM sensitive species, WGFD

SGCN and NSS 1-4 species, USFWS listed, proposed, or petitioned species) consistent

with appropriate local, state, and federal management plans.

Provide quality habitats to support the expansion in range (i.e., introduction,
reintroduction, augmentation, etc.) of identified high priority fish, wildlife, and plant
species, as appropriate, on public lands in the planning area throughout the life of the
plan.

Objectives for Goals 3, 4, and 5:

BR:3-5.1

BR:3-5.2

BR:3-5.3

BR:3-5.4

BR:3-5.5

BR:3-5.6

BR:3-5.7

BR:3-5:8

Manage habitats to support WGFD in the attainment of big game herd unit objectives,
fish management objectives, and well-distributed, healthy populations of wildlife and fish
species consistent with the WGFD’s Strategic Habitat Plan, Comprehensive Wildlife
Conservation Strategy, and strategic population plans, and to achieve the stated purpose
of designated Wildlife Habitat Management Areas.

Ensure that no greater than 12.5 percent net loss of crucial habitat acres occurs in the
planning area over the life of the plan in the absence of voluntary offsite mitigation.

Maintain, restore, or enhance fisheries habitats in the planning area so they achieve
optimal channel geomorphology and vegetative structure for productivity and biological
diversity, and can achieve optimum conditions for desired fish populations during the life
of the plan.

Identify physical locations, potential conflicts, and other adverse impacts among fish and
wildlife and other resources within the planning area and implement management actions
and conservation measures to prevent and (or) reduce adverse impacts to desirable
wildlife species.

Inventory, map, and correlate vegetation types and seral stages within the planning area
and develop and implement management actions to provide desirable native and non-
native species habitat values, appropriate species' habitat needs, existing species'
diversity, and livestock grazing use.

Capitalize on opportunities to maintain and enhance rangeland conditions and wildlife
habitat capability and functionality, and provide adequate habitat, protection from
disturbance, and barrier-free movements in identified wildlife migration routes and fish
passages within the planning area.

Manage for habitat necessary to support well-distributed healthy populations of special
status fish and wildlife species by developing habitat management plans, other
management documents, or other mechanisms as appropriate to conserve special status
species.

Strive for no net loss of crucial habitat function occurs in the planning area for any
special status species.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

4000 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (BR) - GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Goal BR:6

Manage the direct, indirect, and cumulative adverse impacts to wildlife and their habitats such
that no unnecessary or undue degradation results from BLM actions and authorized activities.

Objectives:

BR:6.1

BR:6.2

BR:6.3

BR:6.4

BR:6.5

BR:6.6

BR:6.7

Goal BR:7

Manage habitat to support WGFD in the attainment of their big game herd unit objectives,
strategic population plans, the Strategic Terrestrial Plan and the Aquatic Habitat Plan, and to
achieve the stated purpose of designated Wildlife Habitat Management Areas.

Ensure that no greater than 12.5 percent net loss of crucial habitat acres occurs in the planning
area over the life of the plan in the absence of voluntary offsite mitigation.

Maintain, restore, or enhance fisheries habitats in the planning area so they achieve optimal
channel geomorphology and vegetative structure for productivity and biological diversity, and
can achieve optimum conditions for desired fish populations during the life of the plan.
Coordinate with Wildlife Services prior to activities on the planning area to avoid non-target
species mortalities and minimize disturbance to fish or wildlife during the life of the plan.
Identify physical locations, potential conflicts, and other adverse impacts among fish and
wildlife and other resources within the planning area and implement management actions and

conservation measures to prevent and (or) reduce adverse impacts to desirable wildlife species.

Inventory, map, and correlate vegetation types and seral stages within the planning area and
develop and implement management actions to provide healthy and stable ecosystems that
support wildlife habitat values, appropriate species’ habitat needs, and the existing species’
diversity.

Capitalize on opportunities to maintain and enhance wildlife habitat capability and
functionality, and provide adequate habitat, protection from disturbance, and barrier-free
movements in identified wildlife migration routes and fish passages within the planning
area.

Manage specific environmental hazards, risks, and impacts to fish, wildlife, and habitats in
a manner compatible with native, desirable nonnative, and special status fish and wildlife
health.

Objectives:

BR:7.1

BR:7.2

BR:7.3

Manage habitat to support WGFD in the attainment of their big game herd unit objectives,
strategic population plans, the Strategic Terrestrial Plan and the Aquatic Habitat Plan, and
to achieve the stated purpose of designated Wildlife Habitat Management Areas.

Ensure that no greater than 12.5 percent net loss of crucial habitat acres occurs in the
planning area over the life of the plan in the absence of voluntary offsite mitigation and
ensure no net loss of crucial habitat function occurs in the planning area for any special
status species.

Maintain, restore, or enhance fisheries habitats in the planning area so they achieve optimal
channel geomorphology and vegetative structure for productivity and biological diversity,
and can achieve optimum conditions for desired fish populations during the life of the plan.

BR:7.4  Coordinate with APHIS prior to activities on the planning area to avoid non-target
species mortalities, to facilitate pest and predator control, and minimize disturbance to
fish or wildlife during the life of the plan.

Identify physical locations, potential conflicts, and other adverse impacts among fish and
wildlife and other resources within the planning area and implement management actions
and conservation measures to prevent and (or) reduce adverse impacts to desirable
wildlife species.

Inventory, map, and correlate vegetation types and seral stages within the planning area
and develop and implement management actions to provide healthy and stable
ecosystems that support wildlife habitat values, appropriate species’ habitat needs, and
the existing species’ diversity.

Capitalize on opportunities to maintain and enhance wildlife habitat capability and
functionality, and provide adequate habitat, protection from disturbance, and barrier-free
movements in identified wildlife migration routes and fish passages within the planning
area.

Manage for habitat necessary to support well-distributed healthy populations of special
status fish and wildlife species and develop habitat management plans, other management
documents, or mechanisms as appropriate to conserve special status species.

BR:7.5

BR:7.6

BR:7.7

BR:7.8

Goal BR:8 Manage terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems to provide recreational and educational

benefits and opportunities for the public use.
Objectives:
BR:8.1 Manage habitat to support WGFD in the attainment of their big game herd unit
objectives, strategic population plans, the Strategic Terrestrial Plan and the Aquatic
Habitat Plan, and to achieve the stated purpose of designated Wildlife Habitat
Management Areas.
Ensure that no greater than 12.5 percent net loss of crucial habitat acres occurs in the
planning area over the life of the plan in the absence of voluntary offsite mitigation.
Maintain, restore, or enhance fisheries habitats in the planning area so they achieve
optimal channel geomorphology and vegetative structure for productivity and biological
diversity, and can achieve optimum conditions for desired fish populations during the life
of the plan.
Identify physical locations, potential conflicts, and other adverse impacts among fish and
wildlife and other resources within the planning area and implement management actions
and conservation measures to prevent or reduce adverse impacts to desirable wildlife
species.
Inventory, map, and correlate vegetation types and seral stages within the planning area
and develop and implement management actions to provide healthy and stable
ecosystems that support wildlife habitat values, appropriate species’ habitat needs, and
the existing species’ diversity.
Capitalize on opportunities to maintain and enhance wildlife habitat capability and
functionality, and provide adequate habitat, protection from disturbance, and barrier-free
movements in identified wildlife migration routes and fish passages within the planning
area.

BR:8.2

BR:8.3

BR:8.4

BR:8.5

BR:8.6

Goal BR:9 Forest resources would be managed to work toward restoring the forest landscape to

historical early settlement period stocking level and structure/composition to meet forest
health and reduction of forest fuels goals.
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Details of Alternatives

Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

4000 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (BR) - MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

Record #

Goal/Obj.

Alternative D

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)

MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

4001

BR:1 BR:2

Manage vegetative communities in accordance with Wyoming Standards for Healthy Rangelands.

4002

BR:3-5.1 BR:3-5.2
BR:3-5.3 BR:6.1
BR:6.2 BR:6.3
BR:7.1 BR:7.2
BR:7.3 BR:8.1
BR:8.2 BR:8.3

Choose and implement appropriate mitigation in a timely manner to minimize decreases in habitat function.

4003

BR:3-5.1 BR:3-5.2
BR:3-5.3 BR:6.1
BR:6.2 BR:6.3
BR:6.4 BR:7.1
BR:7.2 BR:7.3
BR:7.4 BR:8.1
BR:8.2 BR:8.3

Mitigate impacts as close to the affected area, and for the same or similar impacted species or habitats, as possible.

4004

BR:3-5.1 BR:3-5.2
BR:6.1 BR:6.2
BR:7.1 BR:7.2
BR:8.1 BR:8.2

Utilize appropriate voluntary offsite compensatory mitigation to reduce impacts. This would be necessary if (1) all onsite mitigation has been accomplished and adverse effects
have not been mitigated; or (2) if onsite mitigation is not feasible.

4005

BR: 1.7

BR:3-5.1 BR:3-5.2
BR:3-5.3 BR:3-5.4
BR:3-5.5 BR:3-5.6
BR:6.1 BR:6.2
BR:6.3 BR:6.5
BR:6.4 BR:6.6
BR:6.7 BR:5.1
BR:7.2 BR:7.3
BR:7.5 BR:7.4
BR:7.6 BR:7.7
BR:8.1 BR:8.2
BR:8.3 BR:8.4
BR:8.5 BR:8.6

Manage siting of facilities to minimize impacts on fish and wildlife habitat function and quality, to minimize impacts on vegetation resources for all uses, and to minimize fish and
wildlife mortality during the life of the facility.

4006

BR:3-5.7
BR:3-5.2
BR:7.12
BR:7.13
BR:7.14

Identify distribution, key habitat areas, and special needs to develop management plans and conservation measures upon designation of threatened, endangered, and other special
status species.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

4000 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (BR) - MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

Alternative D

Record # Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
4007 BR:3-5.7 BR:7.2 Assist authorized agencies in the restoration, reintroduction, augmentation, or re-establishment of threatened, endangered, and other special status species populations and (or)
BR:3-5.2 BR:7.8 habitats.
4008 BR:3-5.7 BR:3-5.2 | Implement all appropriate conservation agreements, conservation measures, and BLM-endorsed management strategies for threatened, endangered, and other special status species.
BR:7.2 BR:7.8 See Appendix A for current list.
4009 BR:3-5.7 Apply a "no surface occupancy" restriction to bald eagle winter roosting areas. In addition, a 1-mile buffer zone around bald eagle winter roost sites will be closed from November
BR:3-5.2 1 through April 1.
BR:7.2 . . . . . e . . L
BR:7.8 Activities and habitat alterations that may disturb bald eagles will be restricted within suitable habitats that occur within bald eagle buffer zones. Deviations may be made after
' consultation with the USFWS.
Zone 1 (within 0.5 mile, year-round) is intended to protect active and alternative nests. For active nests, minimal human activity levels are allowed during the period of first
occupancy to 2 weeks after fledging.
Zone 2 (from 0.5 mile to 1 mile from the nest, February 1 through August 15) is intended to protect bald eagle primary use areas and permits light human activity levels.
Zone 3 is designated to protect foraging and (or) concentration areas year-round 2.5 miles from the nest.
4010 BR:3-5.7 BR:3-5.2 | Apply a seasonal mountain plover protection stipulation from April 10 through July 10 to protect breeding and nesting habitats.
BR:3-5.4 BR:3-5.1
BR:6.5 BR:7.5
BR:7.8 BR:7.2
4011 BR:7.1 An adaptive management approach will be followed to achieve the minimum goal of proper functioning condition on all riparian-wetland areas. Information gathered from
assessments of riparian areas using the Proper Functioning Condition Assessment Methodology (Prichard 1998) will be used to identify attributes and processes that are not in a
working order. Site-specific management strategies will be collaboratively designed and implemented to correct these. Monitoring will be conducted to identify any changes in
management necessary to establish and maintain an upward trend. Based on this information, refinements in the management strategy will be implemented as necessary and
monitoring continued. This iterative process provides the flexibility to ensure that management quickly and effectively responds to resource needs, thus ensuring that resource
objectives can be met and maintained even in the face of seasonal, annual, and cyclic events such as fire, insect infestations, disease, weather, and associated hydrologic events that
are beyond human control.
4012 BR:3-5.1 Avoid disruptive activity in big game crucial winter range November 15 through April 30.
BR:3-5.4
4013 BR:3-5.1 Avoid disruptive activity in elk calving areas from May 1 through June 30.
BR:3-5.4
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

4000 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (BR) - VEGETATION RESOURCES

Record
#

Goal/Obj.

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(Proposed RMP)

4014

PR:3.2 PR:4.2

BR:1.1 BR:1.3
BR:1.7

Reestablish vegetation over disturbed soils
within 3 years of initial seeding. If
establishment is unsuccessful, follow-up
seeding and soil nutrient testing will occur
to determine if additional reclamation is
necessary.

Reestablish healthy native plant
communities based on preexisting
composition or other species as identified
in an approved management plan. A
reclamation plan will be developed and
approved prior to any surface disturbing
activities being authorized. Reclamation of
surface disturbing activities will be
required within the first available planting
season, as identified the approved
reclamation plan. Monitoring of
reclamation success would begin during
the first growing season after seeding.
Performance standards will be based on
site-specific objectives for reclamation and
will be identified in the approved
reclamation plan. If performance
standards are not met at any point within
the time frames identified in the
reclamation plan; additional testing would
be completed in order to guide further
reclamation efforts necessary to meet the
identified performance standards.

Same as Alternative A.

Same as Alternative B.

4015

BR:1.1

Manage vegetation resources to comply
with the ESA and BLM policy associated
with management of special status species.

Manage large, contiguous blocks of federal
land by maintaining or enhancing
sagebrush, aspen, and mountain shrub
communities. Maintain connections
between these community types by
managing projects to minimize
construction disturbance to the smallest
acreage possible with considerations for
engineering feasibility and safety.

Same as Alternative A.

Same as Alternative B.

4016

BR:1.1 BR:1.3

Prescribed fire, wildland fire, and
appropriate chemical, mechanical, and
biological treatments could be used to
meet vegetation management objectives.

Naturally occurring wildland fires and
biological treatments would be used to
treat vegetation to meet vegetation
management objectives throughout the
planning area.

Chemical, mechanical and biological
treatments could be used to meet vegetation
management objectives throughout the
planning area.

Same as Alternative A.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

4000 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (BR) - VEGETATION RESOURCES

Record
#

Goal/Obj.

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(Proposed RMP)

4017

BR:1.1

A representative cushion plant community
is protected with an NSO.

No surface-disturbing activities or surface
disturbance of any nature or for any
purpose other than for protection or
enhancement of the species would be
allowed in any cushion plant community.

No restrictions would be applied to any
cushion plant community area.

Representative cushion plant
communities would be NSO areas.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

4000 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (BR) - VEGETATION RESOURCES

Record

Alternative D

# Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
FORESTRY
4018 BR:1.4 The acres of forest resources (forestlands Approximately 50 acres of forestland Approximately 150 acres of forestland An average of 75 acres of forestland
and woodlands) treated annually are not (“forestland ecosystem management (“forestland ecosystem management areas™) | (“forestland ecosystem management
specified; however, volume of timber areas™) and 50 acres of woodland and 100 acres of woodland (“woodland areas”) and 75 acres of woodland
removed from treated acres must not (“woodland ecosystem management ecosystem management areas”) (“woodland ecosystem management
exceed the annual sustained yield capacity | areas”) approximately are treated annually | approximately are treated annually (per areas™) approximately are treated
of these lands. (per decade, approximately 500 acres of decade, approximately 1,500 acres of annually (per decade, approximately
forestland and 500 acres of woodland) by forestland and 1,000 acres of woodland) by | 750 acres of forestland and 750 acres of
mechanical methods or prescribed fire to mechanical methods or prescribed fire to woodland) by mechanical methods or
reduce stocking levels and structure and reduce stocking levels and structure and prescribed fire to reduce stocking levels
(or) composition to more historical (or) composition to more historical and structure and (or) composition to
conditions. conditions. more historical conditions.
4019 BR:1.4 Approximately 19,008 acres of forestland Approximately 19,008 acres of forestland Approximately 19,008 acres of forestland Approximately 19,008 acres of
are managed to meet public demand. would be actively managed and called would be actively managed and called forestland would be actively managed
Existing forestlands are perpetuated and “forest ecosystem management areas,” “forest ecosystem management areas,” with | and called “forest ecosystem
increased as they are treated. with an annual allowable probable sale an annual allowable probable sale quantity management areas,” with an annual
quantity of 444 CCF (200 MBF); or per of 1,333 CCF (600 MBF); or per decade, allowable probable sale quantity of 667
No annual allowable probable sale decade, 4,440 CCF (2 MMBF). 13,330 CCF (6 MMBF). CCF (300 MBF); or per decade, 6,670
quantity is specified; however, sale CCF (3 MMBF).
quantities must not exceed the annual
sustained yield capacity of the forestlands.
4020 BR:1.4 BR:15 No similar action. Approximately 3,000 acres of forestland Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative B.
and woodland within the Raymond
Mountain WSA are managed by
prescribed fire or wildland fire use to
simulate natural alteration of vegetation to
meet wilderness and healthy forest
landscape objectives. No mechanical and
(or) surface-disturbing activities are
prescribed. No forest products are
removed from this area. The forestlands
and woodlands within the WSA are called
“reserved forest ecosystem management
areas.”
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

4000 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (BR) - VEGETATION RESOURCES

Reiord Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (P/?:;[;(:Q:;I\éel\/llj P)
4021 BR:1.4 No similar action. Approximately 15,000 acres of woodland Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative B.
(aspen and juniper) are actively managed
to create more historical conditions and
called “woodland ecosystem management
areas.”
No specified annual sale quantity is
identified.
Forest products are provided as a
byproduct consistent with forest health,
landscape restoration, and reduction of
forest fuels objectives.
4022 BR:1.4 BR:1.6 No similar action. Old growth forest areas are retained in an Old growth forest areas are retained at Same as Alternative B.
appropriate proportion to other timber appropriate locations and distribution
classes, using an adaptive management levels, as evaluations occur, using an
approach. Old growth forest characteristics | adaptive management approach. Old
are identified for the various forest types growth forest characteristics are identified
and are listed in the glossary. Connectivity | for the various forest types and are listed in
of existing or potential old growth areas the glossary. Connectivity of existing or
are adopted if appropriate and consistent potential old growth areas are adopted
with other management. whenever feasible.
WETLAND AND RIPARIAN COMMUNITIES
4023 BR:2.1 Management actions in riparian areas will Manage all riparian areas for mid-to late- Same as Alternative A. Riparian areas would be maintained,
include measures to preserve, protect, and, | successional stage vegetation. improved, or restored to enhance
if necessary, restore natural functions. habitat forage conditions for wildlife
and livestock and improve stream water
quality. Manage all riparian areas with
sensitive wildlife and plant species
concerns to a successional stage
appropriate for the benefit of those
species, including vertical as well as
horizontal vegetative structure and
composition.
4024 BR:4.1 Locations of livestock salt or mineral Locate livestock salt or mineral Same as Alternative A. Locate livestock salt or mineral

supplements comply with requirements
determined on a site-specific basis.

supplements a minimum of % mile away
from water sources, riparian areas, and
aspen stands.

supplements a minimum of ¥ mile
away from water sources, riparian
areas, and aspen stands. Buffers are
based on resource concerns on a case-
by-case basis.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

4000 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (BR) - FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES

Record

Alternative D

4 Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)

4025 BR:3-5.1 BR:3-5.3 | Currently, no seasonal limitations Apply seasonal limitations for surface- Same as Alternative A. Protect critical life stages for game and
BR:3-5.4 BR:3-5.5 | associated with fish species are applied disturbing activities within the floodplain or nongame fish species by limiting
BR:3-5.6 BR:6.1 for surface-disturbing activities. 1,000 feet (whichever is greater) of fish- disturbance activities in fish bearing
BR:6.3 BR:6.5 bearing streams to protect game and nongame streams on a case-by-case basis.
BR:6.6 BR:6.7 fish species during spawning, egg incubation, Coordination with WGFD will occur for
BR:7.1 BR:7.3 and fry stages. Dates will vary by species and specific projects to determine crucial
BR:7.4 BR:7.5 location. Coordination on a case-by-case dates. Exceptions can be made if the
BR:7.6 BR:7.7 basis with WGFD will occur to determine NEPA analysis shows little or no impact.
BR:8.1 BR:8.3 crucial dates.
BR:8.4 BR:85
BR:8.4 BR:8.6
BR:3-5.1 BR:3-5.3 . . . . . .

