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INTRODUCTION TO VOLUME 2 

OVERVIEW 

Volume 2 of tne San Juan Proposed Resource 
Management Plan (RMP) and Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) contains copies of the 
public and agency comnents received on the draft 
and the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM's) 
responses to those comnents. For ease of refer- 
ence, the comnentors are listed in this section. 

PUBLIC AND AGENCY COmENTS RECEIVED 

The comnents have been grouped into five cate- 
gories: those submitted by special interest 

wows, industry, federal agencies (other than 
tne BLM), state and local government agencies, 
academic agencies, and individuals. The com- 
ments are presented in the order listed. Where 
more than one letter was received from one 
comnentor, tney were numbered in the order 
received. 

LIST OF&MENTORS 

Special Interest Groups 

1 Earth First! 
2 National Parks and Conservation Association 
3 National Wildlife Federation 
4 Tne Nature Conservancy 
5 Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association 
6 Sierra Club, Cache Group 
7 Sierra Club, Weminuche Group 

8 Sierra Club, Utah Chapter 
9 Southern Utan Wilderness Alliance 

10 Utah Native Plant Society 
11 Utah Nature Study Society 
12 Utah Professional Archaeological Council 
13 Utah Wilderness Association 
14 Wasatch Mountain Club 

Industry 

15 AMOCO Production Company 
16 Celsius Energy Company 
17 Colorado Outward Bound School 
18 Marathon Oil Company 
19 National Outdoor Leadership School 
20 Permits West, Inc. 

Federal Government Agencies 

21 Advisory Council On Historic Preservation 
22 Environmental Protection Agency, Region VIII 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

23 Forest Service, Manti-LaSal NF 

U.S. Department of the Interior 

24 Bureau of Indian Affairs, Navajo Area Office 
25 Bureau of Reclamation, Upper Colorado 

Regional Office 

26 Bureau of Reclamation, Uiw Colorado 
Regional Office 

27 Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological 
Services 

28 National Park Service, Rocky Mountain 
Regional Office 

29 Office of Surface Mining, Reclamation and 
Enforcement 

State and Local Government Agencies - 

30 State of Utah, Office of the Governor 
31 State of Utah, Office of the Governor 
32 San Juan County Commission 
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Academic Agencies 

33 Nortnern Arizona University, Archaeology 
Laboratory 

34 Nortnern Arizona University, Archaeology 
Laboratory 

35 University of Arizona, Arizona State Museum 
36 University of Colorado, Mesa Verde Regional 

Research Center 

Individuals 

37 Daryl Anderst 

38 Jim Aton 

39 F.A. Barnes 

40 Elliot BWnShaw 

41 Jay Bickford 

42. Fred Blackburn 

43 James G. Bock 
44 David Boles 

45 Carol S. Bosserman 

46 Susan Bridges 

47 Mrs. Gale Burak 
48 Richard Campanel la 

49 Josepn V. Chiareth 
50 Kris Cnick 

51 Doug Chinn 
.' 52 Nina Cnurcnman 

53 Meredith Cox 
54 KirK Cunningham 

55 Theresa M. DonanUe 

56 Llyn Doremus 
57 James Dryer 
58 Leo M. Eisel 
59 Kevin Enmerich 

60 Steve Erickson 

6‘1 Harlan Feder 
62 Dorotnea Fox 

63 Jonn Fox 

64 Jim Granam 
65 Douglas J. Green 
66 Rodney Green0 

67 Rodney Green0 

68 Scott Groene 
69 Ed Grumoine 

70 Michael E. Holweger 
71 EriK R. Hvoslef 

72 Kathleen Jonnson 
73 Wayne King 
74 Kim Koenig 
75 Dr.Paul B. Kunasz and Chela V. Kunast 
76 David Lenderts 

77 Marjorie G. Lewis 

78 William J. Lockhart 

79 Tony Merten 

80 Polly Mills 

81 Jim Morris 

82 Daniel Murpny 

83 Jeff Nelson 
84 Murray Pope 

85 John Paul Reeves 

86 John Paul Reeves 
87 Eric Rexstad 

88 Todd Robertson 

89 Steve Rosenstock 

90 (Janet Ross 

91 Ward J. Roylance 

92 Michael Salamacha 
93 David C. Saltz 

94 John W. Sanders 

95 John W. Sanders 

96 Melissa Savage 
97 men Severance 

98 Owen Severance 

99 &en Severance 
100 Owen Severance 

101 (kren Severance 

102 Scott T. Smitn 
103 Douglas Stark 

104 Jocelyn C. Stoudt 

105 John R. Swanson 

106 Donald R. Tnompson 

107 Nicholas Van Pelt 

108 John Veranth 

109 Marty Walter 

110 David W. Willey 

111 J. Dennis Willigan 

112 Henry 6. Wrignt 

PUBLIC CIMENT PERIOD 

The San Juan draft RMP/EIS was printed in May 
1986 and distributed to the public througn, a 
mass mailing. The draft was subject to a 5- 
month public review and corrment period. 

The BLM printed a Notice of Availability in tne 
Federal Register on June 6, 1986, which released -- 
the draft for a go-day public review and comment 
period to end September 5, 1986. This date was 

also printed in the draft. The EPA printed its 

Notice of Availi.>ility for the draft in the 
Federal Register on June 20, 1986, wnich marked -- 
the official start of the go-day pub1 iC comnent 
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period. Because of tne discrepancy in dates, 
tne comment period was automatically extended to 
September 19, 1986. Based on several requests 
for an extension of time, the BLM published a 
Notice of Extension of the comnent period in the 
Federal Register on August 22, 1986, which 
extended the comnent period to Novetier 3, 
1986. The total time available to the public to 
comment on the draft was from June 6 to Novetier 
3, or 150 days (5 months). 

A public meeting was held in the SJRA office 
from 2 to 8 p.m. on July 16, 1986 to provide tne 
public with the opportunity to discuss the draft 
with tne RMP staff. The meeting was announced 
in the June 6 Federal Register notice and in the 
draft. The meeting was attended by @??@. 

REQUESTS FOR EXTENSION OF TIME 

During tne original go-day comment period, the 
BLM received 16 requests to extend the comnent 
period. Of these, 4 were from special interest 
groups and 12 were from individuals. The rea- 
sons cited were the complexity of tne document 
and the overlap with the public comment period 
on the statewide wilderness draft EIS. Based on 
these requests, the State Director extended tne 
comment period for an additional 60 days. Of 
the groups requesting an extension, three later 

comaented on the draft and one did not; of the 
individuals, five commented on the draft and 
seven did not. 

Letters requesting an extension of time for the 
public comment period are listed below, but were 
not printed because they did not comnent on the 
draft. 

SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS 

National Parks and Conservation Association 
Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance 
Utah Wilderness Association 
Tne Wilderness Society 

INDIVIDUALS 

Fred Blackourn 
Valerie P. Conen 

Daniel Hoffman 
John Magyar 
Miki and John Magyar 
Ann Phillips 
Mike Riley 
Janet Ross 
John W. Sanders 
f&en Severance 
Del Smith 
Henry G. Wright 

COMMENTS RECEIVED AFTER CLOSE OF CObWENT' PERIOD - 

Several comnent letters were received after tne 
close of the 150-day public conment period, and 
were still being received as this proposed RMP 
and final EIS was prepared. These letters were 
read by the staff, but are not printed and were 
not analyzed; BLM did not prepare responses to 
them. If any late comnents pointed out factual 
errors in the draft, the text was corrected. 
However, the comment from the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation, received after the 
close of the public comnent period, has been 
included in the proposed RMP and final EIS 
because it fulfills the consultaion requirement 
of Section 106 of the National Historic Preser- 
vation Act of 1966 (see 36 CFR 800). 

ANALYSIS OF COmEMTS RECEIVED 

The following statistical analysis is presented 
in table A. At the end of the comment period, 
143 parties had submitted conments. Letters 
were submitted by 103 respondents; additionally, 
one petition was received witn 40 signatures 
(the cover letter was included with the 103 
respondents because it has different content and 

a different signature). Of the 103 respondents, 
14 (13 percent) were special interest groups; 6 
(6 percent) were industries (4 were energy 
related and 2 were recreation related); 8 (8 
percent) were federal agencies (excluding com- 
ments from other offices of the BLM); ,2 (2 
percent) were local government agencies (the 
State of Utah and San Juan County); 3 (3 per- 
cent) were academic agencies; and 70 (68 per- 
cent) were individuals. (An additional conment 
received from a federal agency after the close 
of the comment period was included in the pro- 
posed RMP and final EIS because it fulfills a 
regulatory review requirement.) 
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TABLE A 

Breakdown of Coam!entors by Type, by Region 

Localfty of Origin , 

Salt Lake City, Utah 
Logan, Utah 
Southeast Utah 
Southwest Utah 

Groupsa 

7 
2 
0 
1 

Denver, Colorado 
Boulder, Colorado 
Fort Collins, Colorado 
Southeast Colorado 
Central Colorado 
Southwest Colorado 

Arizona 

N 
b 

New Mexico 

Yvmf w 

Midwest 

aSpecial interest groups. 

West Coast 

Washington, D.C. 

TOTALS 

Industry Academic Governmantsb Individuals Petition Total Percent Locality of Origin 

1 
0 
0 
0 

2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

6 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

15 Salt Lake City, Utah 
7 Logan, Utah 
8 Southeast Utah 
2 Southwest Utah 

8 0 
12 0 

5 0 
1 0 
5 0 
6 11 

10 Denver, Colorado 
9 Boulder, Colorado 
3 Fort Collins, Colorado 
1 Southeast Colorado 
3 Central Colorado 

13 Southwest Colorado 

0 0 Arizona 

0 1 New Mexico 

0 0 

0 3 

0 2 

19 

8 

0 

2 

0 

21 
10 
11 

3 

14 
12 

5 
1 
5 

19 

22 

10 

2 

5 

2 

1 

143 

16 

7 

1 

3 

1 

Wyoming 

Midwest 

West Coast 

0 0 1 

100 

Washington, D.C. 
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bFederal. state, and local governments. 



Based on an analysis of postal zip codes of 
return addresses provided, the 143 comnentors 
were regionally clustered in the Four-Corners 
area (southeastern Utah, southwestern Colorado, 
New Mexico and Arizona), the Wasatch Front (Salt 
Lake City and Logan areas), and the Colorado 
Front Range (Denver, Boulder, Fort Collins, and 
Pueblo). Of the total, 62 (43 percent1 were 
from the Four-Corners area. Additionally, 31 
(22 percent) were from the Wasatch Front and 29 
(21! percent) were from the Colorado Front Range. 

Of the 14 special interest groups, 9 (60 per- 
cent) were from the Wasatch Front. All three 

academic agencies were based in the Four-Corners 
area. Of the 70 individuals, 25 (36 percent) 
were from the Colorado Front Range area and an 

additional 6 (8 percent) were from east-central 
Colorado. A total of 16 (23 percent) were from 
each of the Wasatch Front and the Four-Corners 
area; only 2 individuals resided in the planning 
area, however. Of the 40 petitioners, 2 were 
from the Midwest (Illinois) and the remainder 
from the Four-Corners area. 

PRINTED CDWENTS AND RESPONSES 

The 8LM's response is printed beside each com- 
ment page for ease of reference. 

The comaent responses also indicate where tne 
text of the draft EIS has been changed in 
response to a comment received. The changes to 
the text are found in the final EIS portion of 
volume 1. 
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RESPONSEJj EARTH FIRST!< 

CCannent page 11 

The comnent is noted. 

Regarding comments on wilderness designation, see the response to comwnt 13, 
Utah Wilderness Association. comment page 3. 

Regarding protection of lands adjacent to National Park units, see the 
response to comment 2 from National Parks and Conservation Association. 



2 COk?iENT 

November 2, 1986 

Ed Scherick, San Juan Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
PO Box 7 
Monticello, Utah 84535 

Dear Mr. Scherick, 

The National Parks and Conservation Association submits the 
following comments on the May 1986 draft San Juan Resource 
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. We 
appreciate BLW's earlier extension of the public comment period 
until November 3. 

1. BLM h failed to adeouatelv identify vlannina issues i 
San.JUan 

n the 

NPCA objects to BLM's failure to include cultural resource 
management and consistency with National Park Service plans and 
policies as planning issues, and requests that BIH issue a 
revised draft which adequately addresses these issues as planning 
issues. 

The cultural resources and national park resources located 
within the San Juan Resource Area are of national significance 
and the effect of BLM management actions on these resources is of 
national concern. 

Both. cuiturai r eso--e an e ULC. m aa men t and consistency with 
pational vark vlans meet the criteria outlined in the.San Juan 
RMP for identification of planning issues (P-1-1) (presents major 
land-use conflict which can be reasonably resolved in alternative 
ways, can be mapped, is timely) and those criteria outlined in 
BLM's Manual at Section 1616.13. 

Furthermore, BIX's planning regulations specifically require 
that the identification of planning issues must comply with the 
scoping process required by 40 CPR Sec. 1501.7. (CEQ 
regulations). And that provision, in turn, expressly incorporates 
the requirement of 40 CPR Sec. 1508.25 which requires that the 
EIS consider alternathes involving "other reasonable courses of 
actions.** 40 CF'R Sec. 1508.25(b)(2). In light of the admitted 
extensiveness of cultural resources in the planning area, and the 
acknowledged severity of damage and loss occurring under all of 
the proposal management alternatives, BLM's failure to treat 
cultural resource protection as a primary management issue is 
unreasonable. Similarly, in light of the close relationship of 
key BLM lands to the scenic, cultural, wildlife and recreational 

RESPONSE TO COHMENT 2 NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION 

CComnent page 11 

Identification of Planning Issues 

Planning issues for this RMP effort were formulated in compliance with the 
NEPA scoping process at40 CFR 1501.7, regulations at43 CFR 1610.4-1, and BLll 
manual section 1616.1. Concerns raised by the public during the scoping 
process were evaluated to determine whether they met the criteria for a plan- 
ning issue (draft page J-1). Mnagemnt of cultural resources per se does not 
meet the definition of a planning issue (draft page J-l). As a resnt of 
public comment, the discussion on planning issues and the treatment of cul- 
tural resources under the different alternatives has been expanded (see revi- 
sions to draft page l-6). 

Consistency with NPS plans was not identified by any party (including NPSI for 
consideration as a planning issue during scoping or while the draft was being 
prepared, although the NPS suggested coordination of management of Glen Canyon 
NRA (draft page l-6). as mentioned in the comment. Concerns that did not 
qualify as planning issues are documented on draft page J-6. 

By definition (BLMmanuaJ section 1616.13 D.), a "planning issue" is more 
limiting than an "issue" under the a&it of 40 CFR 1501.7; in accordance with 
section (a)(3) of that regulation, the RMP/EIS discusses why certain topics 
raised by the public (such as cultural resource management or coordination of 
management within Glen Canyon NRA) were not carried as planning issues. 

National Parks and Conservation Association 
1701 Eighteenth Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 2ooo9 

I 



values of adjacent National Park lands, it is unreasonable for 
BLM to disregard management consistency as a planning issue. 

The BLW Manual specifically notes that "the information 
provided from public participation activities is a primary source 
of material from which planning issues are identified and 
selected." The Manual instructs BLW to consider the "relative 
significance" --or level and degree of public concern--in 
determining what will be planning issues. The BIb3 itself notes 
in the SJRMP that "management and protection of archeological and 
historic resources has been identified as a concern by the 
public, academic institutions, the BLW and other federal, state 
and local government agencies." 

Moreover, the San Juan/San Miguel RMP for the San Juan/San 
Miguel Resource Area in southwest Colorado --an area with similar 
cultural resources and cultural resource protection conflicts-- 
recognizes cultural resource management as a planning issue. 

The issue of consistency with national Dark Dlans and 
p licies has also been raised reDeatedly by the National Park 
&vice and by national and state organizations as well. In a 
March 26, 1985 letter to Ed Sherrick, Area Manager, SJRA, the 
Superintendent of Glen Canyon NRA (John Lancaster) specifically 
requested that the BL&l identify the BLM's role on NPS lands 
within the SJRA as an additional issue for planning. 

Similarly, NPCA responded to BLM's preplanning analysis with 
a specific request: 

That BLM revise its identification of the planning 
issues to include issues addressing the conflicts 
between mineral development and the scenic, 
recreational, aesthetic and cultural values of the 
area, particularly as those conflicts may affect 
Canyonlands National Park. 

Letter dated 2 February 1985 from NPCA attorney William J. 
Lockhart to Roland Robison and Gene Nodine, BLM. 

Furthermore, that letter specifically requested a statement 
of the basis for your conclusions that the above planning issue, 
and other similar issues listed on pages 13 and 14 of your 
preplanning analysis could be eliminated or disregarded on the 
theory that they are "governed by specific laws" or "otherwise 
not discretionary with the area manager." No such statement has 
ever been supplied. 

NPCA is also disturbed that the ELM failed to address 
potential resource allocation decisions related to the testing 
and siting of a nuclear waste disposal site in Davis or Lavender 
Canyons. NPCA's letter.of February 2, 1985 NPCA requested that 

2 
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[Comnent page 21 

Coordination with other agencies is required under 43 CFR 1610.3-l. Coordina- 
tion with the NPS, including consistency review of plans prepared by that 
agency, is documented in draft chapter 5 (see also the MSA; consistency with 
plans of other agencies is documented for each management program discussed in 
part II). 

The impacts of testing for, or construction of, a nuclear waste repository 
were not considered in the draft (page 2-10). BLM has received no specific 
proposals for these types of projects. To avoid pointless speculation, under 
NEPA and the CEQ guidelines, a proposal must exist before NEPA documentation 
can be done (40 CFR 1502.31. 

The planning criteria ksed for development of the RllP state that the RMP/EIS 
will not consider or provide for the designation of specific parcels of public 
lands for special withdrawals, private Congressional bills, or Congressional 
withdrawals. Siting of a nuclear waste repository and related facilities 
would be such an action. The planning criteria provide for consideration of 
these types of actions individually upon proper application; an RMP amenctnent 
will be prepared if necessary (draft page l-101. 

The planning criteria were finalized in 1985 after a public review period 
(draft page 5-9). No coammnts were received which suggested changing the 
wording of this criterion. 

Under the provisions of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1972 (draft appendix 
C), a Congressional bill would be required for construction of a nuciear waste 
repository. Site selection for further testing is under the purview of the 
President and would entail a special withdrawal. If either of these actions 
occurred, an RMP amendment and accompanying NEPA documentation would be pre- 
pared at that time, as stated in the planning criteria. It is premature to 
address a topic in the RMP/EIS that has not yet been proposed or defined: no 
site in the SJRA was identified for further testing [DOE, 19BSl. 

Even if a proposal for testing and siting of a nucluear waste repository had 
been received by BLll prior to preparation of this RRP/EIS, this topic would 
not qualify as a planning issue (see earlier discussion). 
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BLM revise its identification of planning issues to include 
issues affecting the use of public lands for possible development 
of a nuclear waste repository and the potential conflicts.between 
that development and scenic, recreational, aesthetic and cultural 
values, particularly those of Canyonlands National Park. 

Earlier repeated requests by NPCA to the BLM to address the 
nuclear waste issue under the FLPMA planning proviSiOn were 
answered by the Moab District Manager on 14 August 1984 assuring 
that: 

Moab District BLM will complete a plan amendment in 
compliance with 43 C.F.R., Part 1600, at the time the 
Davis and Lavender Canyon sites are nominated as 
suitable for site characterization. 

There is no legal basis for that response. The sites were 
under active DDE consideration, which has now led to a further 
crucial step. In DDE's May 1986 Environmental Assessment 
"nominating" the Davis Canyon site for formal consideration as a 
repository, DDE finds the Davis and Lavender Canyon site suitable 
for site characterization. 

BIN continues to refuse however to address the nuclear waste 
siting and testing issues in the SJRMP. BLU incorrectly states 
that "The BLM hasno control over this process.*' (Meaning the 
nuclear waste site selection process.) This is not true. The 
fact is that BIN may be asked to grant a withdrawal of lands for 
repository development, as well as rights of way and other 
authorities for roads and testing activities. 

2. BLM has failed to adeouate nrovide for consistencv between 
the SJRMP and NPS blans and oolicies. 

The SJRA abuts or surrounds four NPS units--Canyonlands 
National Park, Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, Natural 
Bridges National Monument and Hovenweep National Monument. These 
areas are managed pursuant to the 1916 Organic Act which requires 
that NPS units be managed so as to "conserve the scenery and the 
natural and historic objects and wildlife therein and to provide 
for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as 
will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future 
generations." 

In 1978, Congress amended the Organic Act to reaffirm the 
high standards of the Act and to clarify that the nonimpairment 
standard applies to u units of the National Park System. 

Congress declares that the national park system, which 
began with (the) establishment of Yellow&one National 
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CCoament page 31 

Consistency Between BLM and NPS 

The NPS Organic Act, as amended. states that NPS is to "prorimte and regulate 
the use of the federal areas known as national parks, monuments, and reserva- 
tions hereinafter specified... [so as to] leave them unimpaired for the enjoy- 
ment of future generations" [16 USC 11. This law does not address the ahini- 
stration of public lands, whether in proximity to an NPS unit or not; it does 
not require the Secretary to leave public lands unimpaired to preserve park 
values. To the contrary, Congress provided that public lands are to be man- 
aged for multiple use and sustained yield, whether in proximity to an NPS unit 
or not (draft page l-9). 



Park in 1872, has since grown to include superlative, 
natural, historic and recreation areas in every major 
region of the United States . . . that it is in the 
purpose of this Act to include all such areas in the 
System and to clarify the authorities applicable to the 
System . . . 

The 1978 amendments also reemphasize the Secretary's 
responsibility to assure than management decisions and actions do 
not impair park values. Section la of the amended Organic Act 
states: 

The authorization of activities shall be construed and 
the protection, management and adminstration of these 
areas shall be conducted in light of the high public 
values and integrity of the National Park System and 
shall not be exercised in derogation of the values and 
purposes for which these various areas have been 
established. 

The Organic Act and its amendments, as well as the specific 
enabling acts of each park unit, establish the standards under 
which potential inconsistencies between national park plans and 
policies and the SJRMP should be evaluated and resolved. 

Management actions of SJRA lands clearly have the potential 
to significantly affect --and possibly impair--national park 
resources and values. The BLM has failed in the draft SJRMP 
however to: 

> adequately acknowledge the interrelationship between 
national park service resources and S3P.A resources: 

> to assess individually or cumulatively potential impacts 
to national park resources and values from alternative and 
proposed BLM management practices: 

> to identify areas of potential conflict between NPS plans 
and policies and alternative and proposed BLM management 
practices; 

> to identify actions to resolve these potential conflicts. 

These types of analyses and planning actions are clearly 
essential to meet the requirements of the Organic Act as well as 
the consistency requirements of FLPHA and BLM planning 
regulations. 

FLPMA and BLM planning regulations are explicit in requiring 
the BLM to strive for consistency between BLM resource management 
plans and other approved resource related plans or programs of 
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CComent page 41 

The RMP team identified elements of the human environment that would be 
fected by the alternatives assessed, and the resulting impacts. Impacts 

af- 

identified as occurring on NPS-administered lands as a result of the RIlP 
alternatives were discussed in the draft (page 4-11, for example). BLM plan- 
ners are under no obligation to meet the requirements of the NPS Organic Act, 
just as NPS planners need not meet the requirements of FLPMA. 



other federal agencies, and, where inconsistencies are 
identified, to identify and adopt actions to resolve 
inconsistencies if at all possible. 

FLPMA requires that the Secretary "coordinate the land use 
inventory, planning and management activities of or for such 
lands with the land use planning and management programs of other 
Federal departments and agencies . . . " FLPMA Sec. 202(c)(a), 43 
USC Sec. 1712(c)(9) 

BLM planning regulations elaborate on this requirement, at 
43 CFB Sec.1610.3-2(a): 

Guidance and resource management plans and amendments 
to the MFP shall be consistent with officially approved 
or adopted resource related plans and the policies and 
programs contained therein, of other Federal agencies . 
. . 

Similarly, BLM planning regulations require that guidance 
provided by the Director and State Director for the preparation 
of a RMP shall: 

(1) Ensure #at it is as consistent as possible with 
existing officially adopted and approved resource 
related plans, policies or programs of other federal 
agencies . . . 

(2) Identify areas where the proposed guidance is 
inconsistent with such policies, plan or programs and 
provide reasons why the inconsistencies exist and 
cannot be remedied; and 

(3) Notify the other federal agencies . . . with whom 
consistency is not achieved and indicate any 
appropriate methods, procedures, actions and/or 
programs which the State Director believes may lead to 
resolution of such inconsistencies. 

[1610.3-l (c)(2)] 

BLM planning regulations reinforce the BLM's obligation to 
seek the affirmative resolution of inconsistencies identified by 
other federal agencies between BIA EMPs and other officially 
approved resource related plans. The regulations say: 

Should they [other federal agencies] notify the 
District or Area Manager, in writing, of what they 
believe to be specific inconsistencies between the BLM 
resource management plan and their officially approved 
and adopted resource related plans, the resource 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2 NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION 

[Comnent~oage 51 

Under 40 CFR 1502.16 and 43 CFR 1610.3, BLM is required to document whether 
the proposed RMP would be consistent with the plans of other federal agencies; 
this was done in chapter 5 of the draft. BLM is not obligated to attempt to 
resolve inconsistencies with the olans of other aaencies if the ourooses of 
public-land management (such as nkltiple use) would be compromised by doing so 
(43 CFR 1610.3-21. 



management plan documentation shall show how those 
inconsistencies were addressed and, if possible, 
resolved. 

43 CFR Sec. 1610.3-l(e). 
I 

[Comnent page 61 

Despite these provisions potential inconsistencies 
identified by the NPS in written comments during the preparation 
of the draft SJRMP are not addressed or documented in the draft 
RMP. 

NPCA refers BLM to the g/23/83 letter from the NPS Assistant 
Regional Director of Planning and Resource Preservation to the 
SJRA Manager regarding proposed planning issues. In this letter 
the NPS recommends that the BLM adopt "sensitive resource 
criteria" similar to that developed in the draft Tar Sand 
Triangle EIS to avoid conflicts between the protection of park 
resources and BLZ4 management actions. Sensitive resource 
criteria recommended include the designation of no surface 
occupancy for sites/areas eligible for nomination to the national 
historic register, the prohibition of intrusive structures or 
activities that can be seen from Canyonlands National Park, no 
surface occupancy or waste disposal in the surface drainages or 
the perennial drainages of the Colorado River or its tributaries, 
no surface occupancy or operational use of overlooks or access to 
overlooks in Glen Canyon. 

NPCA also refers the BLM to the letters of 3/15/85 from NPS 
Regional Director to Utah BLM State Director, 3/26/85 from 
Superintendent John Lancaster to SJRA Manager Ed Sherrick, and 
8/2/85 from Glen Canyon NRA Superintendent John Lancaster to SJRA 
Manager Ed Sherrick. In these letters the NPS requests the BLM 
to: 

> recognize the NPS as a cooperating agency throughout the 
BI&l resource management process: 

> recognize BLn's role on NPS administered lands and 
grazing in the NRA as a planning issue: I 

> coordinate closely with the NPS in developing criteria 
for "estimation of effects;" 

> include a table comparing management objectives of the 
BLM and the NPS in order to determine potential inconsistencies 
in management actions and facilitate BPS determination of 
potential impacts to NPS resources. 

These specific requests are neither documented or addressed 
in the draft SJRMP. 

This conm!ent references "potential inconsistencies' raised by NPS during 
preparation of the RMP/EIS. BLM and NPS have had many discussions to coordl- 
nate mutual agency concerns. Interagency memorandums and staff reports re- 
fn$ing management of public lands near NPS units are on file in the SJRA and 

. Concerns raised by NPS were addressed in the draft where relevant. 
Comaents submitted by NPS upon review of the draft are printed in volume 2 of 
the proposed RMP and final EIS (see comnent 28 from the National Park Service, 
Rocky bbuntain Regional Office and the response). 
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BI.24 properly identified some key problem areas in its 
**criteria for problem identification," specifically: 

existing resource management practices conflict with 
managzment plans, policies and guidance of another federal 
surface management agency; (SJRMP at P.l-9) 

> documented public controversy regarding management of a 
specific resource value indicates a management concern. (SJRMP at 
P.l-9) 

However, BLM gave no meaningful application to those problem 
criteria, and fails to identify potential conflicts with NPS 
plans and policies in the draft SJRMP. 

Similarly, BLM again properly includes some key concerns 
under "criteria for estimation of effects" of each alternative: 

> the impact of management actions upon adjacent federal, 
private or Indian lands: (SJRMP at P.l-10) and I 

> the formal land use plans of state and local governments 
and other federal agencies. (SJRMP at P.l-10) 

Again however, BLX provided no meaningful analysis of the 
potential effects on park resources, or of the consistency of 
proposed management actions with NPS plans or policies. 
Consistency with NPS plans is only addressed in Chapter 5 where 
it is addressed in such a vague and summary fashion that it is 
impossible to determine if BIN's preferred alternative--or any 
other alternative--is truly consistent or inconsistent with NPS 
plans and policies. No analysis addresses potential 
inconsistencies: and no attempt is made to analyze how 
inconsistencies might be resolved. 

For example, Chapter 5 under 'QZanyonlandsn notes that 
"management of adjacent public lands would vary by RRP/EIS 
alternative and may or may not be consistent with NPS ORV 
designations." (SJRMP at P.5-5) 

Similarly, under "Glen Canyon," the draft SJRMP notes with 
respect to ORV use, utility lines and mineral uses, that 
"management of public lands would vary by RMP/EIS alternative and 
may or may not be consistent with NPS management. (SJRMP at P.5- 
6) 

No further explanation is provided. I 
Elsewhere in Chapter 5, inconsistencies between NPS plans 

and policies are indicated. For example, BLM's statement for 
Canyonlands and Glen Canyon that alternatives geared to 
maintaining P or SPNM ROS classes would be consistent with NPS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2 NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATIOtI 

CComnent page 71 

The planning criteria went through a formal public participation process 
(draft page 5-91 and incorporate the concerns raised by interested parties, 
including NPS. Consistency with plans of other agencies and past public 
controversy are doclanented for each management program discussed in part II of 
the MSA. Significant conflicts were carried forward into the draft (page 1-6; 
chapters 3 and 51. Impacts upon adjacent federal. private, or Indian lands, 
if identified, were noted in the draft (page 4-11, for example). 



management is unsubstantiated and in NPCA's analysis, very likely 
untrue. 

First, the special conditions for managing ROS classes for 
BLM's preferred alternative E (appendix A) only call for 
maintaining QR.&~' P class areas and "m" SPNM class areas 
"where nossible." No explanation is provided of what the terms 
@‘most” and "where possible" mean in terms of on-the-ground 
management. This wording could clearly allow for inconsistencies 
between plans. 

Second, maintenance of P and SPNM ROS class areas is not 
necessarily sufficient to provide consistency with national park 
service plans. It appears that the drilling of an oil and gas 
well for example could still occur within designated ROS class P 
areas (as long as the land was reclaimed to its earlier visual 
appearance). The drilling of an oil and gas well in close 
proximity to Canyonlands could impair park values through noise 
and visual intrusion. Furthermore, the SJRHP offers no analysis 
of the impacts of development of producing wells if oil or gas 
should be discovered by exploratory drilling. Finally, vast 
areas of land adjacent to Canyonlands National Park for example-- 
and integral to the park's protection --are categorized as SPM on 
Figure 3-16 which allows for actions which could conflict with 
protection of park resources. 

BLM's conclusion that no RMP/EIS alternatives would be 
inconsistent with the management of Glen Canyon NRA development 
and cultural zones because the development and cuiturai zones 
identified in NRA plans are small is also unsubstantiated and 
probably untrue. The significance of cultural resources within a 
cultural zone or their vulnerability to impacts from activities 
on adjacent lands is not necessarily affected by size. 

BLM*s conclusion that any of the alternatives in the 
SJRMP/EIS would be consistent with the NPS proposed plan for 
Natural Bridges National Monument also fails to address important 
actual or potential conflicts. 

Natural Bridges National Monument was established to protect 
three outstanding natural bridges in the White Canyon system and 
the exceptional archeological sites within the canyon system and 
on the mesa tops. The NPS Statement of Management for Natural 
Bridges recommends that most lands within the Monument be 
designated as a national archeological district. 

The NPS has noted that the cultural sites located outside 
the Monument are scientifically related to sites within the 
Monument and that their protection is important to the 
understanding of sites within the Monument. 
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The draft states (pages A-24 and A-25) that all P and SPNM areas are to be 
managed under the special conditions listed, except the areas at Cross and 
Squaw Canyons (draft figure 3-16). "Where possible" is defined as "to the 
extent possible without curtailing valid rights" (draft page A-251. 

BLM believes that alternatives C and E, which would maintain the P and SPNM 
ROS class areas adjacent to NPS units, would be consistent with NPS management 
of the values within NPS units. 

Under alternatives C and E, oil and gas wells could not be drilled, nor could 
production facilities be constructed, in P class areas, which would be leased 
with no-surface-occupancy stipulations (draft figures S-2 and S-41. Areas in 
SPM class would be managed mucn as they are now (al.ternative Al; there would 
be no measurable impact (change), either beneficial or adverse, to park values. 

The only cultural resource zone in Glen Canyon NRA that abuts public land in 
SJRA is tne corridor along the Hole-in-the-Rock Trail (draft page 5-6). This 
is a National Register site, and management would be virtually identical on 
both sides of the park boundary. Development zones in Glen Canyon NRA that 
abut public land in SJRA are the highway rights-of-way along U-95 and U-263 
(now U-276) (draft pages 5 and 6); again, management would be virtually iden- 
tical on adjacent public land. The text of the draft has been clarified to 
reflect this (see revisions to draft page 5-6). 

BLt4 ii Xlt required t, n bring the &lP into consistency with a proposed plan 
prepared by another agency (such as the proposed plan for Natural Bridges 
N.1). BLM would manage significant cultural resource sites on public lands as 
stated in the draft (page 2-6 and table 2-71 regardless of their proximity to 
NPS units. N?itJier BLMnor NPS has authority to designate lands as a national 
archaeologic district. 



Figures 2.12-15 show that all alternatives include potential 
land treatments in the vicinity of Natural Bridges National 
Monument which would presumably involve chaining or other 
manipulations recognized by the SJRMP itself as damaging to 
cultural resources. These proposed land treatments could also 
affect scenic values of the Monument. 

The BLM granted the NPS the right of way along the approach 
road (U-275) to preserve the scenic values of the area in the 
approach to the Monument. Land treatments proposed along U-275 
could degrade those scenic values. 

Finally, Chapter 5 illustrates BLM's failure to provide 
consistency with NPS plans and policies for Hovenweep National 
Monument. While alternative D does include a proposed ACEC 
designation of lands within a NPCA-proposed "protection zone8V 
around Hovenweep, this ACEC proposal is not recommended under 
BLB's preferred alternative E. Rather, alternative E includes a 
proposed potential land treatment next to Hovenweep which has a 
high potential to disturb the cultural resources and historic 
scene that NPS planning seeks to protect. 

BLM's failure to provide consistency with NPS plans and 
policies, and to provide the analysis necessary to assess 
potential inconsistencies must be corrected in the final SJRBP. 
To provide a meaningful analysis of the consistencies between the 
.SJRMP and NPS plans and policies, consistency must be addressed 
under all relevant parts of the plan, including: 

i Planning issues, Chapter 3; 

z- Management Guidance Common to All Alternatives and 
Objectives for Project Management, Chapter 2; 

> Affected Environment, Chapter 3; 

> Environmental Consequences, Chapter 4. 

The interrelationship between NPS and BLM resources should 
be specifically identified and analyzed under Chapter 3; and the 
potential affect of proposed Bm activities on NPS resources 
should be identified and analyzed in Chapter 4. 

The SJRMP should also include more detailed information 
concerning the NPS mandate and policies, including a summary of 
the ORganic Act and its amendments, specific park enabling acts, 
and NPS management plans for the Parks. 
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As the consnent notes, all EIS alternatives (except D) consider potential land 
treatments in the vicinity of Natural Bridges t& Congress did not direct 
that public lands be left unimpaired to preserve park values, BUI would not 
initiate any actions in the 400-foot-wide Natural Bridges Nklaccess corridor, 
which is managed by HPS. Localized adverse impacts to cultural or visual 
resources on public lands would be mitigated as indicated in the draft (pages 
2-6 and 2-7, appendixes A and C). 

BLM has worked closely with NPS for several years regarding manZgem?nt of 
lands adjacent to Hovenweep t&J. As a result of this coordination, the pro- 
posed RMP includes the lands adjacent to Hovenweep as a proposed ACEC (see the 
revisions to the draft sunmary, chapters 2, 3, 4. and 5, and appendixes A, H 
and Il. 

BLM is confident that NPS resources, management. mandates and policies are 
adequately covered in the draft RIiP/EIS. 



3. 
. . 

Other sDeci.2.w 111 ustrations of uure to address 

Specific examples of BIH's failure to identify potential 
inconsistencies between NPS plans and policies and the SJRKP 
include: 

welds of Sianiflcance Environl@ntal l&p~g& 

The draft SJRMP criteria for "estimation of effects" (P.l- 
10) includes "impact of management actions upon adjacent federal, 
private or Indian lands" and 'formal land use plans of state and 
local governments and other federal agencies." 
Nevertheless, the Vhresholds of significance for environmental 
impacts" (Table 4-1) fails to address impacts to park resources 
as a threshold of significance. 

Archeological investigations indicate that cultural 
resources located on SJRA lands are integrally related to 
understanding and interpreting those cultural resources located 
within Canyonlands, Hovenweep, Natural Bridges and Glen Canyon. 
(See NPS comments on the draft SJRMP) 

There are designated archeological districts in Canyonlands 
National Park and Hovenweep National Monument and areas within 
Naturai aridges and Glen Canyon have been nominated or foaund 
eligible for national register district designation. The draft 
SJRBP fails however to recognize or analyze the interrelationship 
between NPS cultural resources and SJRA cultural resources. 