4026 BR:3-5.4 BR:3-5.5 | Human-caused barriers to fish passage are | Human-caused barriers to fish passage could Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative B.
BR:3-56 BR:6.1 not actively addressed under current be removed where appropriate and (or)
BR:6.3 BR:6.5 management. feasible to provide for more genetic diversity
BR6.6 BR®6.7 and population stability.
BR:7.1  BR7.3 Human-caused barriers may be placed in
BR:7.5 BR:7.6 some situations to protect conservation
BR:7.7  BR®8.1 populations of fish species from hybridization
BR:8.3 BR:8.4 or competition.
BR:8.5 BR:8.6

4027 BR:3-5.1 BR:3-5.2 | BLM fencing standards are applied to Remove or modify all BLM fences to comply | Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A, except eliminate
BR:3-5.4 BR:3-5.6 | newly constructed fences on BLM- with BLM Manual 1741 fencing standards to or modify existing fences to reduce
BR:6.1 BR:6.2 administered lands within the planning eliminate potential conflicts with wildlife and conflicts on a case-by-case basis.
BR:6.5 BR:6.7 area. special status species.
BR:7.1 BR:7.2
BR:7.5 BR:7.7
BR:8.1 BR:8.2
BR:8.4 BR:8.6

4028 BR:3-5.1 BR:3-5.2 | No current provisions exist for managing Identify and preserve traditional migration Identify and develop management for Identify and work collaboratively to
BR:3-5.4 BR:3-5.6 | migration corridors. and travel corridors for big game wildlife traditional migration and travel corridors | develop management of migration
BR:6.1 BR:6.2 species and migratory birds. for big game wildlife species and corridors for big game wildlife species
BR:6.4 BR:6.5 migratory birds. and migratory birds to reduce conflicts.
BR:6.7 BR:7.1
BR:7.2 BR:7.4
BR:7.5 BR:7.7
BR:8.1 BR:8.2
BR:8.4 BR:8.6
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

4000 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (BR) - FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES

Record

Alternative D

4 Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
4029 BR:3-5.1 BR:3-5.4 | No current requirements exist to prevent Bury all new (low voltage) utility lines and Burial of all new (low-voltage) utility Bury new utility lines or install BLM-
BR:3-5.5 BR:3-5.6 | perching on overhead powerlines. install BLM-approved anti-perch devices on lines is not required, nor is installation of | approved anti-perch devices on all new
BR:6.1 BR:6.5 all new high voltage utility lines. BLM-approved anti-perch devices on utility lines within sagebrush and (or)
BR:6.6 BR:6.7 new high voltage utility lines. semiarid shrub-dominated habitats, unless
BR:7.1 BR:7.5 NEPA analysis shows little or no impact
BR:7.6 BR:7.7 without burial or modification.
BR:8.1 BR:8.4
BR:8.5 BR:8.6
4000 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (BR) - SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES (see Appendix A for more detail on management of special status species)
Record - . - ; Alternative D
4 Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES - PLANTS
4030 FR:1.1 FR:1.2 Use of fire suppression chemicals, Use of fire suppression chemicals, including Same as Alternative A. Use of fire suppression chemicals,

FR:1.3 including foaming agents and surfactants, | foaming agents and surfactants, is not allowed including foaming agents and surfactants,
is not allowed in special status plant within % mile of special status plant species is not allowed within 200 feet of special
species populations. populations. status plant species populations.

4031 LR:6.1 LR:6.2 No specific measures to protect special Special status plant species populations are Same as Alternative A. All vehicles, including fire suppression

LR:7.1 status plants species populations from closed to fire suppression vehicle use. vehicles, are restricted to existing roads

motor vehicles currently exist.

and trails in special status plant species
populations. The Kemmerer Field Office
authorized officer has the discretion to lift
this requirement in an emergency
situation.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

4000 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (BR) - SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES (see Appendix A for more detail on management of special status species)

Record

Alternative D

# Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
4032 BR:1.1 BR:1.2 All appropriate measures to protect all Known locations of special status plant Same as Alternative A, except remove Same as Alternative B, except no NSO on
threatened, endangered, and sensitive species are protected and closed to the NSO designations for Physaria dornii. Physaria dornii populations.
plant species are applied to all actions and | following:
use authorizations. These measures could . . .
include avoidance, NSO, and “no surface Surface-disturbing activities that could
disturbance.” adversely impact the plants or their habitats.
Four populations of Physaria dornii have Mining claim _Iocation (select Ic_;cgtions \_Nould
an NSO designation. be formally withdrawn from mining claim
location).
Mineral material sales.
All off-road vehicular use, including those
vehicles used for geophysical exploration
activities, surveying, etc.
Use of explosives and blasting.
All populations of Physaria dornii have an
NSO designation.
4033 BR:1.1 BR:1.2 Areas where special status plants are Areas where special status plants are known to | Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A.
known to exist are ROW avoidance areas. | exist are ROW exclusion areas.
The authorized officer could grant
exceptions if analysis shows that there is
no adverse impact to the plant
populations.
(BLM WY Sensitive Species Policy and
Manual 6840)
4034 BR:1.1 BR:1.2 Potential habitats of special status plant Potential habitats of special status plant No searches for special status plants are Same as Alternative A.
species on federal lands or on split-estate species on federal lands or on split-estate required, except for federally listed,
lands require searches for the plant lands require searches for the plant species proposed, and candidate species, before
species prior to approving any project or prior to approving any project or activity. approving any project or activity.
activity. Should special status plant Should species be found, all surface-disturbing
species be found, all surface-disturbing activities are halted.
activities are halted until species-specific
protective measures are developed and
implemented. For federally listed species,
protective measures are developed and
implemented in coordination with the
USFWS.
(BLM WY Sensitive Species Policy and
Manual 6840 and ESA)
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

4000 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (BR) - SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES (see Appendix A for more detail on management of special status species)

Record

Alternative D

# Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)

4035 BR:1.1 BR:1.2 Potential habitat areas of special status Surface-disturbing activities are prohibited in No limitations are placed on surface- Same as Alternative A.
plant species are areas of CSU for potential habitat areas of special status plant disturbing activities in potential habitat
surface-disturbing activities. species. areas of special status plant species.

(BLM WY Sensitive Species Policy and
Manual 6840)

4036 BR:1.1 BR:1.2 Potential habitat areas of special status Vegetation treatments in special status plant Vegetation treatments in special status Vegetation treatments in special status
plant species would be areas of CSU for species habitats would be conducted only plant species habitats would be plant species habitats could be conducted
surface-disturbing activities. when they would benefit these species. conducted to produce a desired plant on a case-by-case basis when they would

. . . community to benefit all resources in benefit these species.
(BLM WY Sensitive Species Policy and compliance with sensitive species policy.
Manual 6840)

4037 LR:4.1 No salt or mineral supplements are No salt or mineral supplements are allowed Same as Alternative A. No salt or mineral supplements are
allowed on special status plant species within % mile of special status plant species allowed within ¥ mile of special status
populations (BLM WY Sensitive Species populations. plant species populations. Buffers are
Policy and Manual 6840). based on resource concerns on a case-by-

case basis.

4038 LR:4.1 Range improvement projects such as Range improvement projects such as troughs, Same as Alternative A. Range improvement projects, such as
troughs, reservaoirs, fences, and other reservoirs, fences, and other surface-disturbing troughs, reservoirs, and fences, are not
surface-disturbing activities are not activities are not allowed within % mile of allowed on special status plant species
allowed on special status plant species special status plant species populations, unless populations. Buffers are based on
populations. they are determined to be beneficial to that resource CONCerns on a case-by-case

species. basis.
SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES - FISH
4039 BR:3-5.2 No similar action. Similar management actions as found in the Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative B.
BR:3-5.7 “Conservation Agreement and Strategies and
BR:3-5.8 Thomas Fork Aquatic Habitat Management
BR:7.2 Plan” (BLM 1979) are applied to support
BR:7.8 habitat and fisheries objectives for the Snake
River cutthroat trout.
SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES - WILDLIFE
4040 BR:3-5.2 No similar action. Avoid habitat fragmentation through Avoid habitat fragmentation through Same as Alternative C.
BR:3-5.7 attenuation, siting, and consolidation of roads, | attenuation, siting, and consolidation of
BR:3-5.8 energy facilities, and other developments in roads, energy facilities, and other
BR:6.7 identified special status species habitats to no developments in identified special status
BR:7.2 more than 3 percent of available habitats. species habitats, unless appropriate
BR:7.8 mitigation is initiated.
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Details of Alternatives

Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

4000 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (BR) - SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES (see Appendix A for more detail on management of special status species)

Record

Alternative D

# Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)

4041 BR:3-5.2 Greater sage-grouse are protected by Prohibit surface disturbance or surface Avoid surface-disturbing and disruptive The following distances and timeframes
BR:3-5.7 surface-disturbance stipulations. For leks, | occupancy on, or within six tenths (0.6) mile activities within ¥4 mile of the perimeter will be utilized to manage activities that
BR:3-5.8 there is a restriction buffer within ¥ mile radius of the perimeter of occupied or of active greater sage-grouse leks; avoid may impact greater sage-grouse or their
BR:7.2 of the perimeter of occupied greater sage- | undetermined sage-grouse leks. No human human activity between 8 p.m. and habitats. These distances and timeframes
BR:7.8 grouse leks. Avoid human activity activity between one hour before sunset to one | 8 a.m. from March 1 through May 15 are based on current information, but may

between 8 p.m. and 8 a.m. from March 1 hour after sunrise from March 1 - May 15 on, within % mile of the perimeter of be subject to change in the future based
through May 15 within % mile of the or within six tenths (0.6) mile of the perimeter | occupied greater sage-grouse leks. upon new information.
perimeter of occupied greater sage-grouse | of occupied or undetermined sage-grouse leks. . . . . . -
leks. Avoid surface-disturbing and disruptive Greater sage-grouse leks: Prohibit or
Prohibit surface disturbing activities and/or activities in suitable greater sage-grouse restrict surface disturbance or surface
Avoid surface-disturbing and disruptive disruptive activities in suitable sage-grouse nesting and early brood rearing habitats occupancy on, or within six tenths (0.6)
activities in suitable greater sage-grouse nesting and early brood rearing habitat within within 2 miles of an occupied greater mile radius of the perimeter of occupied
nesting and early brood-rearing habitats 3 miles of an occupied sage grouse lek or in sage-grouse lek. or undetermined sage-grouse leks. No
within 2 miles of an occupied lek. identified nesting or brood rearing habitat human activity between one hour before
outside the 3-mile buffer from March 15 — sunset to one hour after sunrise from
July 15. The distance and timing details above March 1 - May 15 within six tenths (0.6)
may change as sage-grouse seasonal habitats mile of the perimeter of occupied or
are delineated through mapping. undetermined sage-grouse leks.
Prohibit surface disturbing activities and/or Greater sage-grouse nesting and early
disruptive activities in suitable sage grouse brood-rearing habitats: Prohibit or restrict
winter concentration areas from November 15 surface disturbing activities and/or
— March 14. disruptive activities in suitable sage
. . grouse nesting and early brood rearing
Mid-scale mapping of sagebrush ecosystems habitat within 3 miles of an occupied sage
and sage-grouse seasonal habitats will be grouse lek or in any identified nesting or
completed within one year of the ROD. brood rearing habitat regardless of
distance from a lek from March 15 —
July 15. The distance and timing details
above may change as sage-grouse
seasonal habitats are delineated through
mapping. Greater sage-grouse winter
habitat: Prohibit or restrict surface
disturbance and/or disruptive activities in
delineated greater sage-grouse winter
concentration areas from November 15 -
March 14.
Mid-scale mapping of sagebrush
ecosystems and sage-grouse seasonal
habitats will be completed within one
year of the ROD. Detailed mapping of
sagebrush ecosystems and sage-grouse
seasonal habitats in the Slate Creek and
Moxa Arch areas will be completed
within two years of the ROD.
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Details of Alternatives

Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

4000 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (BR) - SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES (see Appendix A for more detail on management of special status species)

Reiord Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (p'?—\(l)t;(:g:él\éew?p)
Appropriate restrictions will be
determined on a site-specific basis and
will consider project size.

Exceptions to CSU and timing restrictions
will continue to be considered on a case-
by-case basis.

BR:3-5.2 - N . — . .

4042 BR:3-5.5 No requirements to locate facilities or Locate facilities or use BMPs to minimize Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative B.

BR:3-5.7 reduce noise levels of equipment to impacts of continuous noise on species relying

BR:3-5.8 minimize the impacts of continuous noise on aural cues for successful breeding. This

BR:7.2 on species relying on aural cues for requirement is based on current information,

BR:7.8 successful breeding currently exist. but may be subject to change in the future

based upon new information.

BR:3-5.2 - . . - . ! . . . .

4043 BR:3-5.5 No restrictions on any high-profile Prohibit new, permanent high-profile Same as Alternative A. Avoid new, permanent high-profile
BR:3-5.7 structures within sagebrush obligate structures (higher than 12 feet) within 1 mile structures (higher than 12 feet) within 1
BR:3-5.8 habitats currently exist. of occupied sagebrush obligate habitats. mile of occupied sagebrush obligate
BR:7.2 Prohibi . ) habitats unless anti-perch devices are

: rohibit new, permanent high-profile installed.
BR:7.8 structures relying on guy wires for support in
these habitats. Prohibit new, permanent high-profile
structures relying on guy wires for
support in these habitats. Exceptions can
be made if NEPA analysis shows little or
no impact to sagebrush obligate species.
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Details of Alternatives

Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

4000 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (BR) - SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES (see Appendix A for more detail on management of special status species)

Reiord Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (p'?—\(l)t;(:g:él\éew?p)
BR:3-5.2 . . . . . . . o . . . . . . .

4044 BR:3-5.7 No activity or surface disturbance is Surface-disturbing and disruptive activities to Same as Alternative B, except disruptive | Surface-disturbing and disruptive
BR:3-5.8 allowed for up to a ¥%-mile radius from nesting raptors are prohibited within 1% miles | activities to nesting raptors are activities to nesting raptors are prohibited
BR:7.2 any active raptor nest sites from of an active raptor nest during the following prohibited within %2 mile. within the following distances from an
BR:7.8 February 1 through July 31 (except time periods for the protection of raptor active nest from February 1 through July

peregrine falcon restrictions that extend nesting areas: 31 with the exception of burrowing owl
from February 1 through August 15). (April 15 through September 15, or
o ) February 1 through July 15, or whenever the whenever the young have fledged) and
Within the Moxa Arc'h area of oil gnd gas | young have fledged: golden eagle, barn owl, northern goshawk (April 1 through
development, restrictions are applied red-tailed hawk, great-horned owl, other August 31):
within a 1-mile radius of ferruginous raptors
hawk nests. 1-mile buffer: ferruginous hawk
March 1 through July 31: short-eared owl, Yeemile buffer: qold le b |
Actual distances and dates will vary based | long-eared owl, ferruginous hawk, peregrine «-mile butier: ‘golden eagle, barn owl,
on topography, species, season of use, and | falcon, screech owl red-tailed ha.Wk' great-hc_)rned owl,
other pertinent factors. _ . osprey, merll_n, sharp-shinned hawk_,
April 1 through July 31: osprey, merlin, kestrel, prairie falcon, northern harrier,
sharp-shinned hawk, kestrel, prairie falcon, Swainson’s hawk, Cooper’s hawk, short-
northern harrier, Swainson’s hawk, Cooper’s eared owl, long-eared owl, peregrine
hawk falcon, screech owl, burrowing owl,
. northern goshawk, and other raptors
April 1 through September 15, or whenever . ) .
the young have fledged: burrowing owl Time penods can'be a(_jJ!JStEd ba§ed on
specific needs of identified species. The
April 1 through August 31: northern goshawk following time periods will be applied as
appropriate:
February 1 through July 15, or whenever
the young have fledged: golden eagle,
barn owl, red-tailed hawk, great-horned
owl, other raptors
March 1 through July 31: short-eared
owl, long-eared owl, ferruginous hawk,
peregrine falcon, screech owl
April 1 through July 31: osprey, merlin,
sharp-shinned hawk, kestrel, prairie
falcon, northern harrier, Swainson’s
hawk, Cooper’s hawk
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Details of Alternatives

Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

4000 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (BR) - SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES (see Appendix A for more detail on management of special status species)

Record

Alternative D

# Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)

BR:3-5.2 L . - . . R . . . S .

4045 BR:3-5.7 No similar action. Prohibit surface-disturbing activities in Avoid surface-disturbing activities in Same as Alternative C.
BR:3-5.8 identified pygmy rabbit habitats. occupied pygmy rabbit habitats.
BR:7.2
BR:7.8
BR:3-5.2 . . . . . . . . . A .

4046 BR:3-5.7 No similar action. Prohibit surface-disturbing and disruptive Same as Alternative A. Avoid activities that could result in
BR:3-5.8 activities in all white-tailed prairie dog collapse of burrows in occupied white-
BR:7.2 colonies or complexes 100 acres or greater. tailed prairie dog colonies or complexes
BR:7.8 200 acres or greater, unless appropriate

mitigation occurs.