Furthermore, the draft SJRMP fails to recognize or address 
the special protection of the rich cultural values adjacent to 
Hovenweep National Monument provided by BLM's San Juan/San Miguel 
Resource Management Plan and EIS (Final, December 1984). That 
plan designates an "Anasazi Culture Multiple Use ACBC,e which 
recognizes the need for protection of the rich cultural values 
adjacent to Hwenweep. Consistency requirements should mandate 
that comparable lands and resources. in the SJRA receive 
designation and protection as ACRCs. Yet the SJRMP does not 
address that need, or offer any explanation for this apparent 
disregard of consistency requirements. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2 

[Comnent page 101 

Specific Inconsistencies Between BLM and NPS 

Thresholds of Significance. As stated on draft page 4-2, table 4-l indicates 
thresholds of change believed to be significant to specific environmental 
indicators (see also draft page 3-l). Indicators regarding allocation of a 
specific resource, such as mineral leases, are tied to the SJRA because BLM 
does not allocate resources on other lands (such as NPS units). Indicators 
regarding dispersed resource values, such as water quality or visual resour- 
ces, are not tied to the SJRA and would be used to measure significant impacts 
whether occurring on public lands or not. 

Cultural Resources. BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources. 
The policy and procedures for managing cultural resources are discussed on 
draft page 2-6 (see also tables 2-2 and 2-6, as revised). BLM manages cul- 
tural resource sites on public lands regardless of their proximity to NPS 
units. 

The RMP team was aware of the manageamnt stipulations imposed in southwestern 
Colorado by the San Juan/San Mfguel PMP (draft page 5-7). Special designa- 
tions alone do not guarantee a particular level of management. A comparison 
of the base data and the management actions allowed under the San Juan/San 
Miguel RMP with the preferred alternative of the draft does not necessarily 
show that southwestern Colorado has either a richer cultural resource or more 
stringent management prescriptions for cultural resources. However, as noted 
above, the proposed RMP includes a proposed ACEC in the vicinity of Hovenweep 
NM. 

Visual Resource Management. Localized adverse impacts to visual resources on 
public lands would be mitfgated as indicated in the draft (page 2-7 and aP- 
pendixes A and G). However, BLM has reassessed the scenic resources on public 
lands adjacent to NPS units, and has proposed additional ACECs to protect 
scenic values in the proposed plan (see revisions to the draft sumnary, chap- 
ters 2, 3, 4, and appendixes A, H and I). These are discussed below. 

I Resource Man@z~& 
I 

Visitor enjoyment of the scenic resources of Canyonlands, 
Natural Bridges and Glen Canyon and of the historic scene at 
Hovenweep is integrally linked to the protection of visual 
resources in the SJRA. The legislative history of Canyonlands 
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National Park, for example, specifically recognized this 
relationship. (See NPCA scenic ACEC nomination for areas 
adjacent to Canyonlands.) 

The draft SJRHP however fails to discuss this 
interrelationship or to identify potential conflicts between 
proposed management actions (e.g., land treatments, ORV use, oil 
and gas development) and visitor enjoyment of park scenic or 
historic scene resources. 

&and Treatments 

All alternatives show potential land treatments in the 
vicinity of Natural Bridges National Monument and alternatives B, 
C C E show potential land treatments adjacent to Hovenweep 
National Monument. (The land treatment next to Hovenweep is in 
the "protection zone" identified by the NPS in Bovenweep planning 
documents. ) 

Land treatments in park Wiewshed' areas could affect 
visitor enjoyment of the parks. Land treatments could also harm 
cultural resources on BLH lands that are important to the 
understanding and interpretation of cultural resources within the 
parks. 

The draft SJRMP however provides no analysis of how the 
proposed land treatments could affect park resources and fails to 
address the potential inconsistency between Bovenweep planning 
documents and the proposed land treatment in the proposed 
protection zone, including related cultural resources. 

QRV Use 

While BIM's preferred alternative B closes an area adjacent 
to Rovenweep to ORV use, it appears to leave other areas adjacent 
to national park units open to ORV use. (Meaningful public 
comment on the draft SZWP is seriously handicapped by a lack of 
a map of proposed ORV uee areas.) No analysis is provided 
however of how allowing ORV use in these areas may affect park 
resources. Potential impacts that are not mentioned or analyzed 
include noise and visual intrusion, and ORV trespass into Park 
areas. (Park boundaries are not always fenced or even 
consistently marked.) Chapter 5 simply notes that ORV categories 
proposed in the draft S3RHP "may or may not be consistentn with 
park plans, thus abandoning any attempt to address consistency 
requirements. 

It is difficult to assess the potential effects of oil and 
gas exploration and development because the oil and gas 
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Land Treatments. Localized adverse impacts to cultural or visual resources on 
public lands due to land treatments would be mitigated as indicated in the 
draft (pages 2-6 and 2-7, appendixes A and G). The proposed RMP includes the 
lands adjacent to Hovenweep NM as a proposed ACEC; land treatments would be 
allowed only where cultural resources would not be adversely affected (see 
revisions to the draft sumnary, chapters 2, 3, and 4, and appendixes A, H and 
I). 

DRY Use. -. ORV designations under the preferred alternative were based largely 
on exlstlng ROS classes. ROS classes were established throughout SJRA under 
the ROS criteria (draft figure 3-16, table 3-10. and appendix FJ; proximity of 
lands to NPS units is not a criterion. As noted above, envirornental indica- 
tors were analyzed in the draft where an impact was projected to occur, in- 
cluding impacts on NPS Jands. The NPS did not identify "DRY trespass" onto 
NPS units as a concern during preparation of the draft EIS. Alternative ORV 
use designations are listed in draft table 2-8 and can be derived from table 
S-l and figures S-l through S-4. 

Planning regulations require ELM to determine whether the final RI~P is consis- 
tent with plans of other agencies; the draft extended this to the alterna- 
tives. The intent of draft chapter 5 was not to examine the managemnt pre- 
scriptions under each alternative for consistency with all other agencies. but 
rather to identify major inconsistencies, if any. to aid in the decisionmaking 
process. Sane actions. such as ORV designations. vary considerably under the 
different alternatives, and the draft did not attempt to consider all possible 
permutations. No major inconsistencies were projected under any aiternative. 



categories for each alternative are not mapped. Maps should be 
provided. Furthermore, no analysis is offered that would explain 
the consequences to Park resources and experience that would 
result from the various management prescriptions. In particular, 
BUS fails to explain what constraints on impacting activities 
will or can be imposed under the specific leasing and operating 
stipulations applicable to each oil and gas category or 
management prescription. Nor does it analyze whether those 
constraints are adequate to assure consistency with protection of 
Park resources, visitor experience and management plans. 

Figure 3-1 shows, Category 1 (Open with Standard 
Stipulations) areas adjacent to Canyonlands National Park, 
Natural Bridges and Glen Canyon. Yet the draft SJRMP provides no 
analysis of how oil and gas exploration and development in those 
areas could affect national park resources. Potential impacts 
that are not mentioned or analyzed include noise and visual 
intrusions as well as damage to cultural resources important to 
the understanding of NPS cultural resources. The draft SJRMP 
also fails to identify actions to resolve the potential 
inconsistency between park protection and oil and gas development 
on adjacent sensitive lands. 

The SJRA includes numerous stream channels, including those 
with sensitive soils, which drain into national park areas. No 
analysis is provided however about how BIX management of these 
channeis coiild affect natiOna park resources downstream. 

According to the Glen Canyon NRA conflicts between 
livestock use and recreation currently exist in some NRA areas, 
and there is potential in other areas, especially those near NPS 
"development zones." 

The draft SJRUP fails to recognize or analyze existing or 
potential recreation-livestock use conflicts. Neither does the 
plan identify actions which could help resolve these conflicts. 

The draft SJRHP completely fails to address the air quality 
and visibility impacts on scenic areas adjacent to the Parks that 
may result from location of emitting resources on BIM lands. Yet 
siting of such resources on BLM lands within park viewsheds, or 
in locations where emissions may affect Park viewsheds, could 
significantly affect park resources and values. 
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Oil and Gas Developrmsnt. Current oil and gas leasing categories, used for 
alternative A are mapped in figure 3-1 (see also draft page 3-l). Oil and 
gas category ;estrictions for all other alternatives would be as shown on the 
generalized land-use maps, draft figures S-l through S-4. Constraints on oil 
and gas exploration and development activities are discussed in appendix A of 
the draft. 

The draft assesses the impacts of maintaining the existing categories in 
chapter 4 under alternative A; impacts to affected resource values on NPS 
units were discussed where identified (draft page 4-11, for example). 

This draft discusses only canponents of the enviromrent that would be signifi- 
cantly affected; environrnantal components that would not be affected [such as 
noise levels) were not discussed (draft page 3-l). Impacts to visual or 
cultural resources resulting from oil and gas operations were discussed in 
chapter 4 if predicted to occur. 

_Rip;r;an Areas. The analysis of impacts to surface water quality in chapter 4 
lnc u es the effects on water quality downstream from SJRA, including NPS 
units (pages 4-12, 4-19, and 4-20, for example). The impacts to riparian/ 
aquatic habitats in SJRA are discussed only for public lands because the 
management actions proposed would occur only on public lands (for example, 
draft pages 3-49 and 4-15). 

v. 
BLM is not aware of any existing conflicts between livestock grazing 

an recreational use in Glen Canyon NRA; BlJi is aware of conflicts between 
grazing managemnt and NPS managesent of Glen Canyon NRA (draft page 5-8 and 
MSA page 4322-36). Adjustments to grazing because of future conflicts with 
recreation in Glen Canyon NRA could be made within the authority of ELM-NPS 
agreements on grazing within the NRA (draft pages 3-53 and 5-61. 

Air Quality. Impacts to air quality within NPS units were discussed in the 
draft (pages 3-28, 4-10, and 4-11, for example). 



The significance of visibility and scenic values for 
Canyonlands National Park has been explicitly determined by the 
Secretary of Interior. Pursuant to 42 USC Sec. 7491, the 
Secretary has determined that Canyonlands is among the federal 
Class I areas "where visibility is an important value." 40 CFR 
Sec. 81.400 and 81.430. 

The management obligation to protect that visibility value 
is heightened by the visibility provisions of the Utah Clean Air 
Implementation Plan, which imposes specific responsibility on 
federal land managers to make determinations about the impacts on 
visibility that may result from any proposals for facilities that 
may become new sources of air pollution emissions. Furthermore, 
the Secretary's identification of Canyonlands as a Class I area 
where visibility is an important value imposes clear 
responsibility on BXM, as an adjacent federal land manager, to 
assure that its management plans and prescriptions include 
provisions for protection against visibility impairment that 
might result from facilities locate on BIW lands. 

The draft SJRWP does not address this significant management 
problem. 

4. Reouest forcfuate co&tencv nm 

WPCA requests that the final SJRWP/EIS fully comply with the 
provisions for consistency in FLPMA and applicable planning 
regulations. 

NPCA also specifically requests that the State Director 
issue guidance as authorized under CFR 1610.1 to the District and 
Area Managers on how to adequately fulfill consistency 
requirements in BI.W planning, including specific guidance on the 
need to address the inadequacies discussed above. These 
inadequacies strongly suggest the need to invoke the specific 
provision of 43 CFR Sec. 1610.1(a)(3) which requires that: 

such guidance shall be reconsidered by the State 
Director ef anv time d rina the nlannina nr 
the State Director levil guidance is found, 

ocess that 
through 

public involvement or other means, to be inappropriate 
when applied to a specific area being planned. 

We recommend that this guidance require the RWP: 

> identify any interrelationship between NPS and SJRA 
resources, including but not limited to scenic, scientific, 
cultural, natural and historic resources; 
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Request for Adequate Consistency Planning 

BM is confident that the draft RMP/EIS canplies fully with the requirements 
of FLPMA and the regulations at 43 CFR 1600. 

Although the State Director has not issued a doctanent designated as "formal 
written guidance" under the ahit of 43 CFR 1610.1, he has provided guidance 
to the RYP team throughout the planning process, and the RJiP team has followed 
that guidance. 



> identify consistency with national park plans and 
policies as a planning issue; 

> provide a summary description of NPS plans and policies 
which provide management direction for the pertinent NPS units. 
Identify the NPS Organic Act nonimpainnent and nonderogaton 
standards, 16 USC Sec. 1 and la-l, as the standards applicable to 
assessing and resolving potential impacts and inconsistencies. 

assess individually and cumulatively the potential 
impact to national park resources from EM proposed 
alternatives: 

> specifically identify or require specific identification 
of potential conflicts; 

> identify alternative actions or measures the BIH will 
take to resolve inconsistencies; 

> provide reasons why inconsistencies are not resolved in 
the instances where they are not. 

NPCA's request is consistent with the renewed emphasis 
recently placed on cooperation between federal agencies for land 
use planning by the Director of the NPS and the Chief of the US 
Forest Service. This renewed emphasis is illustrated in the 
December 16, 1985 memo on NPS and USFS Land and Resource Planning 
Cooperation aTad Coordinatio::. The memo notes: 

Building on past successes, and recognizing new 
opportunities, reenergized interagency coordination can 
be attained through collaborations in preparing 
planning policies and procedures, scheduling planning 
activities, sharing Forest and Park plans for review 
and comment, conductisg joint public involvement 
activities where appropriate, participating in joint 
activity reviews and training sessions, and a host of 
other collaborative enterprises, including conflict 
anticipation, avoidance and resolution on a continuing 
basis. 

It is NPCA's understanding that the NPS Director and BIX 
Director have expressed interest in developing similar guidance 
to NPS and BIM staff. 
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5. BL&l fails to aive nrioritv to the desionat&B and vrotection * . of Areas of Critzcal EnvaEgBBental Concern, 

FLPMA requires that BLU: 

give priority to the designation and protection of 
areas of critical environmental concern (ACECs). 

[Section 202 (c)(3)] 

ACECs are defined as: 

areas within the public lands, where special management 
attention is required (when such areas are developed or 
used or where no development is required) to protect 
and prevent irreparable damage t important'historic, 
cultural, or scenic values, fish and wildlife resources 
or other natural system5 or processes, or to protect 
life and safety from natural hazards." 

[FLPMA, Section 103(a)] 

These provisions-- as well as BLW planning regulations, 
1611.7-2 and the Bfn Uanual --obligate BlX to thoroughly inventory 
its resources to determine if there are areas which meet the ACEC 
criteria (relevance and importance).Furthenuore, once that 
determination is affinnatively~made for an area, BlX is obligated 
to consider it as a potential ACEC -ahout the vl& 
process. 

NPCA understands these provisions to require BI.24 to consider 
all potential ACECs (that is, all areas meeting the relevance and 
importance criteria) in m alternatives, including the preferred 
alternative. The determination that an area has "relevance and 
importance" and hence meets the criteria for a potential ACEC is 
made in the inventory stage and should be not affected by the 
development of alternatives. (The only possible exception might 
arise where no special management attention is required because 
an alternative contemplates #at the area will not be "developed 
or usedm at all.) 

As the BIM Manual notes, the purpose of the formulationof 
alternatives is to portray a mix of multiple uses and management 
actions which could resolve the planning issues and address 
management concerns. It is not to reassess resource and value 
determinations made in the inventory process. Hence, while it is 
appropriate for different management prescriptions to be 
considered for each potential,ACEC under the plan alternatives, 

CEC idenwied durina the inventor-v vrocess 
alteaatives. including the 

preferred alternative, because it has been determined that the 
area meets the criteria of an ACEC under FLPBA. 
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Designation and Protection of ACECs 

BLM is aware of the FLPMA requirement to give priority to the designation and 
protection of ACECs. Guidance for identifying and designating ACECs is given 
in BLM manual section 1617.8 (dated 4/6/84). BLM considered the potential for 
desi 
MSA see the MSA and manual section 1617.82 A.3.). sn 

ation of ACECs under every management program analyzed in part II of the 

BLM does not agree that every area considered as a preliminary potential ACEC 
must be carried through the entire planning process. The MSA documents the 
findings of the RilP team. The BLM manual provides that the District fhnager 
determines which of the areas discussed in the WA should be classified as a 
potential ACEC in the draft RMP/EZS (manual section 1617.82 A.3.b.). The 
manual requires potential ACECs to be considered in at least one EIS alterna- 
tive, notall alternatives (including the preferred alternative) as suggested 
in this comnent (manual section 1617.82 B.J.I. The manual does not require 
that all potential areas be designated as ACECs (manual section 1617.83). 

On the basis of public conments received on the draft, including information 
provided by this conmentor (discussed below), BLM has revised the proposed 
ACECs presented in the proposed RIiP (see revisions to the sumnary, chapters 2, 
3, and 4, and appendixes A, H and I). 



Furthermore, once an area is recognized a8 meeting the ACEC 
criteria and is identified as a potential ACEC, it must be 
designated. Again, the basic identification of an area's 
relevance and importance in the inventory stage is not affected 
by the alternative formulation and the selection of a preferred 
alternative. Rather, the planning process should properly 
determine the management prescriptions appropriate to accomplish 
the protection of the ACEC special resources from "irreparable 
harm." 

NPCA believes that BIX has improperly implemented the ACEC 
requirements of FLPHA and its implementing regulations by failing 
to consider areas determined to have relevant and important 
values as potential ACECs throughout all the draft SJRBP 
alternatives, including the preferred alternative. NPCA further 
believes that the BLM has violated the ACEC provisions of FLPMA 
and CFR by failing to designate and provide protection for areas 
identified as having important resources. In addition, NPCA 
believes BI3l has failed to identify all important resources for 
potential ACEC designation. 

NPCA requests that BLH issue a revised draft plan which 
properly considers potential ACECs throughout the planning 
process. This would require identification of potential ACECs 
under all alternatives, with management prescriptions adequately 
"protect and prevent irreparable damage" to the important 
resources identified in the ACEC inventory. While management 
prescriptions may differ from one alternative to the next to 
reflect thee threats arising from different management 
emphasis,a management prescriptions must meet the FLEMA 
requirement of protecting important ACEC resources and preventing 
irreparable harm to those resources. 

NPCA further requests that the State Director issue guidance 
that BLH's determination of importance and relevance give proper 
weight to adjacent federal land designations, especially national 
parks and wilderness. NPCA recommends that the resources of an 
area be considered relevant and important if they are integral to 
the protection or enjoyment of the resources and values of a 
national park or monument, or a wilderness area. 
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NPCA submit5 the following ACEC nominations consistent with 
the requirements of BlZ4 Manual 1617.8(B). These nominations are 
based on the values described below, most of which are 
acknowledged or inventoried by the SJRRP or the related RSA. 
Hany of the nominations duplicate.or overlap areas recommended at 
ACECs in one or more of the planning alternatives proposed by the 
SJRHP,and are thereby required to be considered throughout the 
planning process. (See above analysis.) Should the BU not 
concur with these recommendations, we request a written 
explanation detailing BIM's reasons for not identifying the 
potential areas as ACECs and/or for failing to designate the 
following areas as ACECs. 

Canvonlands scenic and n-1 ACEC 

NPCA nominates those areas visible to visitors in 
Canyonlands National Park within the basin to the east and south 
of Canyonlands National Park as an ACEC to protect important 
scenic and natural resources. (See attached map.) 
Further analysis and mapping is necessary to specifically 
determine the boundaries of this ACEC. The boundary should be 
based on the visibility of the area from important backcountry 
viewing locations and developed frontcountry viewpoints in all 
districts of Canyonlands National Park. 

The importance of this area is established not only by its 
own outstanding scenic qualities, but also by its 
interrelationship to the scenic resource5 of Canyonlands National 
Park. Canyonlands National Park was set aside to preserve 
"superlative, scenic, scientific and archeological features for 
the inspiration, benefit and use of the public." 78 Stat. 934. 
The legislative history of Canyonlands recognized features both 
within and outside the National Park as essential to the park's 
integrity and visitor experience. House Report No. 1823, 88th 
Congress, ,2nd Session says: 

the total assemblage of features and their visual 
aspect is unique. Nowhere else is there a comparable 
opportunity to view a colorful, exciting, geologically 
significant wilderness from above, and then get down 
into its midst--and still not lose the atmosphere of 
remote wilderness . . . Scenery alone makes this 
physiographic unit of national significance and warrant 
the establishment of a national park within it . . . 
Archeological, historical, and biological values 
buttress the significance. 

Similarly, Senate Report No. 381, 88th Congress, 1st 
Session, referred to Canyonlands as a Vast areas of scenic 
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ACEC Nominations. BLM has considered all areas listed in the coinnent as ACEC 
nominations and analyzed them against manual requirements to see if they 
qualify for further consideration. The final EIS documents the disposition of 
each nomination (see revisions to draft appendix H for a complete rationale 
for each nomination). 

Canyonlands Scenic and Natural ACEC. Wet all of the area nominated in this 
conssent has been considered as a proposed ACEC, but several portions of the 
large area nominated have been considered as potential ACECs. 

Within the area nominated, the draft has been revised to consider the Beef 
Basin area as a potential ACEC for natural, cultural, and scenic values under 
alternative D. (Conmentor here mentions only scenic and natural values; the 
Beef Basin area was considered for ACEC potential largely because of cultural 
resources. See response below concerning cultural values.) The lower Indian 
Creek canyon and the Butler Wash area are considered as potential ACECs for 
scenic values under alternative E. (See revisions to the sumnary. chapters 2, 
3, and 4. and appendixes A, H and I of the draft.) 

Under guidance in BLMmanual 8410, Visual Resource Inventory, an area must be 
(1) scenic quality A and (2) unique or very rare within its physiographic 
province in order to be identified as a candidate potential ACEC for scenic 
values. As the comnent notes, in the draft the Lockhart Basin area was the 
only part of coamentor's nomination found to meet these two criteria; it was 
considered as a potential ACEC under alternatives C and D. 

Upon review, BLM re-evaluated the scenic values within the area nominated by 
comitentor. Witnin the Lockhart Basin potential ACEC. BLM has included the 
lower Indian Creek canyon in the proposed RMP as a proposed ACEC for scenic 
values. The area around Butler Wash has been revised to scenic quality A and 
therefore now meets the manual criteria for a potential ACEC based on scenic 
qualities; it is included in the proposed RMP as a proposed ACEC. 

No other part of the area nominated in this comnentwas found to meet the 
manual requirements for consideration as an ACEC for scenic values. 

The conment mentions natural values within the nominated area, but does not 
identify tnem or provide a rationale concerning them. The comaent recommends 
designation of the nmninated area as an ONA on the basis of natural and rec- 
reational values; ELM has dropped this designation in favor of the ACEC desig- 
nation. An ACEC cannot be designated on the basis of recreational values 
alone (43 CFR 1610.7-2(a)(l)). 



wonders and recreational opportunities unduplicated elsewhere in 
the American Continent or in the world." Both the Senate and 
House Reports specifically mentioned areas outside the proposed 
park boundary, and within NPCA's proposed ACEC, notably the Six 
Shooter Peaks, as features which Congress expected to be 
"landmarks for centuries to come." 

The Canyonlands basin is also important because regional and 
national tourist view this area, both from Canyonlands National 
Park, the park entrance road, and BIM's Needles and Canyonlands 
overlooks. Most visitors perceive this area as within the 
national park. 

The national significance of this area is further evidenced 
in the outpouring of objections from across the nation to the 
consideration of this area for the siting, or even testing, of a 
nuclear waste repository. Many objections were based on the 
area's outstanding scenic qualities. 

The significance of the scenic and visibility values of the 
area is also emphasized by the Secretary of Interior's specific 
designation of the Park as an area where visibility is an 
important value. 40 Cm? Sec. 81.400 and 81.430. (See discussion 
of "Air Quality,' n) 

BLX has recognized at least a portion of this area (Lockhart 
Basin) as important because it has been inventoried under the VRM 
system and found to be scenic quality A and unique or very rare 
within its physiographic province. (See Lockhart Basin ACEC 
description, draft SJRHP A-67j 

Relevance exists because special management is needed to 
protect scenic values. The area is used for grazing and 
recreation and has been used for exploring oil and gas and 
hardrock mining in the past. Portions of it are identified as 
having high development value for uranium and oil and gas. 

NPCA also recommends this area for ONA designation because 
of its outstanding natural features and high recreation values 
and use. 
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Canvonlands Cultural Resources ACEC 

NPCA nominates lands east and south of Canyonlands National 
Park for ACEC designation to protect important cultural 
resources. Further analysis is necessary to specifically 
determine the boundaries of this unit but it clearly should 
include the concentration of archeological sites in Indian Creek, 
Davis and Lavender Canyons, and the Beef Basin-Dark Canyon 
complex. Further analysis should include an inventory to 
identify the significance of cultural resources, especially as 
they may relate to the understanding and interpretation of 
cultural resources within Canyonlands National Park. 

The North Abajo section of this area includes unique and 
sensitive rock art sites, at least one archeoastronomy site and 
represents a transition zone between the Anasazi culture to the 
south and the Fremont culture from the North. 

The Fable Valley section of this area is important because 
of the wealth of undisturbed Pueblo habitation sites which, 
according to the Management Situation Analysis (MSA) make the 
area of national significance. A5 discussed above, the 
significance of those resources requires their recognition as an 
ACEC through all planning alternatives. 

The Beef Basin section of this area is important because of 
the unique and accessible towers in Ruin Park. Furthermore, Beef 
Basin and Fable Valley are recommended for nomination to the 
National Register in the draft SJRMP under alternative C in 
recognition of their national significance. 

Cultural resources in the entire area are important because 
the NPS believes that the protection of these areas is critical 
to protecting and understanding cultural resources within 
Canyonlands National park. Recent archeological investigations 
indicate that the Beef Basin cultural reeources are integrally 
related to the Salt Creek Archeological District cultural 
resources. A similar interrelationship is believe to exist 
between archeological resources in the Salt Creek Archeological 
District and cultural resources in the Canyonlands basin east of 
the park boundary. 

This area is relevant because special management is 
essential to protect irreplaceable and vulnerable cultural 
resources from damage from increasing recreational use, pot- 
hunting, and energy exploration and development. 

This area overlaps NPCA's nominated Canyonlands scenic ACEC. 
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I Canyonlands Cultural Resources ACEC. Not all of the area nominated in this 
consnent has been considered as a proposed ACEC, but several portions of the 
large area nominated have been considered as potential ACECs. 

Within the area nominated, the draft has been revised to consider the Beef 
Basin area as a potential ACEC for natural, cultural, and scenic values under 
alternative D. (The comment here mentions only cultural values; see response 
above concerning scenic values. The lower Indian Creek Canyon and the Butler 
Wash area, also within the area nominated by conmentor, are considered as 
potential ACECs for scenic values under alternative E.) 

In the draft, the North Abajo area, part of this nomination, was considered as 
a potential ACEC for cultural values under alternatives C and D, with the 
smaller Shay Canyon area considered under alternative E. Fable Valley is part 
of the Dark Canyon potential ACEC considered under alternative E. 

In the draft, the central part of the Beef Basin area was considered as a 
potential archaeologic district under alternatives C and D (draft figures 2-9 
and 2-10). The draft has been revised to consider the Beef Basin area (which 
is the southwestern portion of the area nominated by conmentor) as a potential 
ACEC for cultural values under alternative D. (See revisions to the draft 
sumnary, chapters 2, 3, and 4, and appendixes A, H and I.) 

Dutside of the North Abajo an d Beef Sin areas, no other portion of the area 
nominated by comnentor was found to have potential for ACEC designation based 
on cultural resources. This corrment's rationale for areas other than North 
Abajo and Beef Basin rests on protection of values on public lands to protect 
values within NPS units. As stated above, Congress did not direct that public 
lands be managed to preserve park values. 
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aes Stem Cult- 

NPCA nominates an ACEC to protect important scenic and 
cultural resources adjacent to Natural Bridges National Monument. 
Further analysis is needed to specifically determine the 
boundaries of this area. The study area should include, at a 
minimum, Harmony Flat and the lands between the Monument and the 
National Forest boundary, including Woodenshoe Buttes, the Toe 
and Deer Canyon. A viewshed analysis i6 necessary to identify 
those lands visible in this area from major visitor viewing areas 
(including the park road); and additional cultural resource 
inventories are necessary to determine the location and 
significance of cultural resources in this area, especially as 
they relate to cultural r66OUrCSS within Natural Bridges National 
monument. 

Natural Bridge6 National Monument was established to 
preserve and protect three outstanding natural bridges in the 
White Canyon system and the exceptional archeological sites 
within the canyon system and on the mesa tops. 

The "viewshed lands6 visible from Natural Bridges are 
important because their protection i6 Significant t0 ViSitOr 
enjoyment of Natural Bridges National Monument. Viewing the 
bridges and their scenic backdrops is the major visitor activity 
at Natural Bridges. 

The cultural resources in this area are important because 
they are scientifically related to site6 within the Wonument. 

The cultural and scenic resources are relevant because 
special management actions are required to protect them from 
irreparable harm from other proposed land use6 including land 
treatments. 

povenweep Scenic & Cultural 

NFCA supports I3I.M nomination of a 2000 acre ACEC surrounding 
the Square Tower unit of Hovenweep National Xonument as an ACEC 
to protect cultural and scenic values. 

A6 %Lw notes, this area is important because it contains 
cultural resources important to the understanding and 
interpretation of cultural resources within Hovenweep. According 
to the October 1985, Hovenweep EA for the GMP, the reason behind 
the construction of the Iiovenweep tower may lie within cultural 
resources located in this area. Al.60, the area is believe to 
contain the remains of agricultural activities that may have 
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Natural Bridges Scenic and Cultural ACEC. Not all of the area nominated in 
this comaent has been consldered as a proposed ACEC. but a portion of the area 
nominated has been considered as a potential ACEC. 

The comnent nominates the area around the Natural Bridges EIM to protect scenic 
and cultural values, but does not identify the cultural resources at risk. 
The viewsheds identified as being at risk are the lands visible from the N,i. 
As stated earlier, Congress did not direct that public lands be managed to 
preserve park values. 

BLM manuals establish the criteria for consideration of an ACEC based on 
scenic values. The only part of the area nominated that was found to meet the 
criteria for scenic values was the corridor along highway U-95 (see the re- 
sponse to comnent 9. Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance). The remainder of the 
area nominated by comnentor does not meet the criteria. 

The comnent does not identify any specific cultural resources outside of the 
NM as being at risk. BLM's review did not identify cultural values in the 
area to be in need of special protection; therefore, the area ncminated was 
not found to have potential for ACEC designation based on cultural resources. 

Hovenweep Scenic and Cultural ACEC. The area nominated by comnentor has been 
jncluded in the proposed RMP as d proposed ACEC, in response to negotiations 
between BLM and NPS (see the revisions to draft chapter 5). The 1500-acre 
proposed ACEC is the area requested by NPS, and is slightly different from the 
2,000 acres shown as a potential ACEC in draft alternative D. The BLM-NPS 
agreement covers lands managed under the San Juan/San Miguel RMP as well, and 
will act to ensure consistency across the state line. (See revisions to the 
draft sumnary, chapters 2, 3, and 4, and appendixes A, H and I.) 
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supported the Hovenweep culture. 

This area is also important as part of Hovenweep's "historic 
scene. " The area is essentially undisturbed by any noticeable 
signs of man and provides a compatible setting for visitors 
viewing Hovenweep's historic scene. 

Furthermore, the importance of designating this ACEC is 
emahasized bv the comvarable ACEC DrODOSed bv the BU4's San 
Juan/San Hi&e1 EMPand EIS (Final; &c. 1984) That Plan 
proposes an "Anasazi Culture Multiple Use ACEC" which recognizes 
the-special need for protection of the rich archeological values 
adjacent to Hovenweep. Similar concerns require similar 
protection within the SJEA, particularly in light of the 
obligation to assure consistency with the plans of other federal 
agencies. Those consistency requirements mandate a detailed 
explanation of this significant inconsistency. 

This area is relevant because it needs special management 
attention to assure that its "historic scene" values and cultural 
resources are not harmed by energy exploration and development. I 

Grazing practices also need to be reviewed for this area. 
Grazing can adversely affect cultural resources. BI.H needs to 
provide an analysis if current or proposed grazing activities in 
this area are harming cultural resource. 
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Sen Canvon NRA iYsartic. Natt 
NPCA nominates all lands within Glen Canyon NRA that are 

located within the SJRA as an ACEC to protect scenic, natural, 
wildlife and cultural values. The management objective of this 
ACEC would be to assure that BIX administration of grazing and 
minerals is fully consistent with the protection of the scenic, 
scientific, recreation and historic values for which Glen Canyon 
NRA was established. 

Although Glen Canyon NRA is a unit of the NPS and managed 
under the authority of the NPS Organic Act and Glen Canyon’s 
enabling legislation, the BI.H has certain administrative 
responsibilities for grazing and minerals in the area. Relevance 
exists because of the potential conflicts between management of 
grazing and minerals and protection of the values for which the 
NRA was established. 

The area's importance has be& recognized by Congress when 
it established the NRA. Natural values in certain portions of 
the NRA have been given additional recognition through NPS zoning 
and wilderness recommendations reflected in the NRA's general 
management plan. 
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Glen Canyon NRA Scenic, Natural, Cultural and Wildlife ACEC. BLM has no 
authority to consider or implement specia 1 designations upon land managed by 
NPS. BLll's management responsibilities in Glen Canyon NRA are limited, and do 
not fall within the purview of an ACEC designation (see revisions to draft 
pages l-6 and 5-6). 
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Cedar Mesa ACEC 

NPCA nominates the proposed Cedar Mesa Archeological RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2 NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION ASSCCIATION 

District (349,640 acres) for ACEC designation to protect 
important cultural, natural and scenic values. The boundary of 
#is area should be consistent with the area identified by the 
BIM in the draft SJRHP under alternatives C L D as the proposed [Conment page 231 

Cedar Mesa Archeological District. 
Cedar Mesa ACEC. BLW agrees with conmentor's suggestion and has considered 

This area is important becau$e of its nationally significant this area as a potential ACEC in the final EIS. The entire Cedar lhsa SRMA is 

cultural resources, and outstanding natural and scenic resources. considered for ACEC potential under alternative D, and a modified area is 
considered under alternative E. (See revisions to the draft sumnary, chapters 

BL&l itself has proposed nomination of this area as a 2, 3, and 4. and appendixes A, H and I.) 
National Register District under alternatives C L D.of the draft 
SJRMP. The area is significant because of the wealth of BLM has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC designation. An ACEC 

undisturbed %I.&! and Pueblo sites, as well as rock art panels. cannot be designated on the basis of recreational values alone (43 CFR 

The area includes the Grand Gulch Archeological District and the 1610.7-2(a)(l)). 

Grand Gulch Primitive Area, already recognized for their national 
significance. 

The area is also important because of its outstanding 
natural and scenic values which have attracted national 
attention. It includes slickhom Canyon, Fish Cieek, Road Canyon 
and Mule Canyon WSAs as well as additional lands recommended by 
the Utah Wilderness Coalition (a coalition of national, regional 
and state organizations) for wilderness designation. It also 
includes Comb Ridge, a remarkable natural geologic phenomena and 
landmark, Natural and scenic values in this area are prized and 
promoted by several national outdoor skills organizations, 
including the National Outdoor Leadership School and Colorado 
Outward Bound. 

Relevance exists because special management measures are 
necessary to provide continued protection to the cultural, scenic 
and natural values of this area. Proposed land treatments, 
energy exploration and development and recreational use present 
potential conflicts with resource protection. Cultural resources 
in this area are particularly vulnerable to pot-hunting and 
increasing recreational use. 

BIJ4 nominates a portion of this area--Grand Gulch--as an 
ACEC. NPCA requests BLM to provide reasons why the larger Cedar 
Mesa area was not also nominated. 

NPCA also supports ONA designation for this area. 
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NPCA supports BIM's nomination of a 170,320 acre Alkali 
Ridge ACBC to protect important cultural resources. 

[Comnent page 241 
As the draft SJRMP notes, the cultural resources of this 

areas are important because of the presence of Basketmaker and 
pueblo sites, often reaching densities of 200 sites per square 
mile. And as the draft SJRHP notes, protection of cultural 
resources found here is relevant because they are irreplaceable 
and extremely vulnerable. Oil and gas exploration and 
development, vandalism (pot-hunting), road construction and 
maintenance and vegetation manipulation activities have 
threatened cultural resources in this area in the past. 

Al;lJ;i;d~. BLM has revised draft appendix H to clarify the rationale for 
e unaller area for the proposed Alkali Ridge ACEC. 

NPCA questions BL&l*s recommendation in the preferred 
alternative to reduce the 170,320 acre ACEC to a 35,890 acre 
ACEC. BLM offers no rational grounds for limiting the ACEC to 
the smaller area, and fails to explain why the larger area does 
not meet the ACBC requirements. 
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mte Canvon ACEC 

NPCA nominates the White Canyon complex as an ACEC to 
protect important cultural, scenic and natural values. Further 
study will be needed to specifically determine boundaries, but 
the study area should include those lands north of Utah highway 
95 and south of the Dark Canyon Plateau and the Hanti-La Sal 
National Forest. This area includes Cheesebox, Gravel, Long and 
Fortnaker Canyons. 

The scenic resources in this area are important because they 
are viewed and highly valued by regional and national tourists 
travelling along Utah highway 95. The scenic value of this area 
was recognized in the late 1970s in the U-95 Corridor Study 
prepared in 1976. The "Study Findings" on pp.5-6 state: 

Preservation of the visual corridor is a vital issue in 
consideration of any use, management of development 
scheme for the area. Picturesque views of a natural 
canyonlands landscape are continuous along the 
highways. Visual elements within the corridor and the 
vistas beyond are threatened if uncontrolled or ill- 
planned development encroaches. 

The high public value of the area's scenic and natural 
qualities is also recognized by the proposed wilderness 
designation for the area by the Utah Wilderness Coalition--a 
coalition of national, regional, and state organizations. The 
area has also received national recognition for its outstanding 
scenic and natural qualities by outdoor skills organizations, 
including the National Outdoor Leadership School and Colorado 
Outward Sound. 

Information on the cultural resources of this area is 
limited because of limited inventory. What is known is that 
existing sites are important because they are largely 
undisturbed. Additional inventory is necessary to determine and 
protect cultural resource values. 

The area meets the relevance criteria because special 
management is needed to protect its cultural and scenic and 
natural resources. The Highway Corridor Study notes this need. 

NPCA also supports an ONA designation for this area. 
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White Canyon ACEC. BLt4 agrees with comnentot's suggestion and has considered 
this area as a potential ACEC in the proposed Rl4P and final EIS (although the 
area does not qualify on the basis of cultural values). The White Canyon area 
assessed under alternative 0 in the proposed RMP and final EIS is larger than 
the area nominated in the comment, to accommodate other public comments (see 
the responses to comnent 6, from the Sierra Club, Cache Group and comment 9, 
from the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance). A smaller area is included in 
the proposed RIdP as part of the Scenic Highway Corridor proposed ACEC along 
U-95. (See revisions to the sumnary, chapters 2, 3, and 4, and appendixes A, 
H and I of the draft.1 

The conment nominates the area in part to protect cultural values, but does 
not identify specific values as important (and instead states values are 
unknown). BLM's review of the area nominated did not identify cultural values 
present to be in need of special protection beyond that stated in appendix A 
of tne draft; therefore, the area nominated was not found to have potential 
for ACEC designation based on cultural resources. 