BR:3-5.2 . . . - Lo . )

4047 BR:3-5.7 No similar action. Identify and preserve traditional migration and | ldentify and develop management for Same as Alternative C.
BR:3-5.8 travel corridors for special status species. traditional migration and travel corridors
BR:6.7 for special status species.
BR:7.2
BR:7.8
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Details of Alternatives

Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

4000 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (BR) - INVASIVE NONNATIVE SPECIES

Record

Alternative D

4 Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
4048 BR:1.1 BR:1.2 Aerial application of chemicals would not Aerial application of chemicals would not be Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A.
BR:1.3 be allowed within 100 feet of wetlands, allowed within % mile of wetlands, riparian
riparian areas, and aquatic habitats. areas, and aquatic habitats.
Exceptions could be applied to manage
riparian weed species. Applications of
chemicals will follow label requirements.
4049 BR:1.1 BR:1.2 Vehicle and hand application of chemicals Vehicle and hand application of chemicals Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A.
BR:1.3 would not be allowed within 25 feet (by would not be allowed within ¥ mile of
vehicle) or 10 feet (by hand) of wetlands, wetlands, riparian areas, and aquatic habitats.
riparian areas, and aquatic habitats.
Application of chemicals will be done in
accordance with label instructions.
Exceptions could be applied to manage
riparian weed species.
4050 BR:1.1 BR:1.2 Mix chemicals a minimum of 500 feet away | Mix chemicals a minimum of ¥ mile away Mix chemicals a minimum of 100 feet Same as Alternative A.
BR:1.3 from riparian areas, water sources, from riparian areas, water sources, and away from riparian areas, water sources,
floodplains, and known special status plant floodplains. and floodplains.
species populations.
4051 BR:1.1 BR:1.2 Application of chemicals around special Aerial application of chemicals is not allowed | Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A.
BR:1.3 status plant species is determined on a case- | within % mile of special status plant species.
by-case basis in coordination with the . o
authorized officer. Vghl_cle and_ hand app_llcatlon is not allowed
within % mile of special status plant species.
4052 BR:1.2 BR:1.3 No similar action. Require the use of certified weed-free forage Recommend the use of certified weed- Same as Alternative B.
and feeds to prevent establishment of new free forage and feeds.
weed areas.
4053 BR:1.2 BR:1.3 No similar action. Require the use of certified weed-free seed Recommend the use of certified weed- Same as Alternative B.
and mulch for rehabilitation projects. free seed and mulch for rehabilitation
projects.
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Details of Alternatives

Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

5000 HERITAGE RESOURCES (HR) - CULTURAL

Record

Alternative D

4 Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
Goal HR:1 Preserve and protect Native American sensitive sites and ensure they are available for appropriate uses by present and future generations.
Objectives:
HR:1.1 Identify Native American sensitive sites on BLM-administered lands within the planning area.
HR:1.2 Establish a process that allows BLM to evaluate probability for occurrence of Native American sensitive sites and their potential significance.
HR:1.3 Ensure consultation and coordination with Native American tribes regarding potential treaty rights issues.
Goal HR:2 Preserve and protect NHTSs, as well as other significant cultural resources and ensure that they are available for appropriate uses by present and future generations.
Objectives:
HR:2.1 Ensure recreational use will be compatible with historic trail values.
HR:2.2 Establish appropriate management prescriptions in zones of Class 1, 2 and 3 NHT segments.
HR:2.3 Coordinate with recreation and other programs to provide opportunities for public visitation, interpretation, education, and appreciation of NHTs.
Goal HR:3 Reduce imminent threats from natural or human-caused deterioration or potential conflicts with other resource uses.
Objectives:
HR:3.1 Pursuant to Section 110 of the NHPA, identify other cultural resources in the planning area by defining priority geographic areas for new field inventory based on
a probability for unrecorded significant cultural resources.
Goal HR:4 Promote stewardship, conservation, and appreciation of cultural resources.
HR:4.1 Manage NHTSs and other historic trail resources for long-term heritage, recreational, and educational values.
HR:4.2 Enhance public experience through interpretive facilities and support of heritage tourism.
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES
5001 HR:1.1 HR:1.2 Continue working relationship with tribes including consulting with tribes to develop specific measures to ensure that areas important to Native American communities are not
HR:1.3 transferred from federal ownership or physically modified or affected by decisions in ways that restrict or deny access to Native Americans for traditional uses protected by treaty rights.
5002 HR:1.1 HR:1.2 Categorize all cultural properties according to six use allocations: scientific use, conservation use, public use, traditional use, experimental use, and discharged from public use.
HR:1.3
5003 HR:2.2 HR:4.1 Pursuant to Section 106 of NHPA and the State Protocol, case-by-case reviews for specific undertakings require analysis and assessments of effects of NHT segments beyond the
distances specified below.
5004 HR:1.1 HR:1.2 No current management (BLM 1986a). Conduct ethnographic research and consult Conduct tribal consultation only on Prescribe timing and degree of Native
HR:1.3 Evaluate on a project-by-project basis. with tribes to proactively identify all sensitive projects where known site types are American consultation by zones of high,
sites within the planning area. encountered. medium, and low probability for sensitive

sites identified in consultation with tribes
and based on available data. Until such
time as zones are identified, tribal
consultation is conducted on projects
where known site types are encountered
and on types of projects for which tribal
concerns are identified.
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Details of Alternatives

Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

5000 HERITAGE RESOURCES (HR) - CULTURAL

Re;ord Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Ppr\:)tp?(r)rs]:;“éelv? P)

5005 HR:1.2 HR:1.3 Consult with tribes and applicants on Consult with tribes to develop specific Same as Alternative A. In consultation with Native American
specific projects to determine protection measures to preserve and protect all sensitive tribes, develop standards for programmatic
measures on threatened sites. sites. management based on the type of site.
Implement protection measures. Until such programmatic management

standards are developed, consult with
tribes and applicants on specific projects to
determine protection measures on
threatened sites and implement protection
measures.

5006 HR:3.1 Conduct inventories prior to all surface- Use Class | overview to proactively identify Conduct Class Il or Class Il inventories | Use Class | overviews to proactively
disturbing activities (environmental zones of high, medium, and low probability in areas where expected development or identify zones of high, medium, and low
assessments). for cultural sites. Conduct Class Il management decisions are likely to probability for cultural sites, and identify

inventories in priority areas. impact cultural sites. Exclude the where current and future land uses threaten
requirement for further cultural resource | cultural sites. Conduct Class I11
inventories in low site density areas for inventories in zones where greatest threats
future projects. to cultural resources exist.

5007 HR:4.2 HR:3.1 NSO for fluid minerals in 480 acres at the Prohibit all surface-disturbing activities, close | Same as Alternative A. Restrict surface-disturbing activities in the
Bridger Antelope Trap. the area to OHV use, and exclude prescribed federal section (640 acres) that contains

burns and vegetation treatments in the federal the Bridger Antelope Trap. Restrictions

section (640 acres) that contains the Bridger include NSO for fluid minerals in the

Antelope Trap. Withdraw the federal section section, and OHV use is limited to the

that contains the Bridger Antelope Trap from currently existing established road.

operation of the mining laws. Prescribed vegetation treatments could
occur to protect the physical
characteristics of the site. Withdraw the
federal section that contains the Bridger
Antelope Trap from operation of the
mining laws.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

5000 HERITAGE RESOURCES (HR) - CULTURAL

Record . 8 - 8 Alternative D
4 Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
5008 HR:4.1 All significant historical, archeological, and | Prohibit establishment of ROW corridors and Same as Alternative A. Manage surface-disturbing activities on
cultural sites are protected or mitigated. wind-energy projects, as well as all surface- BLM-administered lands within the
disturbing activities. The area is closed to defined boundaries of the sites listed

Some additional management prescriptions

- - ML OHV use and prescribed burns, and vegetation below by restricting the following
exist specific to the following sites: treatments on the BLM-administered lands activities:
; ; within the defined boundaries of the followin:

Emigrant Spring/Slate Creek sites are excluded: g NSO for fluid minerals on newly issued

Emigrant Spring/Dempsey ) ) Ieases_, OHV use limited to existing
Emigrant Spring/Slate Creek (87 acres) established roads, and the areas are ROW

Johnston Scout Rock . . exclusion zones.
Emigrant Spring/Dempsey (11 acres)

Alfred Corum emigrant gravesite. Management prescriptions using

Johnston Scout Rock (2 acres) vegetation treatments to protect or enhance

No current management prescriptions exist the sites are allowed.

(BLM 19864) specific to the following AIfred_Corum and Nancy Hill emigrant

sites: gravesites (2 acre) Emigrant Spring/Slate Creek (87 acres)
Nancy Hill emigrant gravesite Pine Grove emigrant camp (14 acres) Emigrant Spring/Dempsey (11 acres)
Pine Grove emigrant camp Rocky Gap trail landmark (15 acres) Johnston Scout Rock (2 acres)

Rock Gap trail landmark Bear River Divide trail landmark (3 acres). Alfred Corum and Nancy Hill emigrant

i 1
Bear River Divide trail landmark. gravesites (¥ acre)
Pine Grove emigrant camp (14 acres)
Rocky Gap trail landmark (15 acres)

Bear River Divide trail landmark (3 acres).

5009 HR:4.1 Develop cultural resources management Develop cultural resource management plans Same as Alternative A. Cultural resource management plans could
plans for significant sites. The need for for the following sites: be developed for significant sites
such activity plans will be determined on a including, but not limited to, the

Bridger Antelope Trap

case-by-case basis. following:

Emigrant Spring/Slate Creek Bridger Antelope Trap

Emigrant Spring/Dempsey Emigrant Spring/Slate Creek

Johnston Scout Rock Emigrant Spring/Dempsey

Alfred Corum and Nancy Hill emigrant
gravesites

Johnston Scout Rock

Alfred Corum and Nancy Hill emigrant

Pine Grove emigrant camp gravesites

Rock Gap trail landmark. Pine Grove emigrant camp

Rocky Gap trail landmark.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

5000 HERITAGE RESOURCES (HR) - CULTURAL

Record
#

Goal/Obj.

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(Proposed RMP)

5010

HR:2.1 HR:2.2
HR:2.3 HR:4.1

The objective will be to protect the trails
(NHTSs) from visual intrusion and surface
disturbance and to maintain the integrity of
setting.

To provide a protective corridor for the
trail, generally visual intrusion and surface
disturbance will be restricted or prohibited
within 1,320 feet from either side of an
historic trail (may depend on topography
and existing surface disturbance), or within
the visual horizon of the trail, whichever is
closer.

Protect the physical evidence of NHTs (ruts
and [or] traces, graves, campsites, landmarks)
by prohibiting all surface-disturbing activities
that do not benefit the preservation and (or)
interpretation of trails within the following
distances:

(1) Class 1 segments: 1 mile on each side of
trail segments and within a 1-mile radius of
gravesites and landmarks.

(2) Class 2 segments: Y-mile on each side of
trail segments and within a %2-mile radius of
gravesites and landmarks.

(3) Class 3 segments: %2 mile on each side of
trail segments.

Protect the physical evidence of NHTs
(ruts and [or] traces, graves, campsites,
landmarks) by prohibiting or restricting
surface-disturbing activities that do not
benefit the preservation and (or)
interpretation of trails within the
distances specified below. The
definition and management of the
corridor may depend on topography and
existing surface disturbance.

(1) Class 1 segments: Ya-mile on each
side of trail segments and within a %-

mile radius of gravesites and landmarks.

(2) Class 2 segments: 500 feet on each
side of trail segments and within a 500-
foot radius of gravesites and landmarks.

(3) Class 3 segments: 100 feet on each
side of trail segments.

Crossings at right angles to trails could
be permitted on a case-by-case basis.

Protect the physical evidence of NHTs
designated under the National Trails
System Act (ruts and traces, graves,
campsites, landmarks) that exist on lands
within federal jurisdiction by prohibiting

benefit the preservation and (or)

distances:

of trail segments and within a ¥%-mile
radius of gravesites and landmarks.

(2) Class 2 segments: 500 feet on each
side of trail segments and within a 500-
foot radius of gravesites and landmarks.

(3) Class 3 segments: 100 feet on each
side of trail segments and within a 100-
foot radius of gravesites and landmarks.

permitted on a case-by-case basis. This
could require boring beneath the trail
trace.

5011

HR:2.3
HR:3
HR:4.2

Locations of livestock salt or mineral
supplements would comply with
requirements determined on a site-specific
basis.

Locate livestock salt or mineral supplements a
minimum of %2 mile away from NHTSs.

Same as Alternative A.

Generally locate livestock salt or mineral
supplements a minimum of ¥ mile away
from NHTs. Buffers would be
coordinated with grazing permittees in
consideration of all resource concerns in
the area.

5012

HR:2.1 HR:2.2
HR:2.3 HR:4.1

Management of NHTs emphasizes
preservation coupled with increased visitor
use and appreciation of the trail system.

Currently, eight sites have interpretive
signs as NHTSs.

Develop and enhance significant segments and
sites by installing directional signs to trail
segments from main roads, trail markers at
trail traces, and interpretative signs. Acquire
legal access for public visitation to trail
segments.

Develop a stewardship program to lead trail
tours, monitor sites, and generally assist with
management.

Same as Alternative A, except maintain
the existing interpretative sites.

Same as Alternative B.
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Details of Alternatives

Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

5000 HERITAGE RESOURCES (HR) - PALEONTOLOGY

Record - - - . Alternative D
4 Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)

Goal HR:5 Promote the scientific knowledge of paleontological resources on BLM-administered lands within the planning area.
Objective:

HR:5.1 Provide for paleontological research of all fossils, limited recreational collection of common invertebrate and plant fossils, and protection of significant fossils on
BLM-administered lands within the planning area.

MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

5013 HR:5.1 Continue to allow research and collection for research purposes of fossils on BLM-administered lands.

5014 HR:5.1 Continue to allow dispersed recreational collection of common invertebrate and plant fossils on public lands.

Record - n 8 n Alternative D

4 Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
5015 HR:5.1 Data submitted to the BLM are collected Utilize inventory data to identify areas outside | Same as Alternative A. Data submitted to the BLM are collected
and kept for reference. of Fossil Basin for special protection and and kept for reference. Use current and
management to preserve and study vertebrate future inventory data to identify and, if
fossil resources. necessary, designate specific site(s) for
protection.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - LANDS AND REALTY

Record . . . . Alternative D
# Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
Goal LR:1 Manage the acquisition, disposal, and classification of public lands.
Objective:
LR:1.1 Respond to internal and external requests for land transfers (e.g., R&PP Act actions, land sales, exchanges, and withdrawals).
Goal LR:2 Support national energy plans and policies regarding development of renewable and nonrenewable energy sources.
Objective:
LR:2.1 Respond to internal and external requests for land authorizations.
Goal LR:3 Manage public lands to meet access and (or) ROW needs.
Objective:
LR:3.1 Acquire legal easements to public lands for recreational opportunities and management of public land resources.
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES
6001 LR:1.1 Conduct review of withdrawals, and determine whether the withdrawal is still necessary. Only lands that will enhance multiple-use management and protection of nationally significant
resource values and do not create a liability or burdensome management cost to the BLM will be considered for revocation.
New withdrawals will be considered as the need arises. New requests will be processed for protection of resources prior to lifting existing withdrawals, when those withdrawals are in
the same location.
Avreas that contain withdrawal conflicts will be handled on a case-by-case basis.
6002 LR:1.1 LR:2.1 Manage lands and (or) interests (access) in lands acquired in a manner consistent with adjacent or nearby public lands.
6003 LR:2.1 Consider temporary use permits for areas to be used only during construction or for other short-term needs.
6004 LR:2.1 Consider R&PP leases and patents as requested by qualified entities.
6006 LR11 At the implementation stage, site-specific analysis with public participation would be conducted. Based on the analysis and public comments received, a determination will be made on
o whether disposal of the parcel is in the public’s best interest. If it is not in the public’s best interest, the parcel will be retained in public ownership.
6007 LR:1.1 Lands identified for potential disposal BLM-administered lands throughout the Same as Alternative A and additional Same as Alternative A, except 35,500 acres
(59,181 acres): BLM 1986a Appendix G planning area are not considered for disposal. | parcels will be considered for disposal are identified for potential disposal
in addition to actions completed to date. on a case-hy-case basis. (Appendix G) and additional parcels will be
. . . considered on a case-by-case basis.
Lands identified for disposal under
Sections 203 and 206 of the FLPMA and
identified as such in this plan are hereby
classified for disposal under Section 7 of
the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934, as
amended (43 USC 315f).
2-74 Kemmerer Proposed RMP and Final EIS

Chapter 2 — Resource Management Alternatives




Details of Alternatives

Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - LANDS AND REALTY

Record
#

Goal/Obj.

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(Proposed RMP)

6008

LR:1.1

Consider Desert Land Entries on a case-by-
case basis, based on soil characteristics,
irrigation requirements, salinity issues, and
the practibility of farming the lands as an
economically feasible operating unit.

No BLM-administered public lands within
the planning area are available for
agricultural entry under Desert Land Entries
(43 CFR 2520) due to one or more of the
following factors: unsuitable soils, lack of
water supplies or legal water rights, rugged
topography, or presence of sensitive
resources.

Same as Alternative A.

Same as Alternative A.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - LANDS AND REALTY

Ret;ord Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (P'Ar‘:)t;;?:é“éew? P)
6009 LR:21 LR:3.1 ROW corridors were not designated in the Utility corridors are not designated through Designate utility corridors, based on Same as Alternative B, except designate
1986 RMP (BLM 1986a). sites listed on the NRHP. historic placement (i.e., powerline, utility corridors, based on use (i.e.,
L - . . pipelines, and fiber optic lines) on a powerlines, pipelines, and fiber optic lines).
Land use authorizations are granted on a Utility corridors are not designated where case-by-case basis.
case-by-case basis. they are in conflict with NHTs management Preferred utility corridors can be up to 2-
objectives. Pipeline trenches not allowed open miles wide (width is determined based on
. . L longer than 10 days. Pipeline gates resource values) and are designated as
Preferred utility corridors are %-mile wide required to mitigate impacts to follows, but variances are allowed based on
and designated as follows: livestock, wildlife, and public. application where conflicts with other
New intrastate pipeline authorizations are resources are minimal or can be mitigated
established linking the Jonah Gas/Pinedale through resource specific stipulations.
Antic!ine fields to ex_isting plant_ site_s in the Pipeline trenches not allowed open longer
planning area. New interstate pipeline than 10 days. Pipeline gates required to
authorizations are to follow the existing mitigate impacts to livestock, wildlife, and
California and Pacific Coast States pipelines public.
(Kern River/Colorado Interstate Gas
corridor and the Ignacius/Sumas pipelines
west to Muddy Creek Compressor area).
Gathering pipelines for individual wells,
usually 6 inches or less in diameter are to
follow access roads associated with well
pads.
High-voltage powerline corridors are
established north of and parallel to 1-80, and
along Wyoming SH 89 from the junction of
1-80 and the Wyoming state line.
Fiber optic and low-voltage powerline
corridors are to be located along currently
established road systems (e.g., interstate or
state highways and paved county roads).
Pipeline trenches not allowed open longer
than 10 days. Pipeline gates required to
mitigate impacts to livestock, wildlife, and
public.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - LANDS AND REALTY

communication site areas currently exists.

the following areas only:
Quealy Peak

Medicine Butte

Hickey Mountain

BLM Wareyard

case-by-case basis.