BLM has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC designation. An ACEC 
cannot be designated on the basis of recreational values alone (43 CFR 
1610.7-2(a)(l)). 
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Canvons ACEC RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2 NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION ASXCIATION 

NPCA nominates the area between and including Moki and Red 
Canyons as an ACEC to protect important cultural resources. 
(See map.) Further study and inventory is necessary to 
specifically determine the appropriate boundary for this area, 
but the study area should include the upper ends of Red, Cedar, 
Forgotten and Noki Canyons and North Gulch and upper Lake Canyon. 

Cultural resources are important in this area because they 
are significant to the understanding and interpretation of 
cultural resources in Glen Canyon that have been irreplaceably 
destroyed by Lake Powell. Cultural resources in this area are 
important to understanding and interpreting data from pre- 
inundation studies and inventories completed in the lower ends of 
these canyons. NPCA understands that cultural resources in the 
NRA portions of Lake and Moki canyons have been found eligible 
for National Historic Register designation. Additional inventory 
is needed to determine the significance and interrelationship of 
cultural resource in the upper ends of these canyons to those in 
the NRA. 

Relevance exists because cultural resources are vulnerable 
to damage from recreational and energy exploration. 

26 

[Comcent page 261 

Moki-Red Canyons, This area has been considered for ACEC potential in the 
flnal 6IS under alternative D, based on the rationale supplied b anotJter 
comnentor (see the response to conment 6, Sierra Club, Cache Group). 

This cormlent nominates the area to protect cultural values. The cultural 
resources identified in the comnent as being important are those in Glen 
Canyon NRA; important sites on public lands are not identified. As stated 
above, Congress did not direct that public lands be managed to preserve park 
values. 

BLM's review of the area nominated did not identify cultural values present to 
be in need of special protection beyond that stated in appendix A of the 
draft; therefore, the area nominated was not found to have potential for ACEC 
designation based on cultural resources. 



. 



dle Point ACBC 

NPCA supports BIW's nomination of the Dark Canyon and Middle 
Point areas as ACECs to protect important scenic resources. We 
recommend that cultural resources also be included in the ACEC 
important resources which designation for special management. 

As the draft SJRWP notes, this area is important because of 
its outstanding natural and scenic values which have already been 
recognized as significant under a Primitive Area designation. 
The area provides relatively rare recreational values in a 
pristine setting. The area is experiencing increased visitation 
from both private and commercial groups and has attracted 
national attention from the visiting public. 

In view of its admitted 8cenic and cultural values, NPCA 
questions why BLW excludes the Middle Point Area in its ACEC 
recommendation under its preferred alternative. 
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CComnent page 271 

Dark Canyon and Middle Point ACEC. BLM appreciates the support of ACEC desig- 
nation for the Dark Canyon Primitive Area. However, cultural values in the 
primitive area were not used to support the ACEC proposal; the ACEC was pro- 

k . 
sed based on natural values that lead to primitive recreation opportunities. 

LM did not identify cultural values present to be in need of special protec- 
tion beyond that stated in appendix A of the draft. 

The comnent does not provide rationale to support consideration of Middle 
Point as a potential ACEC. As stated above, ELI4 did not identify cultural 
values on Iehddle Point as needing special protection. To qualify for ACEC 
designation on the basis of scenic values, an area must have class A scenic 
quality; 14iddle Point has class C scenic quality. Therefore, Middle Point 
does not qualify as an ACEC for either scenic or cultural values. 
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In order to assure adequate protection from irreparable harm 
of the important scenic, cultural, natural, and wildlife values 
identified in NPCA's ACEC nominations, we recommend the following 
management prescriptions. NCPA strongly recommends that the 
above listed ACEC5 and ONAS be: 

B closed to oil and gas leasing, or, at a minimum, open to 
leasing with provisions to prevent surface occupancy. This is 
especially critical for "scenic" ACECs and ONAs. 

> designated as limiting ORV use to designated roads,except 
in cultural ACECs where some roads may need to be closed to 
discourage vandalism and pot-hunting. 

> withdrawn from mineral entry or at a minimum,BIM should 
require a Plan of operations for m surface disturbing action 
that demonstrates there will be no harm to the important cultural 
resources or natural values. 

> available for livestock use only if such.use will not 
harm the values for which the ACBC or ONA was established. 

> excluded from land treatments, range improvements and 
vegetative manipulations unless it is demonstrated that ACEC/ONA 
values von't be harmed. 

> excluded from private and commercial use of woodland 
products. 

z- managed as Visual Resource Management (VRM) Class I 
areas, with only those projects that meet Class I objectives 
allowed. This provision should be applied to "scenice and 
%atural" AC%5 and ONAS. 

NPCA believes that it is necessary to develop site specific 
activity plans for each ACE to identify special management 
prescriptions for each area. We found no reference to 
preparation of these plan5 in the draft SJRMP. 
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Recomnended t!anagenmnt Prescriptions for ACECs. BLM has prepared management 
prescriptions for potential ACEC UI 
identified as being at risk (seesdra?l Iiiendixes A and I as revised) 

Id be needed to protect the values 
IBLA 

has directed that the level of management imposed on an aFea should be-the 
minirmm level needed (76 IBLA 395 (1983)). 

Nmagement prescriptions are developed for an ACEC on a case-by-case basis. 
one exception is tne regulatory requirement that a plan of operations be filed 
for use of mining claims within an ACEC, except for casual use (43 CFR 
3809.14; draft page A-75). 

6U4 manual section 1617.82 C. provides that alternative multiple-use manage- 
ment precriptions be presented in the WlP/EIS for each potential ACEC ana- 
lyzed; these conditions would be carried into the RJIP for each ACEC designat- 
ed. Because of this specific detail, activity plans may not be required for 
each ACEC designated. The draft provides for the development of activity 
plans where needed (draft page A-29; see also, for example, draft page Z-6). 



B.telv adpress cult- 
t in the dreft 

The USA accompanying the draft SJT@W notes that 
marcheologically, the SJBA is one of the richest locales under 
BIM management," with approximately olO,OOO recorded sites on the 
public lands.” The plan also says that archeologists "estimate 
that the SJBA may hold as many as 200,000 archeological sites," 
but acknovledges that a mere 5 percent of the public land has 
been intensively inventoried. 

The MSA admits that "the rates of disturbance and 
destruction of cultural resources appear to be accelerating" 
because of "impacts primarily from energy exploration and 
development, recreational use and pot-hunting.* (MSA pages 4331-l 
to 2) 

The draft SJBKP further admits that "Protection of cultural 
resources in inadequate to ensure their availability for all 
proposed uses now and in the future . . . and the ability of the 
sJRA to provide adequate protection is limited by insufficient 
staffing and funding." It is particularly alarming that every 
alternative considered in the draft SJBUP shows significant 
continuing damage to archeological sites from illegal excavation, 
illegal surface collection, inadvertent damage during project 
development or rehabitation, recreation related site trampling 
and grazing. BIw's preferred alternative E represents little 
more than a meaningless gesture towards cultural resource 
management, reportedly allowing more than 15,000 sites to be 
damaged. Even EM's most protective alternative D would allow 
BL&¶'s own Vhreshold for Significant Environmental Impact" to be 
exceeded for cultural resources. The threshold is "untreated 
disturbance to or loss of a cultural property." 

Despite BIAI's admission of the accelerating disturbance and 
destruction of cultural resources and the insufficiency of 
existing cultural resource management programs, BIW fails to 
recognize cultural resources as a Planning Issue. 

BIX's explanation is that the need for protection of these 
resources is established by law and is beyond the discretion of 
BfM field office personnel. BIW cites no legal basis for the 
position it asserts. Nor can it establish that management 
practices or plans are irrelevant to practical protection of 
these cultural resources. BbM simply makes no effort to address 
the possibility of management alternatives designed for cultural 
resource protection. yet both the appropriateness and 
feasibility of management designed to protect culturally-rich 
areas has been demonstrated by the adoption of the plans for an 
Vmasazb Sulture Multiple Use ACBC,' as proposed by the San 
Juan/San Miguel IWP (December 1984). That BKP for the San 
Juan/San Xiguel Planning Area --an area in close geographic 
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[Coaaaent page 291 

Adequacy of Cultural Resource Management in the Draft RMP/EIS 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources (see the response to 
comment page 101. The preferred alternative provides several special designa- 
tions for cultural resources (see revisions to draft table 2-2, page 2-20, and 
table 2-6, page 2-60, and appendix A). Special desfCmations alone do not 
guarantee a particular level of management. BU4 is confident that the manage- 
ment prescriptions presented for cultural resources are adequate. 



proximity and with similar cultural resource management issues-- 
includes cultural resources as a planning issue. The management RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2 RATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION 
objective under this issue was defined as the need to "determine 

-- 

management direction for important cultural sites and areas," 
Under Weeded Decisions," the Colorado RXP directs: 

CComnent page 301 
> identify cultural sites that will be developed, protected 

or stabilized and interpreted for public use and research; The P.MP team reviewed tne San Juan/San Miguel tUdP (draft page 5-7). A com- 

> determine special designation or management guidelines 
parison of the management actions allowed under the San Juan/San Miguel RMP 
and the preferred alternative of this draft does not neccessarily show that 

for cultural sites. southwestern Colorado has a more appropriate program of cultural resources 
management, as stated in the comnent. The draft identified proposals that are 

The planning criteria a&o recognized the need to consider analogous to Me San Juan/San Miguel RMP decisions cited in this comnent 
(draft page 2-6, tables 2-2, 2-5, and 2-6, and Appendixes A, H, and I). 

NPCA suggests that the approach taken by the San Juan/San BLii provided for the collection of additional cultural resource inventory data 

Miguel PA in Colorado provides a useful example of a proper and (draft page 2-6) and acknowledged that a data gap for cultural resources 

responsible approach to planning for cultural resource exists WA pages 4331-16 and 4331-27). The estimate of 40 sites per square 

management. Also, NPCA points out that developing a cultural mile was based on the inventory data available; the draft did not represent 

resource plan in this manner would allow BllW to highlight the estimates as substitutes for actual inventory data. The suggestion that the 

serious need for additional funding for cultural resource RIJP be delayed until the entire SJRA is inventoried for cultural data is 

management in the SJRA. infeasible, because this could take decades. BLllbelieves that estimating 
data and impacts is acceptable and complies with NEPA. BLH is confident that 

Of particular concern is BLM's admission of its extremely the draft RWEIS complies with CEQ requirements for disclosing incanplete 

limited inventory base for cultural resources in the SJRA. data and estimating impacts; the "worst case analysis" requirement has been 

Despite the area's wealth of cultural resources and the threats rescinded by CEQ (40 CFR 1502.22, as amended My 27. 1986). 

to the welfare of these resources, BLM notes that it has only 
intensively inventoried 5 percent of the public lands. 

Despite the gross inadequacy of the available information 
about cultural resources and the admitted seriousness of the 
impacts to those resources, the SJRMP fails to address the 
importance of that serious deficiency in its resource inventory. 
Yet reliance upon that data is crucial to determining the 
environment to be addressed and the environmental impacts of the 
various management alternatives. 

In lieu of adequate data, BIH relies on gross estimates of 
approximately 40 cultural sites per square mile, with some 
unexplained variations "where site densities are known to be 
higher or lover." (SJREP, Appendix Y, page A-195) 

Similar basic information gaps arise in analyzing the 
potential damaging impacts that may result from proposed 
management actions. BIW offers a completely unexplained estimate 
that "most management actions* will result in a damage ratio of 1 
to 10 fone site damaged out of ten sites present) but varying to 
ratios of 1 to 20 or 1 to 1000 where management may result in 
*less intense" surface disturbance. 

None of these estimation techniques, or the resulting 
estimates, comply with the applicable NEPA regulations. Where 
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basic information necessary to environmental analysis is 
nincompleten or Wnavoidable,n CRQ regulations require either a 
mworet case" analysis under former section 40 CPR Sec. 1502.22, 
z a substantial explanation of the basis for estates pursuant 
to the amended version of that regulation, available at 51 
Federal Register, page 15618 (April 25, 1986). 

To properly address culturalxeeource management in the 
SSRRP RPCA recommends that BIX take the follWing aCtiOnS: 

> Issue a revised draft RMP/EIS vhich recognizes cultural 
resource protection as a planning issue. 

> Using proper estimation techniques and preliminary 
inventories, identify and protect areas with potential cultural 
values until intensive inventories and evaluations are completed. 

> On the basis of these inventories, develop management 
categories, ACFXe and restrictive stipulations as necessary to 
protect cultural resources from energy exploration and 
development, ORV use, land treatments, vegetative UmipUlationS, 
recreational use, etc. 

> Adequately monitor for trend and condition changes. 

> Increase patrols and surveillance of prevent pot-hunting. 

> Increase evaluation and nomination of districts and sites 
for Rational Register Nomination. 

7. AlterDative E does not renresrnt a bmce of-.&u@ uses and 
resource DrotectloL 

Although RIM represents alternative E as a balance of land 
uses and resource protection (P4-61), closer scrutiny of this 
alternative reveals that it continues to favor grazing, oil and 
gas development, and minerals management while providing only 
minimal protection to natural, scenic and wilderness resources. 

This is particularly notable in BLX'e failure to propose 
areas for ACEC and ORA designation in alternatives C & D. 
Meanwhile, in that altemative,even though recomended, S-13 
notes that alternative E will continue mineral uses at about the 
current level and increase stock forage. Similarly, the draft 
SJRRP (P.2-16) notes that conflicts vith mineral production and 
other resource conflicts will be resolved to allow for existing 
levels of livestock use. 
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The fact that BLM did not identify cultural resource management as a planning 
issue is discussed in the response to comment pages 1 and 2 under identifica- 
tion of planning issues. BLM does not agree that a revised draft should be 
issued to consider cultural resource management. BLMbelieves that the draft, 
as revised in the proposed RMP and final EIS, adequately considers cultural 
resource management. including the points mentioned in the comnent. 

Balance of Land Uses and Resource Protection Represented in Alternative E 

me conment states that the preferred alternative favors grazing, oil and gas 
development, and minerals management at the expense of natural, scenic, and 
wilderness resources. Review of draft table 2-10 shows that, for livestock 
grazing, there would be a loss of both area and income. 
development and minerals management, 

For oil and gas 
the analysis shows no sigificant eco- 

nomic change, and a loss in the area available for development with standard 
conditions (draft table 2-7). The analysis shows a gain in the area suitable 
for primitive recreation, a gain in the area within VRM class I, and a gain in 
economic benefits frckn recreation. The draft states that except for livestock 
uses (where no conflicts with recreation were identified), all surface- 
disturbing uses would defer to management for primitive recreation opportuni- 
ties (draft pages S-4 and 2-16 and appendix A). The goal statement for the 
preferred alternative has been changed to reflect revisions made in proposed 
management (see revisions to the draft sumnary and page 2-15). 

As stated above. the ONA designation, considered in alternatives C and D, has 
been dropped in favor of the ACEC designation; an ACEC cannot be designated on 
the basis of recreation values alone. 



. . 
8. The draft SJRKP is Qf.Qsult to S and discourae!s 

ent as a result. 

While NPCA appreciates the fact that producing a land use 
plan for a 1.8 million acre area is difficult and unavoidably 
complex, the draft SJRMP is nonetheless difficult or impossible 
for the general public to understand. As a result, it 
discourages public comment. 

Some examples: 

> Basic inventory data was contained in the Management 
Situation Analysis (NSA) and meaningful review and comment on the 
RMP required review of the MSA. BLM's public comment 
announcement did not make this: clear however, and even if people 
did try and get copies of the MSA they were not available. (NPCA 
requested a copy in late June and reportedly was sent the last 
one available for public distribution.) 

> There are no oil and gas category maps for alternatives 
A, B, C 61 D. It is impossible to compare or comments on oil and 
gas leasing alternatives without maps. 

> There are no ORV management maps, making it impossible to 
compare or comment on ORV management under various alternatives. 
It appears that proposed ROS categories and ORV management is 
inconsistent but it is impossible to tell for sure. 

> BIX used acronyms like C&l45 classification and RCPP 
leases without explaining what they mean. 

> At 2-5 the draft SJMP says that forest lands vi.11 be 
assigned to 1 of 4 categories and that the RRP will describe 
management objectives used to determine that assignment. NPCA 
could find no management objectives so described. 

> The draft SJRMP fails to explain the four cultural 
resource management categories identified in the Plan. The plan 
sends the reader to the glossary for explanation but explanation 
doesn't exist in the glossary. 

> There is no map of lands proposed for disposal under 
various alternatives making it very difficult to comment on 
disposal proposals. 

3. General Comments 

Rudaetinq: NPCA requests that the final RMP show how available 
budgeting levels could affect implementation of the plan. What 
activities will be given priority? 
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Difficulty in Understanding the EIS 

BLM appreciates that the draft RfJP/EIS is a complex document covering a com- 
plex area. A review of comnents received indicates that not all reviewers 
agree that the document was difficult to understand. 

BLFIdoes not agree that the the canplexity of the document discouraged public 
comnent. As can be seen in the list of comnentors, the draft generated well 
over 100 comments within the comnent period, three to four times as many 
comnents as have been received on other draft RtlPs prepared in Utah. 

The BLM planning process dictates preparation of the MSA separately to docu- 
ment inventory results and provide a base for the draft (draft page 1-5 and 43 
CFR 1610.4-4); there is no provision to circulate the MSA for public review 
(BLM manual section 1616.41. 

Oil and gas categories and ORV designations under the various alternatives 
follow the generalized land-use management maps in the sumnary (draft figures 
S-l through S-4). Refer also to the response to comment pages 11 and 12. All 
acronyms used in the text are in the list of acronyms on page B-15 of the 
draft. 

The four general categories for forest management are listed on page 2-5; the 
management objectives for forest management are listed on page 2-55; the 
management prescriptions for forest management are listed on page 2-66. The 
managesent prescriptions tie back to the categories, but are more specific. 

The intent of the next comnent is unclear to BLM. The draft does not use four 
cultural resource management categories; it does reference seven culturai 
resource uses (draft page 2-6), which are defined in the glossary and ex- 
plained in detail in the MSA (pages 4331-7 and 4331-8). This system has since 
been changed (see revisions to draft page 2-6 and glossary). 

The lands proposed for disposal under the different alternatives were not 
mapped due to the scale of maps used and the small parcels involved. A com- 
plete legal description was given in draft appendix Q. and the tracts can be 
picked out in figure I-5 (draft page I-151. 

General Comments. 

Budgeting. BLM cannot forecast budget levels during the ten years of plan 
implementation, and therefore cannot ccmply with the request to show how 
available budgeting levels could affect UP implementation. The RNP alterna- 
tives were developed under the assumption tnat funding would be provided to 
ioplemnt RIIP decisions (draft page l-2). 



QRV: The Plan appears to leave lands open to ORV use 
unless an area is specifically designated as limited or closed. 
NPCA believes that this is poor stewardship of public resources. 
ORV use can damage cultural sites, vegetation, scenic resources, 
etc. A proper approach to ORV management is to designate the 
planning area limited to existing roads and trails, and then 
close roads as necessary to protect resources. Open areas should 
be limited to specifically defined areas designated for 
recreational ORV use, such as was done in certain sand dune 
areas. 

ROS Cateaories : NPCA understands that ROS categories can be 
established on the basis of manageability as well as existing 
conditions. We request that either SPB areas be provided 
increased protection against disturbance (adopt the management 
prescriptions identified for SPNW areas) or reconsidered for 
designated as SPNW on the basis of manageability. For example, 
primitive dirt roads in the Canyonlands basin result in most of 
the basin being designated SPW and excluded from protective 
stipulations provided for P and SPWW. Similarly NCPA questions 
the identification of lands in Davis and Lavender Canyons as RN. 

Wildlife: The Plan notes that state wildlife goals will not be 
met under BIW's preferred alternative E. In compliance with its 
consistency obligations, BLW should provide a compelling reason 

~for not meeting these goals or change management actions so they 
can be met. 

Air oualkx : BLW notes that it has identified existing primitive 
areas as areas to be managed to protect pristine air quality 
conditions and other air quality related values. NPCA requests 
that BIX also protect air quality and air quality related values 
in the Canyonlands basin lands. (See NPCA Scenic Canyonlands ACBC 
surrounding Canyonlands. NPCA makes the same request for lands 
surrounding Natural Bridge National Monument (See NPCA scenic 
Natural Bridge ACEC) 

& SDecific Cements on the dr0 

Paae 2-3: NPCA questions the designation of the entire SJRA,as 
open to petrified wood collection. This may create additional 
threat to cultural resources because it could encourage vehicle 
use in fragile areas. 

Table 2-5: This table repeatedly refers to protection of 
"certain" recreational and primitive recreational opportunities. 
What does this mean? Which areas are protected and which are 
not? 
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+!k%%%%e conflicts 
The draft RMP/EIS applied the least restriction neccessarY to 

Accordingly, lands would be designated as open to 
ORV use unless there was a'documented resource conflict. On lands not desig- 
nated as open, ORV use would be limited unless closing the area to ORV use was 
the only way to resolve the conflict. 

ROROi~a~te~ies. Upon review, BW has revised inventory data for the roads in 
avender Canyons, and has changed these road corridors fran ROS 

class R to class SPM (See revisions to draft table 3-11). ROS classes are 
based on the criteria in draft table 3-10 (see also draft appendix Fl. 

Wildlife. FLPMA's consistency provisions do not ooligste BLW to attempt to 
-R's prior stable nutiers (see the RMP/EIS glossary). These nunt,ers 
are estimates of maximum wildlife carrying capacity and do not represent a 
state land-use management plan. These populations could be achieved only 
under optimal natural conditions (such as weather or health) and if all other 
management conflicts were resolved in favor of wildlife (such as in draft 
alternative C). 

Air Quality. Canyonlands NP is designated as class I air quality; public 
lands rn . gRA [and Natural Bridges FM) are designated as class II air quality 
(draft page 3-28). BLM is obligated to maintain these levels, but not to 
attempt to attain a higher level of protection at the expense of other re- 
source uses and values. BLM is confident that the preferred alternative would 
adequately protect air quality throughout the SJRA. 

Specific Comnents on the Draft RMP/EIS 

Page 2-3. The wording regarding petrified uood collection has been changed in 
response to agency review; Public lands do not need to be designated as open 
for petrified wood collection, only designated as closed where the resource is 
threatened (see revisions to page 2-3 of the,draft). No such area was identi- 
fied witnin SJRA. BLM does not agree that collection of petrified wood would 
threaten cultural resources. 

Table 2-5. As discussed above. the ROS P and SPNM class areas that would be 
protected are defined on draft page 2-16 and in appendix A, draft page A-24. 
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Table 2-9: The table repeatedly refers to protection of SPRM 
classes "where possible." What does this mean? Which areas are 
protected and which are not? 

Pase 2 - : 11 Recreational site development in the Canyonlands 
basin should be coordinated with the NPS to assure that it is 
compatible with NPS plans and policies and the protection of 
Canyonlands National Park values. Any additional recreational 
development in the basin should be limited to relatively small 
scale primitive campground development to assure that Canyonlands 
values are not impaired. Recreational development should also be 
consistent with carrying capacity studies underway in Canyonlands 
National Park. The location must be sensitively selected to 
assure not visual or noise intrusions on the park. 

p a 2-47: NPCA objects to propose land treatments shown on 
P&&e 2-15 within the 2000 acre protection zone identified by 
the NPS next to Hovenweep National Monument. What precisely is 
proposed? How will it affect cultural resources and Hovenweep's 
historic scene? 

paae 2-47: NPCA questions the need and impact of land treatments 
identified on Figure 2-15 alternative E for the Cedar Mesa area. 
What is the purpose of these treatments? What will be done? Row 
could they affect cultural resources and natural qualities? They 
overlap areas recommended for ONA and National Register 
designation under other alternatives. 

Pa- 2 - : 49 The Plan needs to give additional detail about how 
SRMAs would ba managed. Increasing recreation in Reef Basin for 
example has been stated as a potential threat to cultural 
resources. 

paae Z-74: The important cultural resources of Reef Basin should 
be recognized by limiting ORV use to existing roads and possibly 
closing some roads. 

Paae 3 38 - : RPCA requests that I3I.H consider setting additional 
areas off limits to forest wood harvesting. Appropriate areas 
include viewshed lands from Natural Bridges and other areas with 
high cultural values. 

paae 3-52: why don't oil and gas leasing categories coincided 
exactly with habitat areas if the oil and gas leasing categories 
along the San Juan River were intended to protect bald eagle 
habitat? Why isn't this problem corrected through the SJRRP? 

Pa- 3 - : 59 NPCA questions the purpose and impact of land 
manipulations and vegetative treatments in Harts Draw, Hurrah 
Pass, and Indian Creek allotments. NPCA has proposed these areas 
for protection as a scenic ACEC next to Canyonlands. What 
specifically is planned? Row will it affect scenic values? 
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Table 2-9. The protection of SPNM class areas "where possible" is defined in 
draft appendix A. 

;-g$&$-* Recreation site development is addressed in activity planning, not 
The NEPA process gives interested parties the opportunity to 

comnent on proposed developments at that tim (draft pages 2-l. A-l, and A-29). 

Page 2-47. Resource management within the resource protection zone, which NPS 
ldentlfied around Hovenweep W, has been revised. Under the preferred alter- 
native, the area is proposed as the Hovenweep ACEC. (See revisions to the 
draft sumnary, chapters 2, 3, and 4, and appendixes A, H and I.1 Land treat- 
ments would be allowed only if cultural and visual resources could be protect- 
ed (see revisions to draft appendix I). 

Page 2-47. The potential land treatment areas snown in the draft are physic- 
ally suitable areas, not proposed projects. The draft is revised to clarify 
this, and to indicate that priority would be given to maintaining existing 
land treatments (see revisions to draft pages 2-6 and 2-68). Land treatments 
are done to increase livestod forage production to meet or maintain active 
preference levels. The method of treatment would be determined when a spe- 
cific project was proposed. NEPA documentation at that time would assess 
impacts to other resources (draft pages 2-1. A-l, and A-29). Under the pro- 
posed RMP, tine special conditions for Cedar Mesa proposed ACEC would have to 
be met. 

Page 2-49. Details of S!$lA managenent wouid be determined at the activit 
plan stage, not in the PMP. Under the proposed plan, SRMA management wou z d 
have to meet the objectives and special conditions identified in the RMP for 
maintaining RDS classes. 

Page 2-74. ELM did not identify a current conflict between ORV use and cul- 
tural resources in Beef Basin; therefore, limiting ORV use to protect cultural 
resources is not warranted. If RMP monitoring indicates a conflict in the 
future, the ORV designation could be changed (draft appendix 11). 

Page 3-38. Woodland products could be harvested only in designated areas, to 
be identified during project planning (draft page 2-5). NEPA documentation at 
tnat time will identify impacts to other resources and apply appropriate 
mitigation (draft pages 2-1, A-l, and A-29). 

Page 3-52. The current oil and gas leasing categories along the San Juan 
River were mapped along an 01 d river channel, and part of the eagle habitat 
was not protected as intended (the existing channel and eagle habitat are in a 
different place). The special conditions imposed under the preferred alterna- 
tive would correct this problem (draft figure S-4 and page A-25). 

The draft proposes no land treatments for Hurrah Pass and Indian 
i!Z%S?i,ents Draft table 3-7 shows livestock manipulation techniques 
(grazing systems'and range improvements) for these areas (draft appendix U). 
Proposed land treatments in the HartDraw allotment would increase livestock 
forage; impacts to other resources (including scenic values) would be assessed 
later (see discussion of page 2-47, above). 



paae 4-3: Critical threshholds defined here appear to be largely 
arbitrary. Why is a 25 percentage difference chosen as the 
threshold? 

paae 4-7: This page notes that the acreage assigned to each of 
the oil and gas categories will not change. But the SJl#lP says 
in A-99 that existing categorfeq will be re-evaluated under the 
draft SJRBP to see if all concerns and conflicts are still valid. 
Are oil and gas categories reconsidered in this RXP or not? They 
are not effectively reviewed because there is no map, making 
public comment impossible. 

Pa- 4 - : 15 Why can't BIX amend seasonal conditions currently 
attached to existing oil and gas leases to protect deer winter 
range? 

PaUe A-128: NPCA opposes the disposal of lands identified under 
alternative B (T 32 S R 19 E, Section 2, Lots 1,2, Sl/2 NB l/4) 
for disposal. 

Pa- A 13 - - 27 : What is the basis for a 250 foot buffer around 
cultural sites? Why this size and not larger? 

* * * l 

In addition to the foregoing comments and requests 
concerning the draft San Juan Resource Wanagement Plan, NPCA 
adopts and incorporates by reference the comments submitted by 
the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance. 

NPCA appreciates your thorough consideration of these 
comments. 

Rocky Mountain Regional Representative 
National Parks and Conservation Association 
PO Box 1563 
Salt bake City, Utah 84110 
801-532-4796 
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_Page 4-z. For mostenvironnmntal indicators, the threshold of significant 
Impact is not scientifically established. Mere there is no standard, thresh- 
old levels were derived from consensus of the planning team. Refer to the 
response to comment page 10, Thresholds of Siyificance. 

Page 4-7. The statement referenced in this comae& refers to alternative A, 
current management. Under alternative A, oil and gas leasing categories would 
not change from the present situation. The other alternatives address differ- 
ent category applfcations and the fmpscts to of1 and gas production from those 
changes. The current leasing categories are shown in draft figure 3-l. The 
category applications for other alternatives correlate exactly to figures S-l 
through S-4. See the response to comnent page 12, Oil and Gas Development. 

%&%%vernmnt and the lessei. 
An oil and gas lease once issued, is a legal contract between the 

Lease amendments cannot be made without 
agreement of ~0th parties. Special lease conditions are established through 
GLli planning documents; the existing plan would have to be amended or changed 
prior to negotiating lease danges. The RtiP now under preparation serves that 
purpose. However, lease conditions established through the new RMP would not 
apply to existing leases (draft page 2-l). 

Page A-128. The comment opposing lands disposal is noted. 

Page t-13, A-27. The 250-foot buffer was the maximum distance believed neces- 
sary o protect sites listed or eligible for listing on the National Regis- 
ter. It was determined by the PJlP team archaeologist, based upon professional 
knowledge of the area and the types of direct and indirect impacEs projected 
to occur. 

For responses to the conments of the Southern Utah Uilderness Alliance, incor- 
porated in this conment by reference, see the response to conment 9, Southern 
Utah Uilderness Alliance. 



COMMENT.9 OF TNE 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

ON TNE 

DRAFT SAN JUAK RESOURCE NANAGKENT PLAN 

AND ENVIRONMENTAL IWPACT STATEMENT 

working for the Nature of Tomorrow, 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 
1412 Sixteenth Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 200X-2266 (202) 797-6800 

Submitted by 

David Alberswerth, Director 
Karl Gawell, Resource Specialist 

Kate Zimmerman, Counsel 
Lisa Frost, Conservation Intern 

Public Lands P Energy Division 
Resources Conservation Department 

October 31, 1986 



-l- 

The National Wildlife Poderhtion appreciate6 the opportunity 

to comment on the Draft San Juan Resource Uanaqement 

Plan/Environmental Impact Statement. The National Wildlife 

Federation is the nation's largest conservation/education 

organization, with 4.6 million members and supporters in 51 

states and territorim, including Utah. We have an abiding 

interest in the proper stewardship of our nation's public 

lands. 

Our primary concerns about the draft San Juan RWP relate to 

the impact8 on wildlife and the l nvironrent of propoeed 

manaqsmant proposals on thr following oiqht isrues: oil and 

gas leasing and developront, livestock grazing, 

riparian/aquatic habitat management, ACEC'm, threatened and 

endangered species management, withdrawal review, 

wilderness management, and coal and uranium development. 

The. Preferred Alternative (Altarnatfvo -En) is strongly 

slanted in favor of commodity exploitation, especially 

livestock grating and energy development, rather than 

balanced stewardship of comodity l cploitation activities 

with the protection of non-commodity values. This biae in 

favor of commercial exploitation is a violation of the 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

[Comnent page 11 

ELM does not agree that the draft preferred alternative is strongly slanted 
toward commodity exploitation (see the response to conment 2, National Parks 
and Conservation, comnent page 31). FLPIIA requires public land management to 
be based on the principles of multiple use and sustained yield, unless otber- 
wise specified by law (43 U.S.C. 17011a)[7)). 
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Federal Land Policy and Management Act&m (FLPMA) mandate 

that: 

. ..the public land8 be managed in a manner that will 
protect the quality of mcfentiffc, scenic, hi8torica1, 
l coloqical, environmental, air and atmospheric, water 
re8ourc0, and archeological value8; that, where 
appropriatm, will preserve and protect certain public 
lands in their natural condition; that will provide 
food and habitat for fish and wildlife and domestic 
aninala: and that will provide for outdoor recreation 
and hunan occupancy and uaie...[43 USC 1701(a)(8)] 

Our specific comments follow. 

Under the Preferred Alternative, the entire Resource Area is 

open to oil and gas exploration and development activities, 

an increase of 101 of the current acreage open to oil and 

gas activities (p. 4-62). The bias in favor of oil and gas 

davelopment could not be more blatant. 

According to Chapter three of the draft EIS (Figure 3-1, p. 

3-51, extensive oil and gas leasing is being allowed in 

prime wildlife aream (compare Fig. 3-1, p. 3-5 with Figs. 3- 

11 and 3-12, pp. 3-43 and 3-45). A large area characterized 

by sensitive mails and riparian/aquatic habitat is open to 

leasing, nostly without protective restrictions (compare 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 NATIORAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

CConment page 21 

Oil and Gas Leasing Deve7opment 

Not all of the SJRA is open to oil and gas exploration and development under 
the preferred alternative. Under the leasing category application proposed in 
the draft, no area would be closed to leasing, but14 percent of SJRA would be 
closed to surface occupancy (lease exploration and development), compared to 
15 percent under the current situation (as shown in draft table 2-7; acreages 
have been revised fn the proposed RI4P and final EIS). 

This comment correctly notes that draft chapter 3 indicates conflicts between 
current leasing categories and other resource values; the draft analyzes 
alternative means of resolving those conflicts (draft sumnary and chapters 2 
and 41. The draft also explajns what specific mitigation requirements would 
be applied under each alternative to protect these areas (draft appendix A). 
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Pig. 3-1, p. 3-5 with Figa. 3-9 and 3-12, p. 3-31 and 3-45). 

Alkali Canyon, Ronumant Canyon, Rod canyon, Moki Canyon, and 

Cottonwood Creek are all identiiied as riparianjaquatic 

habitat areas (compare Fig. 3-1, p. 3-5 with Fig. 3-12, p. 

3-M) and arm all open to leasing with no provisions for the 

protection of riparian values. The Plan should oxamine and 

propose specific mitigation requirements for thaaa areas. 

Regarding the endangorad bald eagle and leasing proposals 

discussed on pg. 3-52, tha EIS states *...oil and gee 

leasing categories along the San Juan River uere intandad to 

protect 85,325 acres of bald eagle habitat but do not 

coincide exactly with habitat areas.* The catagorioa should 

be adjusted to coincide with eagle habitat to afford bald 

l aglaa in the reaourca area protection. Also, the EIS 

states that three endangered apeciaa of fiah and one 

aanaitiva fish inhabit the San Juan River (p. 3-52). Yet 

the area is open to NSO loaaing, as discussad a, NSO 

stipulations are inappropriate. 

Moreover, deepita tha draft plan's assertion that "The 

special conditfona in category 1 could render some wells 

uneconomical to operatam (p. 4-62), tha Acting Regional 

Solicitor for the Rocw Mountain Region has concluded that 

the Department *cannot usa... [a no surface oecupanoyj 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

CComnent page 31 

The draft preferred alternative (page A-20) provides that no surface occupancy 
could take place within a riparian area. 

The draft notes that existing oil and gas leasing category application is 
insufficient to protect bald eagle habitat (page 3-52) and explores adjust- 
ments to correct this (in chapters 2 and 4). The current oil and gas leasing 
categories along the San Juan River were mapped along an old river channel, 
and part of the eagle habitat was not protected as intended (the existing 
channel and eagle habitat are in a different place). The special conditions 
imposed on oil and gas leasing under the proposed RMP would correct this 
problem (draft figure S-4 and page A-25). BLfi is confident that the 
no-surface-occupancy stipulation is sufficient to protect the endangered fish. 

Apparently questioning whether BLFlcan issue oil and gas leases with no- 
surface-occupancy stipulations, the cor;nent quotes a Solicitor's llenmrandun 
out of context. BLff is bound by laws and regulations, not by memorandums to 
the USGS. Mineral leasing is discretionary with the Secretary (30 U.S.C. 
226); BLN is authorized under 43 CFR 3101.1-2 to apply special stipulations 
(includ- ing no surface occupancy) to oil and gas leases. 
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stipulation as an inatnuaant to vitiate the inviolable right 

to drill given the lessee by the Hinaral Leasing Act.* 

(Mamorandum from the U.S. Department of the Interior, Office 

of the Solicitor, Acting Regional Solicitor, Rocky Hountafn 

Region, to John Retie, U.S., Geological Survey, October 10, 

1980, p. 25.) If NSO atfpulationa do not adversely affect 

the leaaee~a ainviolable right to drill", how is it that the 

standard stipulations could *render mom wells uneconomical 

to operato?" This aaaertfon is unsupported, and in the face 

of the opinion of the Regional Solicitor appears to be an 

araggaration of the impact of these r~atrictiona. 

In the Preferred Alternative E, there is no mention of 

provisions to protect bighorn sheep habitat in Mama Tops, 

Bed Canyon, XOisi Cailj-Oir , Dark Caiiyti;, Nhita Car.yon, and 

Grand Gulch. There are only limited restrictions proposed 

in Alkali Canyon and Monuaent Canyon. It is stated (p. I- 

66) that aoaaonal restrictions on oil and gas leases and 

combined hydrocarbon leases on 285,387 acres exist to 

protect the rutting season. Rut thm location of these 

restrictiona is not specified. Do these restrictions cover 

the above mentioned critical areas? Do they cover all types 

of developsant or just exploration and aaaeaarent? Also, 

there are no proposed restrictions other than NSOa and 

alimited surface uaaa mentioned for the San Juan River area 

RESPONSE TO COilFlENT 3 NATIOWAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION -- 

[Comnent page 41 

Special lease conditions could render a potential well in a marginal location 
uneconcmical to produce because the additional expenses incurred from ccmply- 
ing with the lease terms could cut into the operator's profits. BLM believes 
this statement is a logical assertion, not an exaggeration. 