Ret;ord Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (P'Ar‘:)t;;?:éi\éew? P)
6010 LR:24 LR:3.1 Current management does not preclude The federal lands within the boundary of the Same as Alternative A; however, all Same as Alternative B.
placement of ROW within the boundaries following archeological sites are exclusion significant historical, archeological, and
of the following archeological sites: areas to ROW placement. cultural sites are protected or mitigated.
Emigrant Spring/Slate Creek (87 acres) Emigrant Spring/Slate Creek (87 acres)
Emigrant Spring/Dempsey (11 acres) Emigrant Spring/Dempsey (11 acres)
Johnston Scout Rock (2 acres) Johnston Scout Rock (2 acres)
Alfred Corum and Nancy Hill emigrant Alfred Corum and Nancy Hill emigrant
gravesites (2 acre) gravesites (2 acre)
Pine Grove emigrant camp (14 acres) Pine Grove emigrant camp (14 acres)
Rocky Gap trail landmark (15 acres) Rocky Gap trail landmark (15 acres)
Bear River Divide trail landmark (3 acres). | Bear River Divide trail landmark (3 acres).
6011 LR:1.1 No specific decision regarding Locate consolidated communication sites in Consider communication sites on a Consider communication sites by type in the

following designated areas:
Aspen Mountain  Big Hill
Boulder Ridge Butcher Knife
Carter Creek Church Buttes
Cokeville Ridge ~ Dempsey Ridge

Fontenelle Fossil Ridge
Granger Hickey Mountain
Kemmerer Site Leroy

Medicine Butte Pine Knoll

Quealy Peak Road Hollow
Robertson Sage Junction
Thomas Fork Twin Butte/Nugget
Waterfall

Other communication site areas could be
developed on a case-by-case basis. Prior to
approving new authorizations, the
proponents must demonstrate to the BLM
that they adequately considered sharing and
multiple uses of existing facilities.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - LANDS AND REALTY

Record

Alternative D

# Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
6012 LR:2.1 No specific decision regarding renewable Renewable energy projects (other than wind Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative B.
energy project areas currently exists. energy) will be considered throughout the
planning area on a case-hy-case basis.
6013 LR:2.1 No specific decision regarding wind- Wind-energy development projects (e.g., Wind-energy development is allowed The Kemmerer Planning Area is available
energy areas currently exists. wind turbines and associated ancillary throughout the planning area with the for consideration of wind-energy projects
appurtenances) are allowed throughout the following exceptions: the Raymond where conflicts with other resource values
planning area with the following exceptions: Mountain WSA and within the are limited or can be mitigated.
crucial winter range; locations of active boundaries of the Bridger Antelope . . .
raptor nests and migration corridors; areas of | Trap. See Map 38 (1,376,607 acres of The following portions of the planning area
greater sage-grouse leks and potential BLM-administered surface suitable for | &€ unavailable for wind-energy _
nesting habitats; areas within 5 miles of wind-energy development). development projects (see Map F):
significan_t cultural areas (Bridger Antel_ope Raymond Mountain WSA (32,808)
Trap, Emigrant Spring/Slate Creek, Emigrant
Spring/Dempsey, Johnston Scout Rock, Emigrant Spring/Slate Creek (87 acres)
Nancy Hill/Alfred Corum emigrant . L
gravesites, Pine Grove emigrant camp, Rock Eea_r R'Ve; D'.V'(jeDMA (74'91514 acres)
Gap trail landmark, Bear River Divide trail migrant Spring/Dempsey (11 acres)
landmark, and Gateway petroglyphs) and Rock Creek/Tunp MA (45,863 acres)
Class 1 trail segments; the Raymond Johnston Scout Rock (2 acres)
Mountain WSA, Class A or B scenery areas; )
and areas of sensitive and highly erosive Bridger Butte ACEC (727 acres) Rocky Gap
soils. See Map 37 (176,109 acres of BLM- trail landmark (15 acres)
Zgggysézﬁc:(fggsﬁgsunable for wind- Bridger Antelope Trap (640 acres) Pine
' Grove emigrant camp (14 acres)
Bear River Divide trail landmark (3 acres)
Alfred Corum and Nancy Hill emigrant
gravesites (¥ acre)
Within the restricted zones for surface
disturbance around NHTS (see record 5010)
Available portions of the planning area are
recommended due to reduced resource
conflicts, Wind-energy development is
preferred in the following areas:
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - LANDS AND REALTY

Record
#

Goal/Obj.

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(Proposed RMP)

The public lands west of U.S. Highway 30
to the Wyoming/lIdaho state line (also
known as Boundary Ridge); the public land
south and east of U.S. Highway 189
(excluding Oyster Ridge) to the
checkerboard land pattern; the checkerboard
lands (excluding the federal section that
contains the Bridger Antelope Trap, the
federal sections within 3 miles of the
Bridger Antelope Trap, and the federal
sections in which the Class 1 NHT segments
exist); the blocked BLM-administered lands
north of 1-80 and west of SH 412; the BLM
administered lands south of 1-80 and east of
State highway 412/414 outside of the
checkerboard; the blocked BLM
administered lands outside of a corridor
extending approximately 3 miles southwest
of SH 414 to a corridor extending 3 miles
southeast of SH 410/County Road 283. See
Map 39 (780,714 acres of BLM-
administered surface).

6014

LR:3.1

Legal access will be sought for areas

intensively managed for timber production.

Temporary easements may be used for
specific actions for short time periods.

High-priority area for access acquisition
will be the Raymond Mountain WSA,
Dempsey Basin, Commissary Ridge, and
the Bear River Divide area to successfully
manage public lands.

Same as Alternative A.

Legal access will be sought across
private land if a need is identified in
support of resource programs. Place
emphasis on the following areas:
Redeye Basin, Commissary Ridge,
Raymond Mountain WSA, Dempsey
Basin, Slate Creek crucial winter habitat
area, Emigrant Springs Slate Creek,
Rock Creek area, Little Muddy Creek,
Meeks Cabin, Westfork, Graham
Reservoir, Church Buttes, Wildcat
Butte, Porter Hollow, Lincoln Highway,
and Bridger Antelope Trap.

Same as Alternative C.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT (see Appendix B for more detail on management of forage reserve areas)

Record

Alternative D

4 Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
Goal LR:4 Maintain and (or) enhance livestock grazing opportunities and rangeland health.
Objectives:
LR:4.1 Manage grazing to fulfill or make significant progress toward conformance with the Wyoming Standards for Healthy Rangelands.
LR:4.2 Monitor and evaluate rangeland health to determine appropriate management actions.
LR:4.3 AUM levels will be sustained on an allotment-by-allotment basis for livestock grazing, providing Wyoming Standards for Healthy Rangelands are met.
LR:4.4 Identify opportunities for range projects (e.g., water, etc.) and vegetation improvements to implement plans.
LR:4.5 Coordinate with appropriate entities to identify the need and source of additional water to assist in the distribution of grazing animals.
LR:4.6 Manage grazing to help meet vegetation resource and livestock grazing objectives.
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES
6015 LR:4.1 LR:4.2 Develop and implement appropriate livestock grazing management actions to address rangeland health standards, improve forage for livestock, and enhance rangeland health.
LR:44 LR:45
6016 LR:4.1 LR:4.2 Authorize current amounts, kinds, and seasons of livestock grazing uses until rangeland health standards assessment results and (or) monitoring indicates a grazing use adjustment is
LR:4.3 necessary, or that a kind and (or) class of livestock or season of use modification can be accommodated.

6017 LR:41 LR:44 Maintain current allotment categories (M, C, | designations, see Glossary).

6018 LR:41 LR:44 Livestock conversions are allowed in allotments with riparian concerns only when a plan is approved to address riparian issues. Management actions and range improvements proposed
to address riparian issues would have to be implemented prior to authorizing the conversion. Livestock conversions may be approved only after completion of a suitability study for the
conversion. The conversion may be authorized if it is determined that riparian habitats will be maintained or improved by the conversion.

6019 LR:4.1 Retain current livestock trails. Livestock trailing use will occur within % mile of centerline.

6020 LR:4.3 The planning area is open to livestock The planning area is open to livestock Same as Alternative A, except issue The planning area is open to livestock
grazing. There are a few small parcels, grazing on a case-by-case basis where temporary, nonrenewable livestock grazing | grazing. A few small parcels are not
which are not permitted or leased for livestock grazing is not in conflict with other | permits for parcels that are not included in permitted or leased for livestock grazing
livestock grazing at the present time. resources. Manage public lands containing a grazing allotment. at the present time. The BLM can

. riparian areas that are not included in a consider issuing 10-year renewable

Temporary nonrenewable permits have not | ora7ing allotment with emphasis on wildlife permits, temporary, nonrenewable
been issued for parcels that are not included | 304 watershed objectives and exclude permits, or not issuing grazing permits
in a grazing allotment. livestock uses. for these parcels.

No temporary nonrenewable permits will be

issued for parcels that are not included in a

grazing allotment.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT (see Appendix B for more detail on management of forage reserve areas)

Record

Alternative D

4 Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)

6021 LR:4.3 No additional sustained yield forage has Additional sustained yield forage would not Same as Alternative A. Additional sustained yield forage could
been identified in allotments within the be allocated for livestock use. be activated for livestock use on an
planning area. allotment-by-allotment basis if the results
Additional sustained yield forage could be g{a?]”dg\r’jsluf?r'ﬂ]ezﬁff Fg’gn‘g;m; ming
allocated for Ilve_stqck use on an allotment- monitoring data, range surveys, or other
by-allotment basis if the results of an scientific information determined the
evaluation based on the Wyoming forage was available.

Standards for Healthy Rangelands and
monitoring data determined the forage was
available. (43CFR411.3-1)

6022 LR:4.1 Livestock operators in the Lost Creek/Ryan | Same as Alternative A. The 827 AUMs associated with the newly Same as Alternative A.
Creek allotments are held to the current acquired federal lands in the Lost
permitted use. The 827 AUMs associated Creek/Ryan Creek area are available for
with the newly acquired federal lands in the both livestock and wildlife use.

Lost Creek/Ryan Creek area will be
allocated for wildlife use.

6023 LR:4.1LR:4.4 No similar action. Designate Christy Canyon allotment as a Forage reserve allotments are not Same as Alternative B.

forage reserve. Up to 1,248 active federal designated.
AUMs may be available and are to be

managed within priority criteria listed.

Designate and manage future forage reserve

allotments, if permittees voluntarily allow

such use, within the planning area on a case-

by-case basis. Manage the forage reserve

within priority criteria listed in Appendix B.

6024 LR:4.1LR:4.2 All areas except developed campgrounds In addition to those small isolated tracts that The planning area is opened to livestock Same as Alternative A.
are currently available for livestock are not leased or permitted for livestock grazing on a case-by-case basis.
grazing. grazing at the present time, the following

areas are not available for livestock grazing:
designated camping areas, Ryan Creek/Lost
Creek (Lost Creek Coordinated Resource
Management Plan Area), coal mines,
sensitive cultural sites, and oil and gas
production facilities.
6025 LR:4.4 Grazing within the Mike Mathias Wetlands | The Mike Mathias Wetlands at Wheat Creek | Open Mike Mathias Wetlands at Wheat Same as Alternative A.

at Wheat Creek Meadows is allowed only
as a management tool for enhancement of
wildlife values on a temporary
nonrenewable basis.

Meadows are not available for livestock
grazing.

Creek Meadows to grazing.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT (see Appendix B for more detail on management of forage reserve areas)

Record
#

Goal/Obj.

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(Proposed RMP)

6026

LR:4.1 LR:4.2
LR:4.3 LR:4.4
LR:4.5

Improve range conditions on | allotments
and maintain M and C allotments. Grazing
system and range improvements are
designed to achieve management objectives
for livestock grazing and serve as a primary
means for improving or maintaining
desired rangeland conditions.

Implement grazing system and range
improvements to enhance watershed,
riparian, and wildlife values, while reducing
livestock conflicts with other resources.

Design grazing system and range
improvements to maximize livestock
grazing, while maintaining other resource
values (e.g., meeting standards and guides).

Improve range conditions on | allotments
and maintain M and C allotments.
Design grazing systems and range
improvements to achieve management
objectives.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - RECREATION (see Appendix | for more detail on recreation management)

Record

4 Goal/Obj.

Alternative A Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(Proposed RMP)

Goal LR:5 Provide a variety of appropriate recreation opportunities, experiences, and public benefits.

Objectives:

LR:5.1 Identify recreation management areas for the planning area based on available resources.
LR:5.2 Provide public education regarding appropriate use of BLM-administered lands.
LR:5.3 Coordinate with other programs to provide opportunities for public visitation, interpretation, education, and appreciation of natural and cultural resources.

MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

6027 LR:5.1 LR:5.3

Allow dispersed recreation and permit special recreational activities (e.g., outfitting and guiding permits and OHV events permitted on an annual basis after evaluation).

6028 LR:5.1

The planning area not covered by an SRMA is an ERMA. Manage the area in a custodial manner. Recreation management is compatible with other management in these areas.

Record

# Goal/Obj.

Alternative A Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(Proposed RMP)

6029 LR:5.3
campground

appropriate.

Maintain existing facilities in improved

permanent recreational facilities where

Same as Alternative A, except no new

areas. Maintain other existing permanent facilities are developed.

Maintain and enhance existing facilities in
improved campground areas. Maintain
and enhance other existing permanent
recreational facilities.

Develop additional recreational facilities
where appropriate.

Same as Alternative C.

6030 LR:5.1 Areas within

campgrounds are NSO.

Avreas within ¥4 mile of developed
campgrounds are NSO.

400 feet of developed

Same as Alternative A.

Same as Alternative B.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - RECREATION (see Appendix | for more detail on recreation management)

Record

Alternative D

4 Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
6031 LR:5.1 LR:5.2 No SRMA. The Pine Creek Canyon would be an SRMA. | The Pine Creek Canyon would be an The Pine Creek Canyon would be an
LR:5.3 L . SRMA. SRMA.
Objective: Enhance recreational
HR:2.1 HR:2.3 opportunities while protecting the riparian, Objective: Enhance recreational Objective: Enhance recreational
HR:3.1 water, and wildlife values that exist in the opportunities. opportunities while protecting the
area. . . riparian, water, and wildlife values that
Recreation market: residents from exist in the area.
Recreation market: residents from southwest | southwest Wyoming, Idaho, and Utah
Wyoming, Idaho, and Utah . . . . Recreation market: residents from
Recreation Niche: camping and dispersed southwest Wyoming , Idaho, and Utah
Recreation Niche: camping and dispersed recreation ' '
recreation . . o . Recreation Niche: camping and dispersed
Primary Recreation Activities: hunting, recreation
Primary Recreation Activities: hunting, camping, snowmobiling, driving for
camping, snowmobiling, driving for pleasure | pleasure Primary Recreation Activities: hunting,
- . camping, snowmobiling, driving for
Management prescriptions: Management prescriptions: pleasure
Maintain facilities as they currently exist. Provide developed camping and other Management prescriptions:
. ) . facilities as needed. ’
R_estr_lct camping to areas outside of the o o Provide developed camping and other
riparian zone. OHYV use would be limited to existing facilities as needed.
L roads and trails.
On developed recreation sites, unless ) . Monitor the Pine Creek Canyon riparian
specifically authorized, no person shall Snowmobile use would be limited to the conditions and relocate camping use
discharge firearms, other weapons, groomed trail. away from areas where resource damage
rojectiles, or fireworks. - . Lo ] i i
ProJ Monitoring: Routine monitoring by field IS occurring.
The Pine Creek Canyon SRMA would be office personnel. On developed recreation sites, unless
managed as VRM Class II. specifically authorized, no person shall
OHV use would be limited to the designated discharge firearms, other weapons,
road. projectiles, or fireworks.
Snowmobile use is limited to the groomed The Pine Creek Canyon SRMA would be
trail. managed as VRM Class Il.
Monitoring: Routine monitoring by field OHV use would be limited to the
office personnel. designated road.
Snowmobile use is limited to the
groomed trail.
Monitoring: Routine monitoring by field
office personnel.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - RECREATION (see Appendix | for more detail on recreation management)

Record

Alternative D

4 Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
6032 LR:5.1 LR:5.2 No SRMA. Raymond Mountain would be an SRMA. Raymond Mountain would be an SRMA. Raymond Mountain would be an SRMA.
LR:5.3

Objective: Manage the area to provide back
country (non-motorized) dispersed
recreation experiences.

Recreation market: Local residents
(southwest Wyoming, adjacent parts of
ldaho and Utah)

Recreation Niche: hunting, horseback use,
hiking, camping

Primary Recreation Activities: Hunting,
hiking, horseback use, primitive camping
Management prescriptions:

Prohibit mechanized vehicles within the
SRMA.

Close the North and South Corral Creek
trails to motorized vehicle use.

Close the SRMA to snowmobile use.

Limit SRPs for guiding and outfitting to
three operators at any one time.

Monitoring: Routine monitoring by field
office personnel. Area monitored to ensure
compliance with WSA Interim Management
Policy for Lands Under Wilderness Review
(IMP).

Objective: Manage the area to provide back
country (non-motorized) dispersed
recreation experiences.

Recreation market: local residents
(southwest Wyoming, adjacent parts of
Idaho and Utah)

Recreation Niche: hunting, horseback use,
hiking, camping

Primary Recreation Activities: Hunting,
hiking, horseback use, primitive camping
Management prescriptions:

Snowmobile use would be allowed in the
Raymond Canyon Basin.

The North and South Corral Creek trails
would remain open to motorized vehicle
use.

Consider hiking trail and trailhead
development.

Monitoring: Routine monitoring by field
office personnel. Area monitored to ensure
compliance with WSA IMP.

Objective: Manage the area to provide
back country (non-motorized) dispersed
recreation experiences.

Recreation market: local residents
(southwest Wyoming, adjacent parts of
Idaho and Utah)

Recreation Niche: hunting, horseback
use, hiking, camping

Primary Recreation Activities: hunting,
hiking, horseback use, primitive camping

Management prescriptions:

Allow mechanized vehicle use (mountain
biking) on the existing trail in Raymond
Canyon.

Close the North and South Corral Creek
trails to motorized vehicle use.

Close the SRMA to snowmobile use.

Guiding and outfitting SRPs would be
limited by number of operators during
overlapping time periods.

Consider hiking trail and trailhead
development.

Monitoring: Routine monitoring by field
office personnel. Area monitored to
ensure compliance with WSA IMP.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - RECREATION (see Appendix | for more detail on recreation management)

Record
#

Goal/Obj.

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(Proposed RMP)

6033

LR:5.1LR:5.2
LR:5.3

No SRMA.

Class 1 portions of the Oregon-California
National Historic Trail would be an SRMA.

Objective: Manage trails to provide an
opportunity to visit and learn about trail
history and use, while maintaining setting
character and present condition of trails and
associated historic sites.

Recreation market: Local residents and
national and international visitors

Recreation Niche: heritage tourism and
historic interpretation

Primary Recreation Activities: visiting
historic trails and sites, group trekking use

Management prescriptions:

Cultural resource and NHT prescriptions
apply (Please see Cultural Resources records
5001 to 5011 and VRM records 6050 to
6053).

Manage for Middle Country setting.

No motor vehicle use would be allowed on
NHT trail trace.

SRPs for organized group use would limit
group size, number of groups, and season of
use for historic trails.

Monitoring: Historic trails are a field office
priority for monitoring.

Same as Alternative B.