Provisions to protect bighorn sheep crucial habitat apply to the area shown in 
draft figure S-4 and would apply to all surface-disturbing actions (draft 
appendix A, page A-21). DLN is not certain what this conment means by "Mesa 
Tops"; under alternative E, several provisions were imposed to protect bighorn 
sheep habitat on five specific mesa tops (draft table S-l, figure S-4, page 
2-16. table 2-B, and page A-22). Grand Gulch falls outside the bighorn sheep 
crucial habitat (draft figure 3-11). The location of seasonal special condi- 
tions is stated in draft figure S-4 and on pages 2-58, 2-89, 3-41. and A-22. 
The extent of restriction is discussed in draft appendix A. 
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and other important riparian eon88 including Cottonwood 

Creak, Indian Creek, and Comb Wash (mn, Fig. S-4, p. S-11 

and p. 4-68). dll riparian areas in the Resource Area 

should be placed off-limtta to oil and gas leasing, 

exploration and development. 

The document As-applies seasonal restrictions. Seasonal 

restrictions may be appropriate for mitigating impacts from 

exploration and limitad development activities. However, 

since seasonal restrictions may create serious safety hazard 

vhan applied to developed field operations they are of 

queationablo ua8 in mitigating the potential impacts of oil 

and gas operations. The Plan should identify and propose 

mitigating meaaurea which vi11 protect wildlifa and other 

natural raaourcaa within the Resource Krea from 'the impacts 

of Zfald development and operations. 

Effective means of protecting wildlife and important 

habitats are available, and nacanaary given the documented 

problama oil and gas exploration and development actibitiea 

cause wildlife. In general, the Plan fails to meet its 

statutory obligations regarding the potential adverse 

impacts of oil and gas development. The Bureau should 

fulfill its obligations under FLPRA and ESA to protect 

wildlife and their habitats by carefully delineating areas 

RESPONSE TO COWlENT 3 

CComnent page 51 

Special conditions developed for riparian areas would allow no surface occu- 
pancy within actual riparian areas (draft page A-20); oil and gas lease ex- 
ploration and development would not be allowed. 

The cotnnent does not explain what safety hazard could ensue from applying 
seasonal restrictions to oil and gas field operations. The RMP team wildlife 
biologist determined that seasonal stipulations would reduce stress on wild- 
life populations during critical periods of the year, and that yearlong 
special conditions were not warranted. 

BLM is confident that the draft meets the statutory obligation to consider the 
potential adverse or beneficial impacts on wildlife habitats from oil and gas 
developrrent under different scenarios. Alternative B assessed the impacts to 
wildlife that would result if no special conditions to favor wildlife were 
applied to oil and gas leasing; alternative C, impacts if public lands were 
managed to maximize wildlife populations; alternative D, impacts if large 
areas of crucial habitat were closed to leasing; and alternative E, impacts if 
the seasonal stipulations were applied (draft sumnary and chapter 2). The 
impact analysis indicates that wlldlife would benefit under the preferred 
alternative (draft table 2-10 and chapter 4). 



-6- 

such as crucial winter habitats, calving areas, escape and 

critical cover areas, etc., for l ach spocfe, designating 

these habitats Areas oi Critical Environmontal Concern, and 

segregating them from mineral devoloprent. We recommend 

that this method of habitat protection be used in all 

management units whore crucial wintar, mating and 

parturation areaa, riparian areas, and endangered species 

habitats have been identified in the plan. If the Bureau 

has not completed such an examination, then it simply should 

not allow further leaning in the Resource Area until it has 

mat it8 statutory obligations. 

The Bureau'8 broad rmliancm on NSO and 8it8 8pmcific 

stipulations do not fulfill the Bureau's obligation under 

PLPMA and the Endangerad Specie8 Act to protect wildlife and 

their habitats. This ia because the deckion to terminate 

such stipulationi is discretionary, can be accomplished 

without public notice and comment, and so can be used to 

circumvent the Bureau's obligations under NEW, PLUM, and 

the ESA to examine and mitigate potential adverse impacts of 

developmant, including cumulative impactm. Leasing in such 

areas u8ing NSO'm may in fact invite prem8ure from the oil 

and gas industry to 8eek significant changes in the Resource 

-aa's management outside of the planning procemn. 

RESPI)NSE NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

CConment page 61 

Crucial habitat areas were delineated in draft figures 3-11 and 3-12. 

Wildlife habitats were examined (draft appendix H, page A-72) to determine 
ACEC potential, if any; no areas were found to meet ACEC criteria on the basis 
of habitat protection. 

BLM is obligated to apply tne least restrictive level of stipulations to oil 
and gas leases necessary to resolve resource conflicts (76 IBLA 395 (1983)). 
BLM does not agree that segregating wildlife habitats from mineral development 
would meet this requirement. BLM cannot simply close SJRA to further leasing 
pending habitat inventory, as suggested in this comnent, without NEPA documen- 
tation. This RMP/EIS fulfills the NEPA requirement and does not indicate that 
a wholesale closure would be necessary, 

BLM's reliance on lease stipulations, including no-surface-occupancy, fulfills 
the agency's obligation.under FLPMA and NEPA to mitigate potential adverse 
impacts to other resources. An oil and gas lease, once issued, is a legal 
contract between the Federal Government and the lessee. Lease amendnents, 
such as terminating a no-surface-occupancy stipulation as suggested in this 
conment, cannot be made without agreement of poth parties. 
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Quito simply, we are opposed to the u8e of NSO leasing. 'If 

resources -- 8uch as critical habitat for Bighorn Sheep -- 

cannot tolerate development, then m lease8 8hould be insued 

for such land8 unles8 the lmasom allow only directional 

drilling. Where directional drilling i8 not feasible, no 

lmamw should be issued. Any changes in the conditions on 

such lea8.s mhould be accomplished only through Plan 

amendment. Otherwise, for the Bureau to aswrt that 

critical environmental resources 8uch as vildlifa and 

wildlife habitats can be protected via NSO stipulations is 

8imply a shell qamo. 

Purthersoro, the record to date of the F4uroau's ability and 

willingne88 to enforce 8tipulation8 raise8 serious quecltfons 

about its ability to manage oil and gas development in the 

extensive aroa8 opened to loasfng by every alternative in 

the Draft Plan. No data in provided in the draft plan on 

tha type of enforcement program proposed by the Bureau to 

a88uro that soamonal restriction8 on oil and ga8 exploratory 

or other activitie8 are complied with. Does the Bureau have 

adequate enforcement par8onnel in the San Juan Resource 

Area? Does it have funds available to provide for an 

effective enforcement program? Are the enforcement 

authorities of the Bureau adequate to ensure that effective 

action will be taken against lessee8 who violate the terms 

RESPONSE TO COIWNT 3 NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

[Conment page 71 

Lease conditons are established through BLM pl'anning documents and cannot be 
changed outside the planning process, as stated in this comnent. Before 
negotiating lease changes, BLM would have to amend the existing plan, which 
would require NEPA docunentation. By accepting a no surface occupancy lease, 
an operator agrees not to use the surface of the leasehold. Accordingly, the 
minerals fran that lease can be developed only by directional drilling from an 
area offlease. 

The draft does not state that wildlife resources, such as bighorn sheep. 
cannot tolerate development; literature cited by BLEldoes not support this 
conclusion [King and Workman, 19831. BLM observes that bighorn show poor 
tolerance for disturbance during critical periods (draft page 3-411; there- 
fore, the seasonal stipulations proposed in the preferred alternative are 
believed adequate to protect these animals. 

BLM does not agree that the agency has a poor record of enforcing lease stipu- 
lations. The draft assmnes mat funding and personnel will be sufficient to 
carry out plan decisions, including mineral lease stipulations (draft page 
l-2). 

Enforcement of lease conditions is part of ELM's ongoing Inspection and En- 
forcement program, and staffing and funding levels are believed adequate. The 
RMP provides broad land manageroant decisions; provisions for specific enforce- 
ment operations do not fall wl~. 'thin the atiit of an RMP. 
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of their leases? Are the penalties for non-compliance with 

lease stipulations adequate to deter violations? Nowhere in 

the Plan is it clear that the Bureau has, or intends to 

have, a vigorous policing program to assure compliance with 

the lease stipulations which it uses extensivly to avoid a 

careful examination of the potential impacts of oil and gas 

development. 

J&vestock Gru 

The reported 95* unsatisfactory range condition indicates 

that the rangelands of the San Juan Resource Area have been 

scandalously abused for a long time. And, incredibly, 

despite the fact that 952 of the SJRA rangelands are in 

unsatisfactory condition, the Preferred alternative proposes 

not only to continue business-as-usual in terms of numbers 

of AUHs permitted, but to &mm-ease the number of authorized 

Auks in the resource area (p.A-193)l We agree with the Utah 

Division of Wildlife Resources #at 955 unsatisfactory range 

condition is inexcusabh, and that the BLW should make 

immediate, downward adjustments in both livestock use and. 

prefertame. 

According to the EIS, 452 miles of the reported 401 miles of 

riparian araas are in Category "1" allotments (pp. A-109 - 

RESPONSE TO COWiENT 3 NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

[Cornnent page 81 

Penalties for noncompliance with lease stipulations are based in law (30 
U.S.C. 17011 and believed adequate to deter violations. The draft (pages l-10 
and 2-1 and appendix 5) states tnat laws pertaining to public land managesent 
will be applied. 

Livestock Grazing 

The draft does not indicate that 95 percent of the rangeland in SJRA is in 
unsatisfactory condition, but rather that 95 percent of the area falls within 
grazing allotments classified as I category (draft page 3-54). Range condi- 
tion is only one of several criteria that could lead to I category (draft 
appendix D). Unless based on conflicts with other resources, adjustments in 
livestock grazing preference could be made only after adequate monitoring, not 
immediately, as suggested in this conment (draft page Z-6). (Refer also to 
the responses to comments 30 and 31. State of Utah, Office of the Governor.) 



A-120). Yet, livestock grazing is projected to ramain.at 

essentially current levels, even under alternative *DW (p. 

2-15). Instead, immediate special attention should be 

devoted to implementing grazing systems or eliminating 

livestock grazing entirely from all riparian areas in order 

to restore all riparian ecosystems within the Resource Area 

to ecological health. If "grazing systemzP are implemented 

instead of livestock removal, such grazing systems should 

have as their purpose the rapid restoration of healthy 

riparian ecosystems. Also, all "yearlong habitat", %xucial 

habitat", and 'mesa tops" habitat for bighorn sheep are in 

category "1" allotments (Figs, 3-11 and 3-15, pp. 3-43 and 

3-55). Grazing in th8se areas should be reduced or 

eliminated altogether to allow the natural vegetation to 

come back and improve sheep habitat. 

According to the Preferred Alternative (p. 4-66), management 

to protect primitive and eemiprimitive nonmotorized ROS 

classes will minimize disturbance on large tracts of land 

with bighorn sheep habitat, thus allowing the population to 

increase by 150 animals. What specific management actions 

will take place to accomplish this? What is the timeframe 

for reaching this goal? On the other hand, however, the EIS 

states (p. 4-66) that slivestock use would increase somewhat 

in the crucial habitat areas, which could increase 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 

CComnent Page 91 

Livestock grazing is not projected to remain at current levels under alterna- 
tive D. The draft indicated that under alternative II livestock grazing would 
be minimized over the majority of SJRA (page 2-15). tnat available forage 
would decrease by 33 percent (page 4-551, and that livestock would be excluded 
frola riparian areas (page A-16). 

As mentioned above, livestock adjustments could be made only after adequate 
monitoring, unless made to resolve conflicts with other resources (draft page 
2-6). Under alternative E, grazing would be eliminated on five mesa tops to 
reduce potential grazing conflicts between bighorn sheep and cattle (draft 
page A-221. Restoration of riparian areas would be considered and provided 
for under AMPS developed at the activity plan level (draft page A-29 and 
appendix U). 

Management actions to protect ROS classes are described in draft appendix A. 
The time frame for implementing RMP decisions is explained in appendix 5. 
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Competition for forage on winter range, possibly decreasing 

bighorn populations." Why is this counterproductive 

proposal necessary? Additionally, the EIS states '(p. 4-67) 

that range project developments in crucial bighorn sheep 

habitat would occur "so as not to interfere with the sheep." 

However, the same paragraph states that "land treatments" 

would occur on 1000 acres of crucial rutting and lambing 

habitat causing a loss of habitat and a secondary loss of 10 

animals. These actions negate the results of the protective 

management. 

We support the exclusion of livestock from the five Wesa 

Tops critical sheep habitat areas as recommended on p. 4-66. 

However, the BLW plans to allow the harvest of woodland 

products in this area which according to the EIS would 

reduce the population by 10 sheep. Doesn't this defeat the 

purpose of excluding livestock7 

In summary, despite the draft plan's claim that "The SJRA 

can produce forage sufficient to meet the demand for full 

active preference (79,098 AUMs)” (p. 3-57), the fact of the 

matter is that 951 of the range is in unsatisfactory 

condition under the present pressure of 55,000 AUMs. It is 

irrelevant that "grazing use in the SJRA is based on 

historical usem (p. 3-57). The condition of the range in 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION -__ 

[Comnent page 101 

The statemnt on draft page 4-66 cited in this conment is not a proposal but a 
potential impact. Grazing use was not restricted throughout the entire cru- 
cial beghorn sheep habitat area under alternative E because no conflicts 
between bighorn and cattle now occur (draft page 3-58); the draft states that 
bighorn sheep loss from increased grazing use in crucial habitat areas is a 
possibility, but it was believed to be so renote that no loss nutiers from 
this cause were projected. The text of the draft has been clarified on this 
point (see revisions to draft page 4-66). 

Under alternative E, construction of range projects within crucial habitat 
areas would not interfere with the sheep because the seasonal restrictions 
vould be imposed (draft page A-21); the draft nas been clarified on this point 
(see revisions to draft page 4-67). Impacts to sheep populations from the 
construction of range improvements would be assessed in the NEPA docunmnt 
prepared at that time (draft page A-29). 

The potential land treatments shown in the draft are not proposed projects but 
areas physically suitable for land treatments. The draft has been revised to 
clarify this (see revisions to draft page 2-6 and table 2-7). The draft has 
been revised to clarify that land treatments would not be considered on the 
five mesa tops (see revisions to draft figure-2-15). NEPA docunmntation done 
at the time a project was proposed would indicate impacts to other resouTces. 
including wildlife (draft pages 2-1, A-l, and A-29). 

BLM appreciates this coament's support of grazing exclusions on the five mesa 
tops identified in the draft. Harvest of woodland products would be allowed 
only in designated areas (draft page 2-5); BLM does not plan to provide areas 
for harvest of woodland products on the mesa tops if an adverse impact to 
bighorn sheep populations would result (as determined in the NEPA docunenta- 
tion prepared at the time a project was proposed). The mesa tops are rela- 
tively isolated, and little, if any, wood product harvest is expected in this 
area. The adverse impact to sheep populations from harvest of woodland 
products was incorrectly stated; the draft has been revised accordingly (see 
revisions to draft page 4-67). 

As stated earlier (see comnent page 8), the draft does not indicate that 95 

7 
ercent of the range is in unsatisfactory condition; changes in stocking 
evels because of range condition cdnnot be made prior to monitoring. 
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the San Juan Resource Area is such that immediate reductions 

in livestock numbers should be implemented. 

itat B 

Au in other resource areas, riparian zone/aquatic habitat 

management should be a high priority management concern of 

the BLM in the San Juan Resource Area. The scarcity, 

importance of, high demand for, and poor condition generally 

of this resource in the SJRA dictate6 the need for an 

aggrenaive restoration and management plan for all riparian 

ecosystems occuring in the SJRA. While less than 1 percent 

of the public lands in general (and in the SJRA) 

administered by the BLR are riparian areas, their use an 

habitat for wildlife is disproportionate to their oeourance. 

According to the Utah Division of Wildlifm Re8ourcea, 

riparian area8 within the SJRA constitute 70 percent of its 

wildlffa resource6 ("Utah Dfvfmion of Wildlife Resources 

Comments on Draft San Juan Renource Management Plan and 

EIS,' p. 6). Because BUGS riparian area8 exist in the arid 

and semi-arid regionm of the West, such as the SJRA, the 

water, food, and cover afforded by them are very important 

habitat8 for a wide variety' of game and non-game avian, 

aquatic, and terrestrial speciea. And because of their 

aaaocfation with surface and subsurface water, they are 

generally very responsive to restoration efforta. 

FESPONSE TO COIMNT 3 NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION ~- 

[Cormwnt page 111 
Riparian/Aquatic Habitat Management 

BLM agrees that riparian areas require special managemwt; the preferred 
alternative provides special conditions to protect riparian and aquatic areas 
(draft appendix A). 



-12- 

Unfortunately, there is no evidence in the draft San Juan 

PWP that the importance of riparian areas is recqnized by 

the BLn. Han the BLW carried out any inventories of the 

extent and condition of the riparian areas under its 

management in the SJRA? If not, dam it plan to do so? If 

so, what is the condition of riparian areas which have been 

surveyed? According to the Utah Divinion of Wildlife 

Resources, the lSO0 acres of riparian areas identified in 

Figure 3-12 (p. 3045) *do not reflect that total resource in 

the SJRA." (*.Utah Division of Wildlife Resources Comments on 

Draft San Juan Resource Wanagement Plan and EIS,' p. 4) Is 

the correct acreage figure 30,400 acres, es stated on p. A- 

737 As stated abwe, many of the riparian areas in the San 

Juan Resource Area are open to oil and gas development and 

occur in Vn Category grazing allotmenta. According to the 

EIS, there apparently are no l xintfng or proposed habitat 

management plans for the following rfparian areaa: Alkali 

Canyon, Comb Wash, Cottonwood Creek, Monument Canyon, and 

the San Juan River (Fig. 3-13, p. 3-47). why not? 

We support the proposed livestock exclusions from the Upper 

Indian Creek riparian area (p. 4-68), and from 20 acres of 

Cajon Pond ACEC in the Preferred Alternative E. However, we 

urge the BIN to designate all riparian areas not included in 

BESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

[Conment page 121 

The draft states that riparian areas are important for wildlife and preferred 
by livestock (draft page 3-49; see also MSA section 4350 Wildlife Habitat 
Management). Riparian areas are inventoried as part of on-going range studies 
(draft page 2-Q). Approximately half of the riparian acreage in the SJRA has 
been rated as to ecological condition (draft appendix 0); ratings were evenly 
split between early and mid-seral. 

BLM did not receive tie comments from UDWR cited here during the comnent 
period for the draft San Juan RMP/EIS (see conments 30 and 31, State of Utah, 
and the responses, for a discussion of state agency concerns). 

The riparian acreage figure on draft page A-73 reflects the figures used in 
the MSA (draft page A-61, A-731. The MSA used a riparian corridor of 660 feet 
(draft page A-731, and .the draft used a corridor of 25 feet (draft page 
A-20). After reviewing public comnents, the corridor width used in the pro- 
posed RMP and final EIS has been changed to 100 feet and the total acreage to 
6,000 (see revisions to draft tables S-l. 2-7, 2-10. page 3-49, table 3-6, and 
chapter 41. 