Same as Alternative B.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - RECREATION (see Appendix | for more detail on recreation management)

Record

Alternative D

4 Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
6034 LR:5.1 LR:5.2 | No SRMA. BLM-administered lands (33,445 acres) in BLM-administered lands (33,445 acres) in | BLM-administered lands (33,445 acres)
LR:5.3 the Dempsey Ridge area would be managed | the Dempsey Ridge area would be in the Dempsey Ridge area would be
as an SRMA. managed as an SRMA. managed as an SRMA.
HR:2.1 HR:2.3 Lo .
HR:3.1 Objective: Manage the area to provide Objective: Manage the area to provide Objective: Manage the area to provide

quality dispersed recreation opportunities

including responsible motorized use of the
proposed Emigrant Springs Back Country
Byway in a natural setting.

Recreation market: residents and national
and international visitors

Recreation Niche: hunting, driving for
pleasure, heritage tourism, camping, wildlife
viewing, historic interpretation

Primary Recreation Activities: hunting,
driving for pleasure, heritage tourism,
visiting historic trails and sites

Management prescriptions:
Manage for Middle Country setting.

No mineral material sales and (or) free use
permits are authorized.

Area would be administratively unavailable
for solid leasable mineral exploration,
leasing, and development.

Pursue mineral withdrawals for locatable
minerals.

Restrict all new ROW actions to existing
utility corridors.

No new road developments are authorized.

No new high-profile structures, including
wind-power facilities, are authorized.

Restrict OHV use to designated roads. No
off-trail travel is allowed without prior
approval from the authorized officer.

For NHTSs and site settings, manage all
surface-disturbing activities to retain the
existing character of the landscape in federal
sections so developments do not dominate
settings to detract from the feeling or sense
of the historic period of use.

quality dispersed recreation opportunities
in a natural setting.

Recreation market: residents of Wyoming,
Idaho and Utah

Recreation Niche: hunting, driving for
pleasure, heritage tourism, camping,
wildlife viewing

Primary Recreation Activities: hunting,
driving for pleasure, heritage tourism

Management prescriptions:

No additional prescriptions would be
applied.

Monitoring: Routine monitoring by field
office personnel. Monitoring of historic
sites is a field office priority.

quality dispersed recreation opportunities
in a natural setting.

Recreation market: residents of
Wyoming, ldaho and Utah

Recreation Niche: hunting, driving for
pleasure, heritage tourism, camping,
wildlife viewing

Primary Recreation Activities: hunting,
driving for pleasure, heritage tourism

Management prescriptions:
Manage for Middle Country setting.

Allow mineral development and other
construction activities within the
boundaries of the management area with
the goal of no further loss of habitat
function from these activities.
Successful reestablishment or
improvement of habitat could offset any
new disturbance areas.

Pursue opportunities to reclaim existing
roads that are not necessary to attain
management objectives.

Preserve aspen groves and individual
trees in the Emigrant Spring/Dempsey
area.

No salt licks or mineral supplements are
allowed within ¥4 mile of NHTs and the
Alfred Corum and Nancy Hill emigrant
gravesites.

Monitoring: Routine monitoring by field
office personnel. Monitoring of historic
sites is a field office priority.

Kemmerer Proposed RMP and Final EIS
Chapter 2 — Resource Management Alternatives

2-87




Details of Alternatives

Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - RECREATION (see Appendix | for more detail on recreation management)

Record
#

Goal/Obj.

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(Proposed RMP)

Alfred Corum and Nancy Hill emigrant
gravesites are NSO for oil and gas leases and
no new surface disturbance is allowed within
the defined boundary of the sites.

Emigrant Spring/Dempsey NSO for oil and
gas leases and no surface disturbance is
allowed within the defined boundary of the
site. Preserve aspen groves and individual
trees.

No salt licks or mineral supplements are
allowed within %2 mile of live water,
sensitive wildlife areas (e.g., greater sage-
grouse leks), special status plant locations,
NHTSs, and the Alfred Corum and Nancy Hill
emigrant gravesites.

Develop plant community objectives and
implement appropriate management to meet
and maintain wildlife habitat needs.

Proactively study and inventory the
vertebrate fossil resources through
paleontologic inventory by qualified
paleontologists within the portion of Fossil
Basin inside the management area.
Significant sites are subject to further study,
possibly including excavation, collection,
and curation of fossils.

Protect important paleontologic sites by not
allowing surface disturbance at the sites,
except for disturbance in support of
scientific research. In support of this,
management prescriptions could include
increased use of BLM law enforcement.

Complete a paleontology management plan
for the management area to further scientific
study and public education opportunities in
the area.

Monitoring: Routine monitoring by field
office personnel. Monitoring of historic
sites is a field office priority.
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Details of Alternatives

Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - RECREATION (see Appendix | for more detail on recreation management)

planning area.

Close riparian areas throughout the planning
area to camping.

Record - . . - Alternative D
4 Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
6035 LR:5.1 LR:5.3 Camping is allowed throughout the

Same as Alternative A.

Allow only dispersed camping within
200 feet of a water source, except where
developed camping facilities currently
exist. Monitor the Pine Creek Canyon
riparian conditions and relocate camping
use away from areas where resource
damage is occurring.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - TRAVEL MANAGEMENT (see Appendix | for more detail on travel management)

Record

Alternative D

# Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
Goal LR:6  Provide access for resource and public use.
Objectives:
LR:6.1 Conduct transportation planning to manage existing and new access.
LR:6.2 Manage existing access to balance public use, resource management, and human health and safety.
Goal LR:7  Manage existing access for resource and public use.
Objectives:
LR:7.1 Manage existing access to balance public use, resource management, and human health and safety.
LR:7.2 Designate roads, trails, and areas as open, closed, and (or) limited to OHV use.
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES
6036 LR:6.1 LR:6.2 Allow for temporary closures to motorized vehicle use in areas on BLM-administered public lands that pose public health and safety risks, and (or) where damage to public land
LR:7.1 LR:7.2 resources is imminent.
6037 LR:6.1 LR:6.2 Roads and two-track routes determined to be unauthorized or redundant and unnecessary for resource management purposes will be reclaimed to achieve surrounding native conditions.
LR:7.1 LR:7.2
6038 LR:6.1 LR:6.2 Close unauthorized two-track routes causing resource damage (e.g., erosion, invasion of nonnative species, sensitive species habitat damage, and cultural resource damage).
LR:7.1 LR:7.2
6039 LR:6.1 LR:7.2 No travel management planning will be Conduct travel management planning in Same as Alternative B, except TMAs Same as Alternative C.
done. compliance with the management decisions identified for completion of travel
. identified in this RMP. management plans within ten years of the
No Travel Management Areas (TMAs) will ROD would include Leavitt
be established. TMA: s identified for completion of travel Bench/Crooked Canyon area and Oakley
management plans when the record of Draw.
decision is signed for this RMP: Pine Creek
Canyon, Raymond Mountain WSA.
TMA:s identified for completion of travel
management plans within five years of the
ROD: Rock Creek/Tunp MA, Dempsey
SRMA, and the Moxa Arch oil and gas
development area.
TMA s identified for completion of travel
management plans within ten years of the
ROD: Bear River Divide Management Area
(MA) and Slate Creek crucial winter range
area.
The remaining field office area: TMAs will
be identified and plans completed as funds
become available.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - TRAVEL MANAGEMENT (see Appendix | for more detail on travel management)

Record

Alternative D

use.

use.

part of the hill climb area in Section 33,
T15 North, R114 West; the entire area east
of Lyman (encompasses former chariot
race area and parts of Sections 6, 7, 11,
between 1-80 and the frontage road), and
the open area near south Lincoln County
landfill.

New proposals for open OHV use areas
will be considered and could be approved
provided they do not cause a significant
impact to other resources.

# Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)

6040 LR:6.1 LR:7.2 No similar action. Designated roads would not be upgraded. Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative B.
Any improvements to the roadways would
require further analysis.

6041 LR:6.1 LR:6.2 No similar action. Travel management planning in big game Travel management planning would not Same as Alternative B, except an average

LR:7.1 LR:7.2 winter ranges will minimize open road make considerations for open road density. of 2 miles of open road per square mile

density to meet an objective of less than % will not be exceeded.
mile of open road per square mile.

6042 LR:6.2 LR:7.1 No specific measures are in place to protect | Unpaved roads would not be allowed within Same as Alternative A. New unpaved roads could be allowed
special status plants from dust from Y, mile of special status plant species within 250 feet of special status plant
unpaved roads. populations. species populations only if under NEPA

analysis the road would not adversely
impact the species.

6043 LR:6.1 LR:7.2 No open use areas are identified for OHV No open use areas will be allowed for OHV The following areas are open for OHV use: | The following area is open for OHV use:

part of the hill climb area in Section 33,
T15 North, R114 West - 60 acres (see
Map B).

The following areas will be designated
limited to existing roads and trails
pending resource surveys and travel
management planning to support an open
designation: Oakley Draw and Leavitt
Bench/Crooked Canyon

New proposals for open OHV use areas
will be considered and could be approved
provided they do not cause a significant
impact to other resources.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - TRAVEL MANAGEMENT (see Appendix | for more detail on travel management)

Record

Alternative D

# Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)

6044 LR:6.1 Motor vehicle travel in the planning area, Motor vehicle travel is limited to crowned Motor vehicle travel in the planning area, Same as Alternative A, except if off-road
outside of the WSA, is limited to existing and ditched roads. outside of the WSA, is limited to existing distances beyond 300 feet are required
roads and trails. . . o roads and trails. for dispersed uses or to perform

o ) ) _ Motor \{ehlc_le travel is seasonally limited in o ) ) _ necessary tasks, exceptions can be
Limited off-tr_all motor vehicle travel is all cr_u0|al big game winter range areas. Limited off-trail motor vehicle travel is granted through a letter of authorization.
allowed for dispersed uses and to perform Public access to the areas is closed from allowed for some dispersed uses and to
necessary tasks as long as it does not cause November 15 to April 30 (exemptions perform necessary tasks as long as it does
resource damage or create new trails. apply). not cause resource damage or create new
Motor vehicle travel is seasonally limited trails.
in the following crucial big game winter Limited motor vehicle travel is allowed (up
range areas: Slate Creek, Dempsey Creek, to %2 mile) off of existing roads and trails to
and Bridger Creek. Public access to the perform necessary tasks.
areas is closed from January 1 to April 30
(exemptions apply). No seasonal closures would be

implemented.
6045 LR:6.1 LR:7.2 Designated motor vehicle routes in the Same as Alternative A, except all crowned All existing roads and trails in the planning | Same as Alternative A, except designate
planning area are as follows: and ditched roads in the planning area are area are designated motor vehicle routes a new BLM road from the end of Lincoln
. . . designated motor vehicle routes. with the exception of the Raymond County Road #204 in T25N, R118W,
Interstate highways, state highways, signed Mountain WSA. Section 35 to the USFS boundary.
and numbered county roads, and the
following BLM roads: Additional routes will be identified and
designated upon completion of travel
#4209 (Slate Creek), #4211 (Dempsey), management plans.
#4213 (Smiths Fork), #4219 (South Fork
Fontenelle), #4315 (Burnt Fork).
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - TRAVEL MANAGEMENT (see Appendix | for more detail on travel management)

Record

Alternative D

# Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
6046 LR:6.2 LR:7.1 Most of the Raymond Mountain WSA, Close the Raymond Mountain WSA to Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative B.
(32,787 acres) is closed to motor vehicle motorized vehicles and OHV use.
use.
Close Green Hill (near town of Kemmerer)
to motorized vehicle and OHV use.
Close the trail to Commissary Ridge from
the Commissary Ranch development (T24N,
R116W, Sections 15, 20) to motorized
vehicle and OHV use.
Close the following NHT segment to
motorized vehicle and OHV use: a ¥z mile
segment of the Oregon/California trail on the
west slope of the Bear River Divide.
Close riparian and wetland areas to motor
vehicle and OHV use except for designated
road crossings.
Close special status plant species populations
to motor vehicle and OHV use.
6047 LR:6.2 Mechanized vehicle use is allowed Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A.
) throughout the planning area on existing
LR7.1 roads and trails, except the Raymond
Mountain WSA is closed to mechanized
vehicles.
6048 LR:6.1 Snowmobile use in Pine Creek Canyon is Same as Alternative A, except snowmobile The entire Pine Creek Canyon would be Same as Alternative A, except no
limited to the groomed trail. use is seasonally limited in all crucial big available for snowmobile use. snowmobile use allowed in the Raymond
LR:6.2 ; ;
. o . game winter range areas from November 15 o . Mountain WSA.
Snowmobile use is limited to times when to April 30 ; I No seasonal limitations would be applied.
LR:7.1 o S pril 30 (exemptions apply).
favorable snow conditions exist prior to
January 1 in the following crucial big game
winter range areas: Slate Creek, Rock
Creek, Bridger Creek, and Raymond
Mountain.
6049 LR:6.2 The Raymond Mountain WSA is closed to The Raymond Mountain WSA is closed to Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative B.
LR7.1 snowmobile use, except for Raymond snowmobile use.

Basin (6,673 acres).

No current management decision for
snowmobile use exists for the cross-country
ski trail.

The cross-country ski trail is closed to
snowmobile use.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - TRAVEL MANAGEMENT (see Appendix | for more detail on travel management)

Record

Alternative D

# Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
6050 LR:6.2 LR:7.1 In the planning area, 23 miles of groomed Same as Alternative A, except no new Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A.
LR:7.2 snowmobile trails exist and will continue to | snowmobile trails would be developed in
be groomed. crucial big game winter range.
New snowmobile trails are considered on a
case-by-case basis.
6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
Record . . . . Alternative D
4 Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
Goal LR:8 Manage public lands and establish visual management objectives to minimize adverse impacts to the visual resources on the landscape.
Objectives:
LR:8.1 Establish VRM management classes in the planning area (refer to Glossary).
LR:8.2 Maintain the overall integrity of VRM management classes, while allowing for modifications to landscapes in those classes, consistent with the established
management objectives for the class.
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES
6051 LR:8.1 LR:8.2 Pursuant to Section 106 of NHPA and the State Protocol, case-by-case reviews for specific undertakings require analysis and assessments of effects of NHT settings beyond the
distances specified below.
6052 LR:8.1 LR:8.2 VRM classes apply to BLM-administered VRM classes apply to BLM-administered VRM classes apply to BLM-administered VRM classes apply to BLM-administered
HR:2.1 HR:2.2 lands. Visual resource impacts will be lands. Visual resource impacts will be lands. Visual resource impacts will be lands. Visual resource impacts will be
evaluated based on the visual contrast of evaluated based on the visual contrast of evaluated based on the visual contrast of evaluated based on the visual contrast of
proposed projects. proposed projects from the key observation proposed projects from the key observation | proposed projects from the key
. . points provided in the Glossary (see Key points provided in the Glossary (see Key observation points provided in the
Manage the planning area according tothe | gpeervation Point). Observation Point). Glossary (see Key Observation Point).
current (BLM 1986a) VRM maps. ) ) ) . VRM classes are designated as follows:
Manage the Raymond Mountain WSA as Manage the planning area using existing
Class I - 0 acres VRM Class I. VRM classes, except manage the Raymond | VRM Class | area:
Mountain WSA as Class I. Manage a 3-
Class I1-129,771 acres Manage a 3-mile buffer for visual resources | e pyffer area around high potegtial wind | Raymond Mountain WSA
Class 111 — 378,979 acres around all sensitive roads, NHTS, energy areas per National Renewable .
campgrounds, towns, and sites registered on | Enarew | aboratory data as VRM Class IV. VRM Class Il areas:
Class IV - 878,411 acres the NRHP within the field office as VRM A visual corridor extending up to 1 mile
Class II, except the defined boundaries of the | Class I - 32,807 acres on either side of the Sublette Cutoff and
Pine Creek Ski Area and Lion’s Club Park the Slate Creek Cutoff north of U.S.
R&PP leases will be managed as Class I11. Class Il - 51,694 acres Highway 189 and east of Slate Creek
Avreas of high human disturbance and low Class I1l - 241,728 acres 'IFgri\((jagr?()irr:hC\/(\)/g::dpe()r?ttii(?: (())fftl:r;:rjs\i?\sg.
visual stimulation are managed as VRM
Class IV. g Class IV — 1,096,917 acres area from a line beginning at the public
land at the base of Slate Creek Ridge
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Record

# Goal/Obyj.

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(Proposed RMP)

The remaining planning area is managed as
VRM Class IlI.

Class | - 32,807 acres
Class Il - 678,733 acres
Class 11 — 383,225 acres
Class IV - 330,939 acres

(T23N, R115W Sections 17, 20) and
extending in a westward direction
following the east-west drainage that
exists near the centerline of Section 20,
T23N, R115W; then west through the N
Y% Sec 19, T23N, R115W to Sec 24,
T23N, R116W; then along the public/
private land boundary to Willow Creek in
the S %2 of Sec 24, T23N, R116W; then
following Willow Creek northwest to
Fisher Creek and continuing northwest
along Fisher Creek to the intersection
with the Pomeroy Basin Road; then south
along the Pomeroy Basin Road to the
Muddy Creek stream segment running
north/south through Sec 35, T23N,
R116W; then south along Muddy Creek
to the segment of Carl Creek running
east/west in Sec 2, T22N, R116W; then
west along Carl Creek to the ridgeline in
the SW corner of Sec 33, T23N, R116W;
then following the ridgeline southeast of
Van Gilder Spring then west to the
north/south ridgeline running through
Secs 5, 8, and 18, T22N, R116W to SH
233 in consideration of NHTS, scenic
roadways, and current high-quality
scenery.

The northwest portion of the planning
area north and west of U.S. Highway 30
beginning on a north-south line along the
high ridgeline on the Hamsfork Plateau
and running south along the high points
of the terrain to Hay Hollow (excluding
the Raymond Mountain WSA and the
identified Class Il and IV areas).This
area is defined in consideration of
sensitive NHTs and cultural sites; scenic
views from highways and Fossil Butte
National Monument; scenic views from
high recreational use areas (e.g., Pine
Creek Ski Area) and current high-quality
scenery.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Record
#

Goal/Obj.

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(Proposed RMP)

The portion of the planning area south
and west of U.S. Highway 30 (the
highway) beginning on a north-south line
along the high ridgeline approximately %2
mile west of the current active coal leases
(west of the town of Kemmerer); south
along the high ridgeline to the ridgeline
behind the active coal leases in T21N,
R117W, Sec 25; then west following the
high points of the topography
approximately 3 miles south of the
highway to T21N, R118W, Sec 28; then
north-west following the high points of
the topography within approximately 3
miles of the highway to T21N, R118 W,
Sec 18; then north-west following the
high points to within approximately %2
mile of the highway in T21N, R118W,
Sec 12; then west to the junction of U.S.
Highway 30/State Highway 89.

The Star Valley area in consideration of
current high-quality scenery and views
from sensitive highways.

A visual corridor extending up to 1 mile
on either side of the Oregon/California
Trail in blocked federal lands south of
U.S. Highway 30 and west of U.S.
Highway 189 (Bear River Divide area).
The federal sections containing Class 1
NHT segments, the federal section that
contains the Bridger Antelope Trap, and
select federal sections within 3 miles of
the Bridger Antelope Trap that exist
within the checkerboard land pattern.
These areas are defined in consideration
of sensitive NHTs and cultural resources
and views from NHTs and cultural areas.

The visual corridor for up to 3 miles on
either side of SH 414 and County Road
283 in Uinta County in consideration of
scenic roadway views.

The visual corridor on federally
administered lands extending up to 1
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Record
#

Goal/Obj.

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(Proposed RMP)

mile on either side of the Mormon-
California-Pony Express Trail south of I-
80 and east of Bigelow Bench in Uinta
County. The area is defined in
consideration of sensitive NHTs and
cultural resources views.

VRM Class Il areas:

The defined boundaries of the Pine Creek
Ski Area and Lion’s Club Park R&PP
leases, area of the reclaimed Leefe
phosphate mine east to U.S. Highway 30
and south to State Highway 89, and those
areas in the planning area not defined as
VRM Class |, I1, or IV.

VRM Class IV areas:

The area west of U.S. Highway 30 (north
of the Highway 30/89 junction), also
known as the Boundary Ridge, in
consideration of wind-energy potential.

The blocked federal lands southeast of
SH 189 (excluding Oyster Ridge) to the
checkerboard land pattern in
consideration of higher energy
development potential.

The defined area of current active coal
leases west of the town of Kemmerer.

The checkerboard land pattern north of I-
80 (except the federal sections containing
Class 1 NHTs segments, the federal
section that contains the Bridger
Antelope Trap, and select federal
sections within 3 miles of the Bridger
Antelope Trap) in consideration of public
land manageability.

The checkerboard land pattern south of I-
80 and east of the eastern bench above
Cottonwood Creek to the planning area
east boundary in consideration of higher
industrial and energy development
potential.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Record
#

Goal/Obj.

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(Proposed RMP)

VRM Rehabilitation Area:

The portion of the defined ROW
boundary of the current Jim Bridger
powerline that exists between State
Highway 233 and U.S. Highway 30. The
objective of the Rehabilitation Area is to
minimize the visual intrusion of the
powerline on the historic setting of the
NHT that exists in the area.

Class | - 32,807 acres
Class Il - 392,719 acres
Class 111 —347,214 acres
Class IV - 654,724 acres

6053

LR:8.1 LR:8.2

The area within the viewshed of the
Bridger Antelope Trap currently has no
specific prescriptions and is managed
according to the VRM class for the area.

Preserve the viewshed within 10 miles of the
Bridger Antelope Trap juniper fence, where
the visual characteristics of the setting
contribute to the eligibility of the site, by
managing to retain the existing character of
the landscape in federal sections so
developments do not dominate the visible
area to detract from the feeling or sense of
the historic time period of the site.

Same as Alternative A.

Preserve the viewshed within 3 miles of
the Bridger Antelope Trap juniper fence,
where the visual characteristics of the
setting contribute to the eligibility of the
site, by managing projects in federal
sections to retain the existing character of
the landscape so developments do not
dominate the visible area to detract from
the feeling or sense of the historic time
period of the site.

The management action is intended to
manage developments to maintain setting
qualities and not to have an exclusion
zone.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Record
#

Goal/Obj.

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(Proposed RMP)

6054

LR:8.1 LR:8.2

All significant historical, archeological, and
cultural sites are protected or mitigated.

Preserve the viewshed within 10 miles of the
sites listed below, where the visual
characteristics of the setting contribute to the
eligibility of the site, by managing to retain
the existing character of the landscape in
federal sections so developments do not
dominate the visible area to detract from the
feeling or sense of the historic time period of
the site.

Emigrant Spring/Slate Creek (87 acres)
Emigrant Spring/Dempsey (11 acres)
Johnston Scout Rock (2 acres)

Alfred Corum and Nancy Hill emigrant
gravesites (¥ acre)

Pine Grove emigrant camp (14 acres)
Rocky Gap trail landmark (15 acres)
Bear River Divide trail landmark (3 acres)

Gateway petroglyphs

Same as Alternative A.

Preserve the viewshed within 3 miles of
the sites listed below, where the visual
characteristics of the setting contribute to

the eligibility of the site, by managing
projects in federal sections to retain th
existing character of the landscape so
developments do not dominate the vis

e

ible

area to detract from the feeling or sense

of the historic time period of the site.
ROW will be designed to preserve the
visual integrity of the sites consistent
with BLM visual resources
handbook/manual. The management
action is intended to manage
developments to maintain setting
qualities and not to have an exclusion
zone.

Emigrant Spring/Slate Creek (87 acres)

Emigrant Spring/Dempsey (11 acres)

Johnston Scout Rock (2 acres)

Alfred Corum and Nancy Hill emigrant

gravesites (%2 acre)
Pine Grove emigrant camp (14 acres)
Rocky Gap trail landmark (15 acres)

Bear River Divide trail landmark (3
acres)

Gateway petroglyphs (518 Acres)
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Record

Alternative D

# Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
6055 LR:8.1 LR:8.2 The objective will be to protect the trails Manage the viewsheds of NHT segments as Manage the viewsheds of NHT segments Manage the viewsheds of NHT segments
HR:2.1 HR:2.2 | from visual intrusion and surface follows: with project specific analysis to determine as follows:
disturbance and to maintain the integrity of . . . the level of restrictions within distances . .
setting. (1) Preserve the viewshed Wltr_un 10 miles of prescribed as follows: (1_)(a) Preserve the viewshed within 3
Class 1 segments, where the visual miles of Class 1 segments north and east
To provide a protective corridor for the characteristics of the setting contribute to the | (1) Manage the viewshed to retain the of U.S. Highway 30 and west of the
trail, visual intrusion and surface eligibility of the site , by managing to retain existing character of the landscape in Hams Fork river (Tunp/Dempsey Trail
disturbance generally will be restricted or the existing character of the landscape in federal sections so developments do not area), where the visual characteristics of
prohibited within 1,320 feet from either federal sections so developments do not dominate the visible area to detract from the setting contribute to the eligibility of
side of an historic trail (may depend on dominate the visible area to detract from the the feeling or sense of the historic time the site, by managing projects in federal
topography and existing surface feeling or sense of the historic time period of | period of the trail setting within 1 mile or sections to retain the existing character of
disturbance), or within the visual horizon of | the trail setting. Design ROW to preserve the visual horizon of Class 1 segments the landscape so developments do not
the trail, whichever is closer. the visual integrity of the settings consistent where the visual characteristics of the dominate the visible area to detract from
with the BLM visual resources handbook setting contribute to the eligibility of the the feeling or sense of the historic time
and manual. site. period of the trail setting. Design ROW
. . . . . to preserve the visual integrity of the
(2) Preserve the viewshed Wlthm 5 m|_|es of (2)_ Manage the viewshed to retain t_he settings consistent with the BLM visual
Clgss_ 2 segments by managing to rf_ztaln the existing cha}racter of the landscape in resources handbook and manual. (1)(b)
existing character of the landscape in federal | federal sections S0 developments do not Preserve the viewshed within 1 mile of
sections so developments do not attract the attract the attention of_the casugl observer Class 1 segments outside of the
attention of the casual observer. within % mile or the visual horizon of Class Tunp/Dempsey Trail area and the
(3) Preserve the viewshed within ¥z mile of 2 segments. checkerboard land pattern area, where the
Class 3 segments by managing to retain the (3) For Class 3 segments, manage the visual characteristics of the setting
existing character of the landscape in federal | viewshed in accordance with the designated | contribute to the eligibility of the site, by
sections so developments do not attract the VRM Class. managing projects in federal sections to
attention of the casual observer. retain the existing character of the
landscape so developments do not
dominate the visible area to detract from
the feeling or sense of the historic time
period of the trail setting. Design ROW
to preserve the visual integrity of the
settings consistent with the BLM visual
resources handbook and manual.
(1)(c) On Class 1 trail segments within
the checkerboard land pattern area,
manage the viewshed to preserve the
existing character of the landscape within
the federal section where the trail occurs.
2-100 Kemmerer Proposed RMP and Final EIS

Chapter 2 — Resource Management Alternatives




Details of Alternatives

Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

6000 LAND RESOURCES (LR) - VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Record
#

Goal/Obj.

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(Proposed RMP)

(2)(a)Preserve the viewshed within %2
mile of Class 2 segments that exist in
blocked federal lands west of U.S.
Highway 189 (south of Kemmerer) and
south of U.S. Highway 30 by managing
projects in federal sections to retain the
existing character of the landscape so
developments do not attract the attention
of the casual observer.

(2)(b)On Class 2 trail

segments outside of the area described in
(2)(a) manage the viewshed to preserve
the existing character of the landscape
within the federal section where the trail
occeurs.

(2)(c) On Class 3 segments, manage the
viewshed according to the appropriate
VRM class for the area.

The management action is intended to
manage developments to maintain setting
qualities and not to have an exclusion
zone.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

7000 SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS (SD)

Record

Alternative D

# Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
Goal SD:1 Maintain and protect the integrity of unique resource values, preserve historic significance, and provide opportunity for other uses where appropriate.
Objective:
SD:1.1 Identify areas for other management that possess unique resource values. Designate MAs for the life of the RMP (or as long as the unique resource value exists).
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES
7001 SD:1.1 The Raymond Mountain WSA will continue to be managed in a manner that does not impair its suitability for preservation as wilderness unless/until the Congress determines otherwise.
Until the Congress makes the final determination of the status of the WSA, the preservation of wilderness values is paramount and is the primary consideration when evaluating resource
use proposals that may conflict with or be adverse to those wilderness values. (For additional information see BLM Manual Handbook H-8550-1 — Interim Management Policy for
Lands Under Wilderness Review)
AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN (ACECS)
7002 SD:1.1 The Raymond Mountain ACEC plan will Same as Alternative A. The area within the current Raymond Same as Alternative A.
continue to be implemented. Mountain ACEC is no longer designated as
an ACEC.

7003 SD:1.1 No similar action. The Raymond Mountain Expansion Area is The Raymond Mountain Expansion Area is | Same as Alternative C.
designated an ACEC to protect Bonneville not designated as an ACEC.
cutthroat trout habitats.

7004 SD:1.1 No similar action. Designate special status plant species Special status plant communities are not Special status plant species habitats may
habitats as ACECs. designated as ACECs. be designated as ACECs on a case-by-

case basis.

7005 SD:1.1 No similar action. Special status plant species populations in Special status plant species populations in Special status plant species populations
areas designated as ACECs also are areas designated as ACECs are not in areas designated as ACECs are not
designated as RNAs. designated as RNAs. designated as RNAs.

7006 SD:1.1 No similar action. Cushion plant communities are designated as | Cushion plant communities are not Cushion plant communities may be
ACECs. designated as ACECs. designated as ACECs on a case-by-case

basis.

7007 SD:1.1 No similar action. Cushion plant communities in areas Cushion plant communities in areas Cushion plant communities in areas
designated as ACECs are designated as designated as ACECs are not designated as | designated as ACECs are not designated
RNAs. RNAs. as RNAs.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

7000 SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS (SD)

Record

Alternative D

# Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)

7008 SD:1.1 No similar action. Designate selected BLM-administered lands Manage lands in and around the Bridger Designate selected BLM-administered
in Sections 1, 2, 3, 4,9, 10, 11, 12, 15, and Butte area in the same manner as adjacent lands in Sections 10, 11, and 15 of T15N,
16 of T15N, R116W, and Section 7 of T15N, | BLM-administered lands. R116W (720 acres) as the Bridger Butte
R115W (2,800 acres) as the Bridger Butte ACEC and manage with the objective of
ACEC and manage for the preservation and preserving and enhancing cultural,
enhancement of cultural, historical, and historical, and Native American values,
Native American values, as well as rare plant as well as rare plant species that exist in
species that exist in the area. the area.
Manage the Bridger Butte ACEC (1,127 Manage the Bridger Butte ACEC (727
acres) according to the following acres) according to the following
prescriptions: prescriptions:
Prohibit establishment of ROW corridors Prohibit establishment of ROW corridors
and wind-energy projects, as well as all and wind-energy projects, as well as all
surface-disturbing activities. Close to OHV surface-disturbing activities. Close to
use and exclude from prescribed burns and OHYV use on BLM-administered lands
vegetation treatments on BLM-administered within the ACEC boundary.
lands within the ACEC boundary.

7009 SD:1.1 No similar action. Designate white-tailed prairie dog complexes | No white-tailed prairie dog ACECs are Same as Alternative C.
of 100 acres or greater as ACECs. designated.

7010 SD:1.1 No similar action. Designate the Dry Fork Watershed as an The Dry Fork Watershed is not designated Same as Alternative C.
ACEC to protect Bonneville cutthroat trout as an ACEC.
and leatherside chub habitats.

7011 SD:1.1 No similar action. Designate the Upper Tributary Watershed as | The Upper Tributary Watershed is not Same as Alternative C.
an ACEC to protect Bonneville cutthroat designated as an ACEC.
trout and leatherside chub habitats.

7012 SD:1.1 No similar action. Designate the Lower Tributary Watershed as | The Lower Tributary Watershed is not Same as Alternative C.
an ACEC to protect Bonneville cutthroat designated as an ACEC.
trout and leatherside chub habitats.

7013 SD:1.1 No similar action. Establish an ACEC or other MA in Fossil No ACEC or other MA in Fossil Basin Same as Alternative C.

Basin specifically for preservation and
research of fossil resources.

specifically for preservation and research of
fossil resources will be established.
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Details of Alternatives

Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

7000 SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS (SD)

Record A 8 n 8 Alternative D
# Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)

7014 SD:1.1 No similar action. Manage the Rock Creek/Tunp area of Manage lands in and around the Rock Manage the Rock Creek/Tunp area of
significant resource concern with the Creek/Tunp area in the same manner as significant resource concern with the
objective of preserving and enhancing the adjacent BLM-administered lands. objective of preserving and enhancing
critical wildlife habitats and cultural values the critical wildlife habitats and cultural
that occur within the area. values that occur within the area.
Manage the Rock Creek/Tunp area of Manage the Rock Creek/Tunp area of
significant resource concern with additional significant resource concern with
prescriptions as follows: additional prescriptions as follows:
Close the area to all-new mineral leasing. The area is administratively unavailable

. . for all new fluid mineral leasing
No m_meral materl_al sales and (or) free use consideration; expired leases are not
permits are authorized. reissued. The area is administratively
Pursue withdrawals from locatable mineral unavailable for solid leasable minerals
entry. for the life of the plan.
Restrict all new ROW actions to existing The area is available for mineral material
utility corridors. sales and (or) free use permits.
No new road developments are authorized. The area is available for locatable
No new surface disturbance is allowed. mineral entry.
No new high-profile structures, including R_estrict all new ROW actions to existing
wind power facilities, are authorized. disturbance zones.
Pursue opportunities to reclaim existing No net loss of habitat function allowed
roads not necessary to attain management from any construction activity within the
objectives. boundaries of the management area.
Successful re-establishment or
Restrict OHV use to open roads. No off-trail improvement of habitats could offset any
travel is allowed without prior approval from new disturbance areas.
the authorized officer. . . .
No wind-power facilities are authorized.
Manage NHTSs and sites settings, and all . . .
surface-disturbing activities to retain the Pursue opportunities to reclaim existing
existing character of the landscape in federal roads not necessary to attain management
sections so developments do not dominate objectives.
settmgs_to d_etract_from the feeling or sense Restrict OHV use to existing roads and
of the historic period of use. trails. No off-trail travel is allowed
Forage associated with newly acquired without prior approval from the
federal lands is not considered for livestock authorized officer.
use. The grazing operator is held to the Manage NHTSs and sites settings, and all
current federal active AUMs within existing surface-disturbing activities to retain the
allotments. existing character of the landscape in
federal sections so developments do not
dominate settings to detract from the
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

7000 SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS (SD)

Record q - - - Alternative D
# Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)

No salt licks or mineral supplements would feeling or sense of the historic period of

be allowed within ¥ mile of live water, use.

sensitive wildlife areas (e.g., greater sage- Forage associated with newly acquired

grouse leks), special status plant locations, federal lands is available for livestock

NHTSs, and significant cultural sites. use.

Develop and implement aggressive plans to No salt licks or mineral supplements

control and eradicate noxious weed allowed within ¥ mile of live water,

Invasions. sensitive wildlife areas (e.g., greater

Develop plant community objectives and faget-_grnouslg ll'e_:fs)’ i%ec_la#sft_atu;tplalr;t ral

continue to implement appropriate (_Jtca fons, NFTS, and significant cultura

management to meet and maintain wildlife Sttes.

habitat needs. INNS species are managed according to
Partners Against Weeds.
Develop plant community objectives and
continue to implement appropriate
management to meet and maintain
wildlife habitat needs.

7015 SD:1.1 No similar action. Manage the Bear River Divide area of Manage lands in and around the Bear River | Manage the Bear River Divide area of

significant resource concern with the
objective of preserving and enhancing the
critical wildlife habitat, cultural values, and
paleontological resources that occur within
the area.

Manage the Bear River Divide area of
significant resource concern with additional
prescriptions as follows:

Close the area to all new mineral leasing.

No mineral material sales and (or) free use
permits are authorized.

Pursue withdrawals from locatable mineral
entry.

Restrict all new ROW actions to existing
utility corridors.

No new road developments are authorized.
No new surface disturbance is allowed.

No new high-profile structures, including
wind power facilities, are authorized.

Divide area in the same manner as adjacent
BLM-administered lands.

significant resource concern with the
objective of preserving and enhancing
the critical wildlife habitats and cultural
values that occur within the area.

Manage the Bear River Divide area of
significant resource concern with
additional prescriptions as follows:

The area is administratively unavailable
for new fluid mineral leasing on the
currently unleased lands within the
Bridger Creek/Twin Creek watersheds
(see Map 64) (31,802 acres); lands
currently leased can have new leases
issued. The area is administratively
unavailable for solid mineral leasing for
the life of the plan.

The area is available for mineral material
sales and (or) free use permits.

The area is available for locatable
mineral entry.
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Details of Alternatives

Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

7000 SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS (SD)

Re;ord Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (P'Ar‘:)t;;?:;'\éew? P)
Pursue opportunities to reclaim existing ROW actions will be considered on a
roads that are not necessary to attain case-by-case basis. Proponents will be
management objectives. encouraged to use existing disturbance
Restrict OHV use to open roads. No off-trail Zones.
travel is allowed without prior approval from Allow construction activities within the
the authorized officer. boundaries of the management area with
. . the goal of no further loss of habitat
Manage NHTS, sites settings, and all surface- function from these activities. Successful
disturbing activities to reta!n the eX|st|ng' reestablishment or improvement of
character of the landscape |n_federa| s_ectlons habitats could offset any new disturbance
so developments do not dominate settings to areas. Linear facilities will be routed to
detract from the feeling or sense of the preserve habitat function. Monitoring of
historic period of use. reclamation and annual progress reports
Forage associated with newly acquired will be required until reclamation is
federal lands is not considered for livestock accepted. Reclamation will not be
use. The grazing operator is held to the considered successful until habitat
current federal active AUMSs within existing function had been restored. Reclamation
allotments. areas will be identified and signed.
Reclamation seeding should be
No salt licks or mineral supplements are conducted in late fall, after October 1, to
allowed within % mile of live water, avoid early germination and winter kill of
sensitive wildlife areas (e.g., greater sage- seedlings. Winter construction will not
grouse leks), special status plant locations, be allowed. Adherence to winter closure
NHTSs, and significant cultural sites. areas and seasonal wildlife stipulations
. . will be followed. Powerlines will be
Develop and 'mP'eme”t aggressive plans to sited to not dominate view sheds, and be
_contrpl and eradicate noxious weed constructed of non-reflective materials,
invasions. i.e. structures constructed of dulled or
Develop plant community objectives and weathering steel or wooden poles and
continue to implement appropriate non-specular wire. Powerlines will be
management to meet and maintain wildlife fitted with anti-perching devices.
habitat needs. No wind-power facilities are authorized.
Proactively study and inventory the Pursue opportunities to reclaim existing
vertebrate fossil resources through unnecessary roads to attain management
paleontologic inventory by qualified objectives. Access will be restricted to
paleontologists of the portion of Fossil Basin existing two-track routes and disturbance
inside the management area. Significant Zones.
sites are subject to further study, possibly Restrict OHV use to roads and trails. No
including excavation, collection, and off-trail travel is allowed without prior
curation of fossils. approval from the authorized officer.
Protect important paleontologic sites by not Manage NHTs, sites settings, and all
allowing surface disturbance at the sites, sutfa_ce-dlsturblng activities to retain the
except disturbance in support of scientific existing character of the landscape in
federal sections so developments do not
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

7000 SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS (SD)

Record
#

Goal/Obj.

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(Proposed RMP)

research. In support of this, management
prescriptions could include increased use of
BLM law enforcement.

Complete a paleontology management plan
for the management area to further scientific
study and public education opportunities in
the area.

dominate settings to detract from the
feeling or sense of the historic period of
use.

Forage associated with newly acquired
federal lands is available for livestock
use.

No salt licks or mineral supplements are
allowed within ¥ mile of live water,
sensitive wildlife areas (e.g., greater
sage-grouse leks), special status plant
locations, NHTS, and significant cultural
sites.

INNS species are managed according to
Partners Against Weeds. Prevention and
control of weeds will be required in new
disturbance areas. Emphasis will be on
the control of cheatgrass.

Develop plant community objectives and
continue to implement appropriate
management to meet and maintain
wildlife habitat needs.

A paleontologic inventory will be made
on project specific basis for mitigating
paleontologic resources or as research
permits are issued.

Surface disturbance is allowed with
mitigation of paleontologic sites if
necessary.

Do not complete comprehensive
paleontologic management plans at this
time.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

7000 SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS (SD)

Record

Alternative D

# Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS
7016 SD:1.1 Manage the thirteen eligible waterway Recommend all thirteen eligible waterways Recommend none of the thirteen eligible Recommend the following two
segments to protect the free-flowing, as suitable for inclusion in the National Wild | waterways as suitable for inclusion in the waterways for inclusion in the National
outstandingly remarkable values and & Scenic Rivers system. Apply protective National Wild & Scenic Rivers system. Wild & Scenic Rivers system:
tentative classification. Conduct a case-by- | management based on case-by-case review. Manage these areas the same as adjacent o
case review of proposed actions in eligible federal lands. Huff Creek — Scenic, fisheries, and
waterway segments and apply protective V\{|Idlnfe values; unique land and resource
management, subject to valid existing diversity.
rights. EI?gibIe waterways include the Raymond Creek — Scenic, recreational,
following: ) fisheries and wildlife values; unique land
 Bear River and resource diversity.
o Blacks Fork river -
. . The remaining eleven waterway
*  Bridger Creek Unit segments are recommended not to be
e Coal Creek included in the National Wild and Scenic
o Dempsey Creek Rivers system at this time. Apply
e Emiarant Creek management to protect the values listed
g for Huff Creek and Raymond Creek.
o Fontenelle Creek
e Hams Fork
e Huff Creek
e Pine Creek Unit
e Raymond Creek Unit
e Slate Creek
e Smiths Fork river
See Chapter 2 of the WSR report (Jonas
Consulting 2002) for a complete
description of the above waterway
segments.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

7000 SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS (SD)

Record

Alternative D

# Goal/Obyj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS
7017 SD:1.1 No similar action. If Congress acts on the designation, and the If Congress acts on the designation, and the | If Congress acts on the designation, and
Raymond Mountain is not selected as Raymond Mountain is not selected as the Raymond Mountain is not selected as
wilderness, continue to manage the land area | wilderness, the land area within the current | wilderness, manage the land area within
within the current boundary under the boundary would be managed in the same the current boundary of the Raymond
Interim Management Policy. manner as adjacent BLM-administered Mountain WSA under the Interim
lands. Management Policy until a new
management plan for the area is prepared
and the RMP is amended.
BACK COUNTRY BYWAYS
7018 No similar action. Develop a route from Kemmerer over the A scenic back country byway is not Same as Alternative C.

Dempsey Ridge to Fossil Butte and back to
Kemmerer in cooperation with Lincoln
County, the NPS, and the State of Wyoming.
Designate this route a primitive, back
country byway including 4.5 miles of
primitive two-track road and 11 miles of
crowned and ditched gravel road. Manage
with the objective of encouraging
responsible motorized recreational use of the
proposed byway, while protecting the scenic,
cultural, and critical wildlife habitat values
that occur in the area.

developed.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

8000 SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES (SR) - HEALTH AND SAFETY

Record

Alternative D

# Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
Goal SR:1 Reduce risk to health and safety from geologic hazards on BLM-administered lands within the planning area.
Objectives:
SR:1.1 Reduce or eliminate geologic hazards on BLM-administered lands within the planning area, where possible.
SR:1.2 Inventory, assess, and manage geologic hazards on BLM-administered lands within the planning area.
SR:1.3 Reduce or eliminate hazards from abandoned mines on BLM-administered lands within the planning area, where possible.
Goal SR:2 Reduce or minimize risk to humans and the environment from hazardous materials on BLM-administered lands within the planning area.
Objective:
SR:2.1 Reduce potential threats to public health and safety on BLM-administered lands within the planning area, where possible.
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES
8001 SR:2.1 Hazardous materials are managed to reduce the risk to visitors and employees, to restore contaminated lands, and to carry out emergency response activities, as per appropriate laws,
policies, and regulations.
8002 SR:1 The area within 10,000 feet of any municipal airport runways is restricted by FAA FAR Part 77 to protect the airport airspace.
8003 SR:2 The area underlying any municipal airport runway is a zone of No Surface Occupancy.
8004 SR:1 BLM will, in emergency situations, first protect the health and safety of the public, and second, stabilize the situation with regard to BLM's responsibilities and decision making
authority.
Record . 8 - 8 Alternative D
# Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
8005 SR:1.1 SR:1.2 Inventory, assess, and mitigate geologic Conduct full inventory (1.4 million acres) to Catalog and develop mitigation measures Same as Alternative C.
SR:1.3 hazards as they are discovered within the identify all geologic hazards. Develop a for any proposed developments as geologic
analysis area. database of high, medium, and low hazards. hazards are discovered.
8006 SR:1.1 SR:2.1 Activities in areas of known geologic Prohibit activities that are known to cause or | Restrict development within areas of Same as Alternative C.
hazards will be restricted. accelerate geologic hazards. known geologic hazards by requiring
adequate engineering design to address
particular hazards.
8007 SR:2.1 Comply with requirements of Onshore Prohibit new H,S wells within 2 miles of the | Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A.
Order #6 for H,S plans. following areas: towns, cities, and
designated campgrounds.
8008 SR:2.1 No similar action. Trenches would not be left open for more Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative B.
than 10 days after initial surface
disturbance. Pipeline gates with soft plugs
will be required every % mile along the
corridor.
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Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

8000 SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES (SR) — SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

Re;ord Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Ppr\:)tp?(r)rs]ea;“éel\/? P)
Goal SR:3 Provide opportunities for economic and social sustainability at the national, regional, and local level.
Objectives:
SR:3.1 Provide opportunities on BLM-administered lands within the planning area that would be in accordance with the national energy plan and that also consider the
importance of economic and social sustainability at the local level.
SR:3.2 Use decision review processes that consider various potential impacts of decisions of BLM and all other institutions that potentially impact the planning area,
including housing, employment, population, fiscal impacts, social services, cultural character, and municipal utilities.
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES
None Identified.
Re?#ord Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (P'i‘gsg?:c?\éew? P)

8009 SR:3.1 No specific management with regard to Minimize the reliance on the national energy | Support the national energy plan by Incorporate the national energy plan into
socioeconomic resources was identified in plan in all Kemmerer Field Office land use quantifying the impacts associated with Kemmerer Field Office land use planning
the 1986 RMP (BLM 1986a). planning and focus on the diversification of meeting those goals without regard to while also considering the socioeconomic

the local economy by, for example, stressing | mitigating the socioeconomic impacts. goals and objectives identified by the
recreation, grazing, and renewable energy. Provide information to state and local overlapping jurisdictions.

. . . . governments as required by law. . .
Quantify the impacts associated with site- Support national energy plans regarding
specific and programmatic actions for the development of renewable energy
purpose of considering the impacts of sources.
proposed actions on local governments. . . . .
Provide information to local governments as Quantify the impacts associated with site
required by law. Develop a strategy for specific and programmatic actions for the
mitigating the impacts by coordinating with purpose of considering the impacts of
state and local governments and impacted proposed actions on state and local
parties. governments.

Kemmerer Proposed RMP and Final EIS 2-111

Chapter 2 — Resource Management Alternatives




Details of Alternatives

Table 2-3. Detailed Table of Alternatives (Continued)

8000 SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES (SR) — SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

Record - - - ; Alternative D
# Goal/Obj. Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
8010 SR:3.2 No specific management with regard to Make socioeconomic considerations a Work with state and local governmental Work with state and local governmental

the 1986 RMP (BLM 1986a).

socioeconomic resources was identified in

priority in the decision-making processes.
For example, consider the economic and
social impacts identified by overlapping
jurisdictions when making resource
allocation decisions. Require the mitigation
of socioeconomic impacts, such as
mitigating the infrastructure impacts
associated with the influx of a temporary
workforce that is only associated with the
exploration, development, and construction
phases of substantial increased activity in the
oil and gas sector, as a condition of the
resource decision itself.

Incorporate state and local governments as
cooperating agencies for any proposed land
use action.

Provide information to state and local
governments as required by law.

officials to quantify the impacts associated
with site specific and programmatic actions
for the purpose of providing that
information to the affected parties and
overlapping jurisdictions as required by
law.

officials to quantify the impacts
associated with site specific and
programmatic actions for the purpose of
considering the impacts of proposed
actions on state and local governments.

Note: Based upon the programmatic and strategic nature of the RMP alternatives, this table reflects the potential for environmental consequences.

AAQS ambient air quality standards 1-80 Interstate Highway 80 R&PP Recreation and Public Purposes
ACEC Area of Critical Environmental Concern IMP Interim Management Policy for Lands Under Wilderness Review RMP Resource Management Plan
AMR appropriate management response INNS invasive nonnative specie RNA Research Natural Area
APD application for permit to drill LAC level of acceptable change ROD Record of Decision
AQD Air Quality Division LBA Lease By Application ROW rights-of-way
AQRV Air Quality Related Value LOC level of concern SD Special Designations
AUM animal unit month LR land resources SGCN Species of Greatest Conservation Need
BLM Bureau of Land Management MBF thousand board feet SR socioeconomic resources
BR biological resources MMBF million board feet SRMA Special Recreation Management Area
CBNG coalbed natural gas MMTA Mechanically Mineable Trona Area T township
CCF hundred cubic feet MR mineral resources TMA Travel Management Area
CFR Code of Federal Regulations NEPA National Environmental Policy Act SH state highway
csu controlled surface use NHPA National Historic Preservation Act SIP State Implementation Plan
dB decibel NHT National Historic Trail MA Management Area
DEQ Department of Environmental Quality NPS National Park Service SRP Special Recreation Permit
EIS Environmental Impact Statement NRHP National Register of Historic Places usc United States Code
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency NSO no surface occupancy USFS U.S. Forest Service
ERMA Extensive Recreation Management Area NSS Native Species Status USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
ESA Endangered Species Act Obj. objective VRM Visual Resource Management
FAA Federal Aviation Administration OHV Off-highway vehicle WSA Wilderness Study Area
FAR Federal Aviation Regulations pH potential of hydrogen WGFD Wyoming Game and Fish Department
FLPMA Federal Land Policy and Management Act PR physical resources
FM fire and fuels management PSD prevention of significant deterioration
HR Heritage Resources R range
H.S hydrogen sulfide
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2.6 Summary of Environmental Consequences by

Alternative

Table 2-4 (Summary of Environmental Consequences by Alternative) summarizes potential meaningful
impacts anticipated from activities within the Kemmerer planning area by alternative. Where applicable,
potential impacts anticipated from BLM actions are quantified. For example, a greater acreage implies a
greater impact (either beneficial or adverse). For those resources and resource uses where potential
impacts are qualitative, a relative narrative comparison among alternatives is provided. A more detailed
comparison of impacts between alternatives is summarized in the conclusion for each resource section in
Chapter 4. Cumulative impacts from non-BLM actions are described in Chapter 4 but are not included in
Table 2-4.

The environmental consequences of alternatives are not anticipated to exceed known legal thresholds or
standards over the life of the plan. Standard practices, BMPs, and guidelines for surface-disturbing
activities are built into each alternative to avoid and minimize potential impacts. Mitigation of residual
impacts will be considered during subsequent implementation decision plans and any associated
environmental analyses conducted at that time. Reclamation will be applied to surface disturbance under
all alternatives to reduce the amount of long-term impact.

Table 2-4. Summary of Environmental Consequences by Alternative

Alternative D

Resources Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
Air Quality
NAAQS Low Potential Lowest Potential Low Potential Low Potential
WAAQS Low Potential Lowest Potential Low Potential Low Potential
PSD Increments’ Potential Lowest Potential Potential Potential
Visibility* Potential Lowest Potential Potential Potential
Atmospheric Deposition Potential Lowest Potential Potential Potential
Soil and Water
Groundwater Impacts Potential Lowest Potential Potential Potential
Produced Water Impacts Potential Lowest Potential Potential Potential

Acres of Surface Disturbance Anticipated

214,120 short-
term/ 144,673
long-term

104,338 short-
term/ 47,232
long-term

172,967 short-
term/ 144,467
long-term

147,262 short-
term/ 77,541
long-term

Average Annual Acre-feet of Water Depletion in
Planning Area from BLM Actions

96.9

59.1

97.7

96.9

Exceed Water Quality Standards

Not anticipated

Not anticipated

Not anticipated

Not anticipated

Minerals

Acres of Federal Mineral Estate Administratively

Available for Oil and Gas Leasing Subject to 337,076 7,718 360,472 62,036
Standard Lease Form Only
Acres of Federal Mineral Estate Administratively
Available for Oil and Gas Leasing Subject to 783,218 118,071 776,850 797,504
Moderate Constraints
Acres of Federal Mineral Estate Administratively
Available for Oil and Gas Leasing Subject to 354,266 643,515 337,238 537,341
Major Constraints
Acres _of Federal Mlneral Estate Admlnlstratlvely 104,802 810,058 104,802 182,481
Unavailable for Oil and Gas Leasing
Acres of BLM-administered Surface/Federal . .
Mineral Estate with High Oil and Gas Surface: 0 Su_rface. 46’59_8 _Surface. 0 . Surface: 0

. . . Mineral Estate: Mineral Estate: . .
Development Potential Impacted by Greater Mineral Estate: 0 44138 0 Mineral Estate: 0

Sage-grouse Habitat Protections
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Table 2-4. Summary of Environmental Consequences by Alternative (Continued)

Resources

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(Proposed RMP)

Acres of BLM-administered Surface/Federal

Mineral Estate with High Oil and Gas Surface: 0 Su_rface: 55’37_7 Sgrface: 8'648_ ‘Surface: 0 .
) . . Mineral Estate: Mineral Estate: Mineral Estate:
Development Potential Impacted by Raptor Nest Mineral Estate: O
: 55,677 8,716 0
Protections
Acres of BLM-administered Surface/Federal . .
Mineral Estate with High Oil and Gas Surface: 0 hS/I:Jr:fearg‘laEZt]e;Z: Surface: 0 Miﬁgrrefa?cEes.tgte'
Development Potential Impacted by Prairie Dog Mineral Estate: 0 7135 ’ Mineral Estate: 0 0 ’
Colony Protections ’
Acres of BLM-administered Surface/Federal . . .
Mineral Estate with High Oil and Gas Surface: 0 Sl_Jrface. 4‘017_ Surface. 77 . Surface. 77 .
. . . . Mineral Estate: Mineral Estate: Mineral Estate:
Development Potential Impacted by Trails Mineral Estate: O
: 4,627 77 77
Protections
Acres of BLM-administered Surface/Federal . .
Mineral Estate with High Oil and Gas Surface: 0 Su_rface. 70’05§ Surface: 0 _Surface. 0 .
. . . . Mineral Estate: . . Mineral Estate:
Development Potential Impacted by Floodplain Mineral Estate: 0 70.895 Mineral Estate: O 0
Protections ’
Percent reduction in Total Wells From Baseline
; 17% 50% 16% 17%
(1,221 wells)/ Projected Number of Federal
Wells Drilled (2,012) (608) (1,020) (1,010)
Acres of Haystack Coal Lease By Application
Acceptable for Further Leasing Consideration 3,963 0 3,963 3,963
Acres of Fed_eral Mineral Estate Withdrawn from Unknown 940,220 0 1,985
Locatable Mineral Entry
Acres of Federal Mineral Estate Withdrawn from .
Locatable Mineral Entry for Cokeville Meadows Not Identified 3,056 0 21
Acres of Federal Mineral Estate Not Available for 32,880 plus
New Sodium Exploration and Leasing Viewsheds of
Fossil Butte
32,880 National 32,880 32,880
Monument and
Incorporated
Towns and Cities
Acres of Federal Mineral Estate Not Available for 32,880 Plus
New Phosphate Exploration and Leasing Viewsheds of
Fossil Butte
32,880 National 32,880 32,880
Monument and
Incorporated
Towns and Cities
Acres of Federal Mineral Estate Not Available for 32,880 Plus
Mineral Material Sales and (or) Free Use Permits Viewshed of
Fossil Butte
National
Monument, Within 32,880 Plus
0 % Mile of 0 Areas with
Developed Special Status
Campgrounds, Plant Species
and In Areas with
Special Status
Plant or Wildlife
Species
Vegetation
Fragmentation of Habitat Highest Potential Lowest Potential Potential Potential
Riparian/Wetland
Wetland Impacts Potential Lowest Potential Potential Potential
Wetland Permit Required Potential Lowest Potential Potential Potential
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Summary of Environmental Consequences by Alternative

Table 2-4. Summary of Environmental Consequences by Alternative (Continued)

Alternative D

Resources Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C (Proposed RMP)
Floodplain Impacts Potential Lowest Potential Potential Potential
Fish and Wildlife
Restrictions on Wildlife Movement Highest Potential | Lowest Potential Potential Potential
Special Status Species
Adverse Effects to ESA Species within the Anticipated Anticipated Anticipated Anticipated

Planning Area

Critical Habitat Impacts

Not anticipated

Not anticipated

Not anticipated

Not anticipated

Heritage

gr?éeggla;é?‘tlor?opgaig;fz L“c?(l:tzﬁ t/iléiSStEd Cultural Sites Potential Lowest potential Potential Potential
OHV Use

Acres Open to OHV Use 0 0 2,791 159
Acres Closed to OHV Use 32,787 33,924 32,787 33,036
Livestock Grazing

AUMs Projected/Change from Baseline 15,556 5,128 15,534 8,338

(157,249)

10% decrease

3% decrease

9% decrease

5% decrease

Special Designations

Acres of Surface/Federal Mineral Estate with
High Oil and Gas Development Potential
Impacted by Bear River Divide ACEC

Mineral Estate: 0

Mineral Estate: 11

Mineral Estate: O

Mineral Estate:
28

Acres of Surface/Federal Mineral Estate with
High Oil and Gas Development Potential
Impacted by Fossil Basin ACEC

Mineral Estate: 0

Mineral Estate:
8,458

Mineral Estate: 0

Mineral Estate:
0

National Historic Trails

Potential to Impact NHTs

Potential

Lowest potential

Potential

Potential

Notes: Based upon the programmatic and strategic nature of the RMP alternatives, this table reflects the potential for environmental consequences.
Administratively unavailable to leasing means deferred from leasing for the life of the plan.
! These impacts are anticipated to occur outside the planning area.

ACEC Area of Critical Environmental Concern
AUM animal unit month

BLM Bureau of Land Management

ESA Endangered Species Act

OHV

WAAQS

NAAQS
NHT

PSD

National Ambient Air Quality Standards
National Historic Trail
off-highway vehicle
prevention of significant deterioration
Wyoming Ambient Air Quality Standards
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CHAPTER 3
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
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« - Lincoln County
- Uinta County

- Sublette County

-

- Sweetwater County

‘Roadmap to Chapter 3
Chapter 3 discussions are grouped by general resource topics as outlined below.

Overview of the Planning Area (Page 3-1)

~

3.1 Physical Resources (Page 3-4)
¢ Air Quality

)

¢ Soil
T8, - 3.2 Mineral Resources (Page 3-22)
¢ Locatable
¢ Leasable
e Oil and Gas
e _ Coal

Sodium (Trona)

¢ Salable

o

Other Solid Leasables

¢ Unplanned/Wildland Fire
¢ Planned/Prescribed Fire
¢ Stabilization and Rehabilitation

£4 Biological Resources (Page 3-45)
¢ Vegetation

¢ Fish and Wildlife Resources

e« Riparian and Wetland Communities

/
3.3 Fire and Fuels Management (Page 3-40)

e Forests, Woodlands, and Forest Products
e (Grassland and Shrubland Communities

y

¢ Cultural Resources

¢ Native American Concerns

¢ Tribal Treaty Rights and Trust
Responsibilities

¢ Paleontological Resources

3.5 Heritage Resources (Page 3-94)

e Fish,
o Wildlife
¢ Special Status Species

e Plants

e Fish

e  Wildlife

\0 Invasive Nonnative Species /3 6

*
¢
2
¢
.
¢
.
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Land Resources (Page 3-111)

Lands and Realty

Renewable Energy
Rights-of-Way and Corridors
Livestock Grazing Management..
Recreation

Travel Management
Off-Highway Vehicles (OHV)
Visual Resources Management

p

¢ Wild and Scenic Rivers

3.7 Special Designations'(Page 3-135)

¢ Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, Other
Management Areas, and Research Natural Areas
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Wilderness Study Areas
¢  Back Country Byways

3.8 Socioeconomic Resources (Page 3-148)

4. Social Conditions
¢ Economic Conditions
¢ Health and Safety
¢ Environmental Justice
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Introduction

CHAPTER 3
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Chapter 3 describes existing conditions for Bureau of Land Management (BLM) resource programs,
resource uses, special designations, and the socioeconomic environment within the Kemmerer Field
Office planning area (planning area). Management of resources and resource uses on public lands
administered by the BLM is directed by a variety of laws, regulations, policies, and other requirements as
summarized in Chapter 1. The Kemmerer Field Office operates under these requirements and guidance.
The Kemmerer Field Office also considers Best Management Practices (BMPs) in the management of
resources and resource uses in the planning area.

In addition to describing existing conditions, Chapter 3 identifies, where appropriate, management
challenges for resource programs and resource uses on BLM-administered land. These management
challenges were identified by the BLM’s Management Situation Analysis (MSA), as well as by issues
identified during the scoping process for revising the 1986 Kemmerer Resource Management Plan (RMP)
(BLM 1986a). By describing existing conditions for resources in the planning area, this chapter serves as
the baseline against which the impacts of the different alternatives are analyzed and compared in

Chapter 4.

Overview of the Planning Area

The planning area comprises 1,424,005 acres of BLM-administered surface land and 1,579,362 acres of
BLM-administered mineral estate in Lincoln, Uinta, Sweetwater, and Sublette counties in southwestern
Wyoming (see Maps 1 and 2 in Volume 2). Within Lincoln County, large contiguous areas of BLM-
administered lands are intermingled with state, private, and small parcels of other federal surface (Bureau
of Reclamation and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) lands. Southeastern Lincoln County, most of Uinta
County and most of the planning area lands in Sweetwater County are affected by the “checkerboard”
land ownership pattern. There are no Kemmerer Field Office BLM-administered surface lands in
Sublette County.

The planning area encompasses the intersection of two physiographic regions—the Wyoming Basin to the
southeast and the Middle Rocky Mountains to the north and west. The Wyoming Basin comprises broad
intermountain basins interrupted by isolated hills and low mountains that merge to the south into a
dissected plateau. The Wyoming Basin is a shrubsteppe area, dominated by sagebrush and shadscale,
interspersed with areas of shortgrass prairie. Higher elevations are in mountain shrub vegetation, with
coniferous forest atop the highest areas. The Middle Rocky Mountains area generally is made up of
complex mountains with many intermontane basins and plains. Elevations in the planning area range
from approximately 6,070 feet above mean sea level (msl) at the eastern extent of the planning area in
Sweetwater County to approximately 10,770 feet above msl at Rock Lake Peak in the Salt River Range in
northern Lincoln County. The planning area generally has a dry, windswept, rain-shadow climate like
much of Wyoming, but the variations in elevation have a substantial effect on vegetation types and
suitability of areas for agriculture and grazing. The region generally has cold winters and dry summers
below mountain slopes and cool summers and snowy winters in mountainous environments (Pitcher
1997).

The planning area includes portions of three regional watersheds—the Green River, Bear River, and
Snake River basins. The northern two-thirds of the planning area are characterized by the parallel Salt
River Range and the Wyoming Range, which trend generally from north to south. A series of major
ridges extend the Wyoming Range to the south, including Commissary Ridge, Oyster Ridge, and the
Hogsback. The Salt River Range extends to the south in a series of ridges, the most prominent of which
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are the Tunp Range and the Sillem Ridge, portions of which are popularly known as the Bear River
Divide. The extreme southern portion of the planning area includes foothills of the Uinta Mountains,
which is an east-to-west trending mountain range mostly in northeastern Utah. To the east and northeast
of the Uinta foothills is the Bridger basin, a southwestern extension of the Green River basin.

The climate of the planning area is classified as semiarid with areas of mid-latitude highland (Trewartha
and Horn 1980; Martner 1986). A semiarid continental climate is characterized by seasonal variations in
temperature (cold winters and warm summers) and precipitation levels that are low, but sufficient for the
growth of short, sparse grass. Average maximum summer temperatures are 81-degrees Fahrenheit (°F),
while average minimum winter temperatures are 4.5 °F.

Soils in the planning area are diverse and can vary in characteristics over relatively short distances. Soils
and vegetation in the planning area generally provide rangeland suitable for year-round cattle and sheep
grazing at lower elevations.

Agricultural production is an important contributor to the planning area’s economy. Livestock grazing
includes the grazing of domestic animals (e.g., cattle, sheep, horses, and goats) in the planning area. The
public lands are often intermingled with private and state lands, which are grazed as one unit. Crops in
the planning area may include wheat, oats, barley, alfalfa, grass hay, and pasture.

A variety of wildlife species occur in the planning area due to the diversity of habitats and landscapes
which provide important areas for meeting all life requirements including breeding, foraging, migration,
and winter range. Numerous and diverse wildlife populations are an indicator of the health of the land
and environment.

A broad spectrum of outdoor opportunities within the planning area provide visitors the freedom of
recreational choice. Recreational activities within the planning area include, but are not limited to,
sightseeing, touring, photography, wildlife viewing, floating, mountain biking, camping, fishing, and
hunting. The economy of the region is enhanced by wildlife-watching tourists, hunting, and fishing.

Since the mid-1800s, the mining industry has been a key driver in economic growth and development in
the region. Coal, oil, natural gas, and trona are the most important mineral commodities in terms of
employment and income, but other minerals (e.g., clay, phosphate, sand and gravel, building stone, and
decorative stone) have played and continue to play a role in the development of the area.

Lincoln County

Lincoln County was established in 1911, the same year Kemmerer, Wyoming was named as the county
seat. Pioneers traveling west in the mid to late 1800s generally followed the Oregon Trail. Early settlers
established homesteads in the area in the late 1800s and large sheep and cattle ranches took advantage of
the vast rangeland. Extensive ranch settlement in the region followed the construction of the Union
Pacific Railroad (UPRR) around 1867. Coal deposits at Kemmerer brought about its settlement in 1881.
Kemmerer now boasts the largest open pit coal mine in the world.

State highways 30 and 189 are the main roads through Lincoln County and both connect Kemmerer with
Interstate Highway 80 (I-80). State highway 30 bisects the planning area as it generally traverses east-
west through the county, including the town of Kemmerer. State highway 89, in the northern portion of
the planning area, runs through the towns of Afton and Alpine.

Three important rivers pass through Lincoln County: the Bear River, Snake River, and Green River. The
Bear River flows into the Great Salt Lake. The Snake River, which originates in Yellowstone National
Park, crosses the northern tip of the county and joins the Columbia River before flowing into the Pacific
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Ocean. The Green River, which passes the eastern border of the county, flows southward into Utah,
where it joins the Colorado River. Fontenelle Reservoir, created on the Green River system, is located in
Lincoln County and primarily surrounded by Bureau of Reclamation lands.

Lincoln County comprises approximately 2,274,285 surface acres in the planning area, of which the BLM
administers approximately 834,888 acres. In addition, BLM administers approximately 922,700 acres of
federal mineral estate in Lincoln County.

Uinta County

Uinta County was established in 1869, the same year Evanston, Wyoming was named as the county seat.
Early explorers traveled west along the Oregon Trail. Fort Bridger, the oldest settlement in the county,
was an important trading post on the Oregon Trail, located in a valley on the Blacks Fork River.
Agriculture and energy production continue today as the primary economic commodities in Uinta County.

[-80 generally traverses east-west through Uinta County. State highway 189 traverses north from I-80
between Evanston and Lyman toward Kemmerer.

The Upper Bear River watershed drains the western portion of Uinta County. The Upper Green River
watershed drains the central and eastern portions of the county.

Uinta County comprises approximately 1,237,489 surface acres in the planning area, of which the BLM
administers approximately 404,785 acres. In addition, the BLM administers approximately 489,269 acres

of federal mineral estate in the county.

Sweetwater County

Sweetwater County was established in 1867, the same year Green River, Wyoming was named as the
county seat. Several emigrant trails passed through the county including the Oregon, California,
Mormon, Overland, and Cherokee trails. In addition, the transcontinental railroad came in 1868, creating
two major population centers—Green River and Rock Springs. Agriculture remains an important
economic commodity in Sweetwater County, as do mineral commodities such as coal and trona.

1-80 traverses east-west through Sweetwater County. State highway 30 traverses northwest from I-80
near Granger to Kemmerer. The Upper Green River watershed, which drains all of Sweetwater County,
is located in the planning area. The Seedskadee National Wildlife Refuge is located in Sweetwater
County and is primarily surrounded by Bureau of Reclamation lands.

Sweetwater County comprises approximately 405,604 surface acres in the planning area, of which the
BLM administers approximately 184,143 surface acres. In addition, the BLM administers approximately
167,172 acres of federal mineral estate in Sweetwater County.

Sublette County

Sublette County was established in 1921, the same year Pinedale, Wyoming was named as the county
seat. Sublette County comprises approximately 13,187 surface acres in the planning area. No BLM-
administered surface lands in Sublette County occur within the planning area. Federal mineral estate in
Sublette County occurs under U.S. Forest Service (USFS) jurisdiction.
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Air Quality

3.1 Physical Resources

Physical resources in the planning area include air quality, soil, and water. Each of the three resource
sections includes a description of the resource, the current condition of the resource, management
challenges where appropriate, and management actions.

311  Air Quality

This section describes the climate and existing air quality in the Kemmerer RMP Study Area, the area
potentially affected by activities in the Kemmerer RMP planning area. Air pollutants addressed in this
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) include criteria pollutants, hazardous air pollutants (HAPs), and
compounds that could cause visibility impairment or atmospheric deposition.

Regional air quality is influenced by the interaction of several factors, including meteorology, climate, the
magnitude and spatial distribution of local and regional air pollutant sources, and the chemical properties
of emitted air pollutants.

Climate

Eco-regions are large areas of similar climate where ecosystems recur in predictable patterns. The eco-
regions of the Planning Area are classified as Inter-Mountain Semi-Desert and Southern Rocky Mountain
Steppe (Curtis & Grimes 2004).

The climate of an Inter-Mountain Semi-Desert is characterized by cold winters and short, hot summers
(Table 3-1). Annual precipitation is low and fairly evenly distributed throughout the year. The growing
season is short (Bailey 1995).

Table 3-1. Summary of the Climate in the Kemmerer Planning Area

Climate Component Description

Temperature' Average daily maximum July temperature: 80.9 °F
Average daily minimum January temperature: 4.5 °F
Mean maximum temperature: 53.6 °F

Mean minimum temperature: 23.6 °F

Precipitation1 Mean annual precipitation: 9.78 inches
Mean annual snowfall: 50.9 inches
Mean winter snow depth: 2 inches

Winds? Mean annual wind speed: 10.5 miles per hour
Prevailing wind direction: southwest

Source: Western Regional Climate Center 2006a, 2006b, 2006¢
' Measured at Kemmerer water treatment plant

?Measured at Evanston airport

BLM Bureau of Land Management

°F degrees Fahrenheit

The climate of a Southern Rocky Mountain Steppe is characterized by a temperate semi-arid steppe
regime. Summers are cool and precipitation is moderate with much of the precipitation falling as snow in
the higher altitudes (Bailey 1995).

Climate Change

Ongoing scientific research has identified the potential impacts of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
(including carbon dioxide [CO;], methane, nitrous oxide, and several trace gasses) on global climate.
Through complex interactions on a regional and global scale, these GHG emissions cause a net warming
effect of the atmosphere that makes surface temperatures suitable for life on Earth, typically referred to as
global warming, primarily by decreasing the amount of heat energy radiated by the Earth back into space.
Although GHG levels have varied for millennia, with corresponding variations in climatic conditions,
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recent industrialization and burning of carbon sources have caused CO, concentrations to increase
dramatically and are likely to contribute to overall climatic changes. Increasing CO, concentrations also
lead to preferential fertilization and growth of specific plant species.

Global mean surface temperatures have increased nearly 1.0°C (1.8°F) from 1890 to 2006 (Goddard
Institute for Space Studies 2007[do we have reference?]). However, observations and predictive models
indicate that average temperature changes are likely to be greater in the Northern Hemisphere. Northern
latitudes (above 24° N) exhibited temperature increases of nearly 1.2°C (2.1°F) since 1900, with nearly a
1.0°C (1.8°F) increase since 1970 alone. Without additional meteorological monitoring systems, it is
difficult to determine the spatial and temporal variability and change of climatic conditions, but
increasing concentrations of GHG are likely to accelerate the rate of climate change.

In 2001, the International Panel on Climate Change indicated that by the year 2100, global average
surface temperatures would increase 1.4 to 5.8°C (2.5 to 10.4°F) above 1990 levels. The National
Academy of Sciences (2006) [do we have reference?] has confirmed these findings, but also indicated that
there are uncertainties regarding how climate change may affect different regions. Computer model
predictions indicate that increases in temperature will not be equally distributed, but are likely to be
accentuated at higher latitudes. Warming during the winter months is expected to be greater than during
the summer, and increases in daily minimum temperatures are more likely than increases in daily
maximum temperatures.

Several activities occur within the planning area that may generate GHG emissions. Oil and gas
development and production, salable minerals mining and processing, locatable mineral mining and
processing, large wildfires, and use of combustion engines for recreation and transportation are some of
the activities that can potentially generate CO, and methane.

Table 3-1 shows the average temperature and precipitation in the Kemmerer planning area. Wyoming has
warmed about 0.25 °F per decade since 1966. Precipitation in western Wyoming has stayed about the
same, although precipitation in eastern Wyoming has increased up to 0.6 inches per decade, according to
the NOAA Climate Prediction Center. Temperature in southwestern Wyoming has been predicted to
increase by 0.25 to 0.40 °F per decade while temperatures in surrounding locations in Utah, Wyoming,
and Colorado are expected to increase by 0.40 to 1.2 °F per decade. Precipitation across western
Wyoming is expected to decrease by 0.1 to 0.6 inches per decade with the largest decrease expected in
southwestern Wyoming (NOAA 2007).

Existing Air Quality
Components of air quality addressed in this EIS include concentrations of air pollutants, visibility, and
atmospheric deposition, as follows:

e Air pollutant concentration is an indicator of breathable, healthy air.

e Visibility is an indicator of the ability to see the surrounding landscape.
e Atmospheric deposition is an indicator of the health of terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems.

While there is limited ambient air quality-monitoring data available for the study area, air quality is
generally considered good, with no regions designated as non-attainment for National Ambient air
Quality Standards (NAAQS) or Wyoming Ambient Air Quality Standards (WAAQS).

The WAAQS are shown in Table 3-2. The Wyoming standards are more stringent than the national
standards for sulfur dioxide. Wyoming has adopted standards for hydrogen sulfide for which there are no
national standards.
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Table 3-2. National and Wyoming Ambient Air Quality Standards

NAAQS WAAQS

Pollutant Average Time (ug/m®) (ng/m?)

Carbon Monoxide 1 hour 40,000 40,000

(CO) 8 hours 10,000 10,000
?‘,\iltg’je” Dioxide Annual’ 100 100
%;)m 8 hours 147 —
Particulate Matter 24 hours 150 150
(PMso) Annual - 50
Particulate Matter 24 hours 35 65
(PMs5) Annual 15 15

o 3 hours 1,300° 1,300

oy e 24 hours 365 260
Annual 80 60
Hydrogen Sulfide % hour® - 70
(HzS) % hour* - 40

Sources: Wyoming DEQ 2006; EPA 2006a, 2008
1The standard of 100 pg/m3 NO; is equivalent to a standard of 0.05 ppm (Wyoming DEQ 2006).

2Secondary standard only, as there is no 3-hour federal primary standard for SO,.
3Average not to be exceeded more than two times per year.

4Average not to be exceeded more than two times in any 5 consecutive day