The RMP/EIS identifies areas where HMPs are needed to resolve existing con- 
flicts. Riparian areas were not identified as requiring HMPs, but could be 
included at a later date if specific needs were identified through a plan 
amen&sent process (see draft appendix B). 

BLM appreciates this support for livestock exclusions stated in the draft; 
however, in tthe proposed PMP, the proposed Cajon Pond ACEC has been absorbed 
into the proposed Hovenweep ACEC. and livestock exclusions are not a part of 
the management prescriptions. An interagency review of the upper Indian creek 
drainage did not denanstrate the need for livestock exclusions to be made at 
this time (see revisions to draft page 5-2). 
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Wildernes8 Areas within the SJRA a8 Areas of Critical 

Environmental Concern, and exclude all livestock, mineral 

exploration and development activities, and recreational ORV 

use from thus. 

Ar*as of critical Envi 

According to FLPlU, the BLM is required to "give priority to 

the designation and protection of areas of critical 

environmental concern." (43 USC 1712 (c) (3)) ACECs are 

defined a8 : 

. . . areas within the public land8 where 8pecial 
management attention is required (when such area8 are 
developed or used or where no development i8 required) 
to protect and prevent irreparable damage to important 
historic, cultural, or scenic values, fish and wildlife 
resources or other natural 8y8tems or processe8, or to 
protect life and safety from natural hazards. (43 USC 
1702 (a)) 

The San Juan draft RWB@s treatment of ACEC's i8 extremely 

confusing. It i8 virtually impossible to ascertain the 

reasoning behind decisions to designate or not de8ignate 

certain area8 a8 ACEC8. It is also very difficult to 

ascertain what typa of management prescriptions are proposed 

ACEC8. 

To the interested reader, the BIM'8 decision to analyze only 

10 of the 23 potential ACECs identified in the San Juan 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

[Coinsent page 131 

BLM does not agree that all livestock..mineral , and recreational ORV use 
should be excluded from riparian areas. The comnent does not show that ri- 
pat-fan areas meet the criteria of relevance and importance for ACEC designa- 
tion. Exclusion of livestock from all riparian areas would not be viable 
because livestock depend upon water for survival. 

Areas of Critical Envirorrcental Concern 

The draft has been revised to explain the rationale for decisions either to 
carry prospective ACECs forward or to drop them from further consideration 
(see revisions to draft appendix H). In general, areas were proposed for ACEC 
designation where there was a professional consensus that special management 
was needed to protect relevant, important values at risk. (See also ELM 
manual section 1617.8.) 
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Resource Area (Table AH-l, pp. A-62-63) ia ahrouded in 

mystery. Of the ten considered, only part of the acreage in 

5 of the potential ACECe is recommended for ACEC designation 

in the preferred alternative. 

On p. A-70 the BLX identifiee the potential ACEC, Indian 

Creek Drainage Baain (25,OOO'acrea) aa e...important because 

it providea one of the few trout etrean habitata in the 

regi0n.e Yet'thia area waa no; considered aa an ACEC in the 

EIS. The Hontezuaa Creek Drainage (165,000 acrea), Comb 

Wash Sensitive Sails Area (6240 acres), Uon‘tezuma 

Creek/Alkali Canyon Seneitive,Soils Area (07,450 acres), and 

Butler/Cottonwood/Recapture Creeks Sensitive Soila Area 

(41,050 acres) were identified aa potential ACECs baaed on 

aensitive eoila characteristicm and the reaulting potential 

natural hazards. However, none of these areaa were 

recommended for A&C designation (pp. A-70-71). The Desert 

Bighorn Sheep Habitat Area (329,000 acres), Dry Valley 

Antelope Habitat (34,000), Deer Winter Range (197,550 

acrea), and the Riparian/Aquatic Habitat (38,400 acrea) 

areas all were identified as potential ACECa baaed on their 

value and impotance to wildlife, yet they were not 

recommended in the draft plan am ACECs (pp. A-72-74). With 

reapect to the Dry Valley Antelope Habitat, not even the 

12,960 acrea identified ae "crucial fawning habitat* waa 

RESPONSE TO COIWENT 3 NATIONAL UILDLIFE FEDERATION 

CComnent page 141 

The Indian Creek drainage was considered as a preliminary potential ACEC 
because of downcutting of soils, not because it supports a trout fishery 
(draft page A-70). 

The preliminary potential ACECs identified in the MSA to protect sensitive 
soils were not carried forward because application of either existing regula- 
.tions or the special conditions identified in draft appendix A was believed 
sufficient to protect the special values and mitigate the natural hazard. 

The preliminary potential ACECs identified in the NSA to protect crucial 
habitat for antelope and bighorn sheep were not carried forward because appli- 
cation of either existing regulations or the seasonal conditions fdentified in 
draft appendix A was believed sufficient to protect the animals (draft page 
A-72). These provisions were thought adequate to protect wildlife from oil 
and gas development and livestock grazing. 
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recommended for ACEC deeiqnation (p. A-72). The main rea&n 

given by the Bureau for the above deletions is that existing 

management practicea are suffic%ent to protect the natural 

values in theae areas (pp. A-70-74). The problem is that 

Wexieting management practicea * are m& adequate to protect 

these areas, particularly with regard to oil and gas 

development and livestock grazing. 

We also have problems with the designatione of the 5 ACECs 

in the preferred alternative (discuaaed in Appendix A, pp. 

A-23-26 and Appendix I, pp.A-75-88). All five ACECa 

encompaea riparian areas, moat of which ia in unaatiefactory 

range condition (comparison of Fig. 3-14, p. 3-55 with Figs. 

2-6, p. 2-29 and 3-12, p. 3-45). Yet the BLM propoeea to' 

allow the continuance of grazing in ali of these areas, 

except the fenced portion of Cajon Pond ACEC and Dark Canyon 

ACEC. Also, ORV use i8 proposed in all of the ACECs except 

Dark Canyon. Thia jeopardizea important riparian habitat, 

and should not be allowed. Acdording to Fig. 3-11, p. 3-43, 

Grand Gulch ACEC ia located in yearlong bighorn-aheep 

habitat, yet grazing and ORV use ia propoaed in this area. 

Thia endanger& the aheep uaing this area. Additionally, NBO 

leaainq will be allowed in all ACECs. As pointed out above 

NSO atipulatfons lay not be effective aa a mitigation 

measure. Finally, all desiqnated ACEC’a ahould be withdrawn 

RESPONSE TO COK'ENT 3, NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

[Comnent page 151 

While a comparison of draft figures 2-6 and 3-12 shows that the five potential 
ACECs under draft alternative E encanpass riparian areas, figure 3-14 does not 
show that the riparian areas are in unsatisfactory range condition (see re- 
sponse to page 8 of this conment). Under draft alternative E, grazing would 
be excluded from the riparian areas shown in figure 3-12 within all of the 
gtential ACECs except Alkali Ridge and part of Cajon Pond (draft appendix 

(The draft has been revised regarding the Cajon Pond and Grand Gulch 
A&s.) 

ORV use would be limited to existing roads and trails in riparian areas (draft 
table 2-8). BLM believes this is the maximum level of ORV management neces- 
sary to mitigate adverse impacts. 

In the draft (page 3-58). no current conflicts were identified between grazing 
and bighorn sheep. Under draft alternative E, the potential Grand Gulch ACEC 
would have ORV use limited to specific roads and trails. No conflicts between 
ORV use and bighorn sheep were identified outside crucial habitat areas. BLll 
does not believe that present or projected land uses endanger bighorn sheep in 
Grand Gulch. 

BLM is confident that no-surface-occupancy stipulations on oil and gas leasing 
would be sufficient to mitigate adverse impacts to surface resources (See 
response to page 6 of this comnent). Withdrawal from mineral entry has been 
proposed in the preferred alternative where believed to be the minimum re- 
quired to protect other surface va?ue:. 
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from mineral entry. 

The draft EIS state8 that, "No ranagsment action will be 

parmitted on public lands that would joopardiss the 

continued existence OS plant or animal species listsd as 

throatsnod or endangered, or officially proposed for 

listings (p. 2-S). This is not good enough. 

The Endangered Species Act imposes upon the BLI the 

mandatory duty to take m a&& to assist in the 

recovery. of endangered or threatened species to the point 

where Ckr an+** nmClrC4nn M-w m"" - ~-""--"-'.. i: P.O ~-v-- r?ecessary. --. =-- ThiS 

obligation is articulated in a number of sections of the 

law, the legislative history OS the Act,. and by the courts. 

For example: 

Tha saor4t4ry [of the Interior] U r4vi.w otbor 
Droqrams ad4inistored by him and utilize such 
pro&are fns of the us of u 
IAotl. All other Federal agencies #.&J& in 
consultatiouwith and with thm assistance of the 
Secretary, utilise their authorities in 
furtherance of the purposes of this [Act] by 
carrying out program for the wervatiog of 
endangered and threatened species... (16 USC 
1536(4)(l) [emphasis added]) 

All Federal departments and agencies u seek to 
m endangered and throatoned species and 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

[Comnent page 161 

Threatened and Endangered Species knagement 

Upon review, BLM agrees with the this cement regarding the responsibility to 
cooperate with USFWS in preparing recovery plans for T/E species. The text of 
the draft has been revised accordingly (see revisions to draft page 2-8). 
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)3h&& utilize their authorities in furtharance 
Of 

wded])- 
. . . (16 USC 1531(c)(l) 

The legislative history of the ESA clarifies the obligation 

of federal agencies to recwer endangered species: 

Tbs ultimate goal of the Endangered Species Act is 
to focus significant attention on listed species 
so that, in time, they can be returned to a 
healthy state pllld removed frQBi the list (House 
Rpt. No..95-1625, 95th Cong., 2d ieaa. 6, 
reprinted in [1976] 7 U.S. Code Cong. & Ad. News 
9456 [emphasis added]) 

Furthermore, Congress amended the Act in 1978 to add Section 

4(f), which reads in part: 

The Secretary... shall develop and implament plans 
: . ..rafcrred to as srecovsry plans') for the 
conservation and survival of endangered... and 
threatened species... (16 USC 1533(f)) 

To simply promise to not take any action that would further 

jeopardize the l xistance of threatened or endangered spciss 

is clearly not sufficient to meet the law's mandate. 

Instead, the Bureau should develop and implement recovery 

plans for all T/E species found within the San Juan Resource 

Area. 

RESPONSE TO COtMENT 3 NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION ____-- 

[Coment page 171 

It should be understood that the USFWS yas given the authority and responsi- 
bility to write recovery plans with support from other agencies involved. 
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- Rev- 

This RWP is a classic example of the confusion and ris- 

application of law which has plagued the Department18 

Withdrawal Review Program. In Chapter Four (p. 4-71), the 

Preferred Alternative “Em states the Bureau's intention to 

execute withdrswals on all lands covered by C&MU 

classifications, as well as an additional 13,590 acres, in 

order to preserve the protections afforded these areas under 

the CLMU Act.l Yet in Chapter Two (p. 2-s), the EIS states 

that withdrawals and CLRU clsssifications are being reviewed 

and terminated as part of a separate swithdrawal review 

process mandated by FlPWA:* 

FLPWA requires the BLW to review agency 
withdrawals and CLMU classifications. This is 
done in response to schedules prepared by USO, or 
upon special BLW or agency request. SJRA will 
review other agency withdrawals (24,140 acres). 
After review, withdrawals found to be obsolete 
will be rsroved. New withdrawals will be 
procssssd upon request from the BLM or other 
federal agencies, but can be made only by the 
Secretary or by Congress. 

The CLWU classifications will remain in force 
until either the classification is lifted or the 
lands are formally withdrawn. Existing land 

1 Bowever, Table I-2, "Summary of Wanagsment 
Opportunities Identified,s (p. I-7) indicates tht no 
"potential withdrawals or areas not to be withdrawns are 
identified in the RWP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

[Comment page 181 

Withdrawal Review 

Table I-2 indicates that potential withdrawals or areas not to be withdrawn 
would be identified through the RMP process and states that no opportunity was 
identified to resolve this situation administratively. The table does not 
indicate that no potential withdrawals are identified in the RMP, as stated in 
this conanent. 

This comnent cites draft page 4-71 as stating the intention to execute with- 
drawals on C&MU classifications. Draft chapter 4 explains impacts that would 
occur from alternative management actions'; different areas were considered for 
withdrawal under different alternatives. This comnent then states that the 
draft, page 2-5, contains contradictory guidance regarding withdrawal review. 
BLM does not believe this section conflicts with alternative E; the first part 
of chapter 2 (cited in this comnentl presents management comnon to all alter- 
natives, including ongoing review programs, that would be conducted in addi- 
tion to the other management actions described under each alternative (draft 
page 2-l ). 
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lasses, which have been classified under the RLPP 
or the Small Tract Acts, will not be affected by 
the RNP. 

In fact, according to the EISL several recreation areas 

previously segregated from mining pursuant to CLMU 

classifications have slrsady been opened in the San Juan 

Resourcr Area under the auspices of the sWithdrawa1 Review 

Program” (p. 3-87). The alleged authority for these actions 

is described as follows: 

In 1970 the majority of the public lands in San 
Juan County were classified under the authority of 
the Classification and Wultiple Use (CLMU) Act. 
The classification segregated the lands from land 
and mineral entry which could result in 
disposal... under the withdrawal review program 
enacted with the passage of the FLPMA in 1976, the 
CLMU classification was removed and most of the 
lands were opened to the public land laws. 
(14. 3-973 

This is a serious minstatsment of the Bureau18 legal 

obligations under FLPHA with respect to CLNU 

classifications. FLPRA did not enact a swithdrawal review 

programs wholly separate from the land use planning 

requirements of the Act. In fact, Section 202(d) of FLPMA, 

43 U.S.C. Section 1712(a), specifically requires that 

existing land use classifications must be $eviewea in the 

course of developing resource management plans, and can bs 

terminated or modified QB& if such action would be 

consistent with the applicable RMP. Consequently, all 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION - 

[Comment page 191 

Draft chapter 3 explains the current situation in the SJRA. The current 
situation regarding C&MU classifications is that they were reviewed after 
passage of FLPMA, and those found to be unnecessary at that time were removed 
(draft page 3-87; the comilent incorrectly cites page 3-97). BLM is now using 
the RMP process to review the remaining classifications. Because the C&MU act 
has been repealed, existing classifications made under that act which are 
unneccessary rmst be revoked; those which are neccessary must be legitimized 
through an official withdrawal. 
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action8 taken to date in tha San Juan Reeource Area to 

terminate clasaificqtione prior to their review within the 

context of tha preparation of the San Juan RRP am.improper. 

All lande for which CLRKl claeaificationa ware terminated 

prior to preparation of th,o San Juan RHP ahould be 

identffiad in thie EIS. Purther, any existing activities on 

theme landa which are inconaiatent with the previoue 

claaeificationa should be identified in the EIS. 

Reference in the EIS to the continuing "withdrawal review 

program* l uggeata that additional claaeificationa will be 

tawinated outaide the context of the davelopmant of a land 

use plan for tha SJRA.2 Any l uch.actfon ie unlawful under 

PLPRA Section 202. rurtherrore, under the Preferred 

Alternative, the applioabie iand uee pian viii recommend the 

continued aegragatfon of theme iande. Therefore, 

terrminatfon of the l xieting.claaaificat~ona will not be 

coneietent with the provi8iona of the San Juan RHP. 

In addition, the Bureau muat comply with the Order &tered 

by the Federal Diatric+ Court of the District of Colrunbia on 

pkbruary 10, 1986, in CA No. 05-2236 am follows: the Bureau 

2 Only nine tract8 in the Resource Area preaantly remain 
ciaaaified under the C&MU Act, and are cioeed to entry under 
the public land law8 end mining laws. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

[Comment page 201 

The draft states that under the continuing withdrawal review program, SJRA 
will continue to review the withdrawals made by other federal agencies (draft 
page 2-5); specifically DOE research withdrawal and FERC powersite withdrawals 
(draft page 3-871. These can be removed only at the request of the other 
agency involved, not through the BLM planning process. Accordingly, these are 
addressed through management comnon to all alternatives, not resolution 
through the plan alternatives. 

BLM is aware of the Federal District Court Order referenced in this comment. 
This order applies to implementation of planning decisions, not to preparation 
of a plan. The RMP itself does not serve to revoke, terminate, or apply 
withdrawals; rather it identifies where these types of actions are recommended 
to take place. 
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ray not revoke, tarainata , or otharwiaa Wcdify withdrawals; 

nor ray it take any action inconaiatant vith the specific 

restrictionm of a vitbdrawal or cla8aification in effect on 

January 1, 1961, including but not limited to the iaauanoa 

of laaaea, the male, exchange, or diapomal of land or 

interest in land, the granting of rights-of-way, or the 

approval of any plan of oparationa. This fncludaa all those 

lands identified am having had their claasfficatfona 

terminated under the *Withdrawal Review Program" prior to 

their reviav under the San Juan resource Wanagment planning 

process. 

We recommend the following WSAs and ISAs be designated aa 

wildemeaa: the Grand Gulch oonplex including Pine Canyon, 

Bullet Canyon, Slickhorn Canyon , and Sheiks Flat (105,520 

acres), Indian Creek (6870 aoras), Dark Canyon (62,040 

acres), Hancoa Xaaa (51,440 acres), Cheaambox Canyon (15,410 

acres), Road Canyon (52,420 acres), Fish Creek (46,440) and 

Butler Wash (22,030 acres). Wilderneaa management of Grand 

Gulch, Indian creek, Dark Canyon, Hancoa Mesa, and Cheesebox 

Canyon among other things will help assure the maintenance 

of healthy bighorn sheep habitat and populations in these 

areas = The remoteners and unroaded character of the other 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3, NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

[Comment page 211 

Wilderness Maoagemnt 

The determination as to whether a USA or ISA is suitable for wilderness desig- 
nation was not considered in the draft (page l-10). Suitability of WSAs and 
ISAs in Utah for designation as wilderness was considered in the statewide 
wilderness EIS [SW, 19861 (draft page l-31. 
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WSAa, or their proximity to wilderneaa or defacto wilderneee 

areas managed by other agencies, make them excellent 

candidates for inclusion in the Wildarneaa System. 

High uranium potential exists in the following riparian and 

T/E habitat and sensitive soils areas: Alkali Canyon, Comb 

Wash, Cottonwood Creek, and Monument Canyon. Thim conflict 

is not epecificly addressed. (Fig. 3-7, p. 3-25.) 

Coal Sielda in the SJRA coincide with riparian and sanaitive 

soils areas in East Canyon Wash, Colab Wash, Cottonwood 

Creek, Alkali Canyon, and Honurent Canyon (Fig. 3-4, p.3- 

15). Even -though the BLM projects (pp. 3-10, 3-17, 4-S) 

that the potential is not great enough to attract any real 

interest, vhy not withdraw the land from coal leasing now? 

The coal potential 18 lw, critical riparian habitat areas 

would be protected, and this would eliminate coal 

exploration which would harm habitat. 

This concludes our comments on the draft San Juan RMP/EIS. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

[Comnent page 221 

Other Concerns 

lI,",MP cdn impose only limited restrictions.on mining activities (draft page 
BLM operates under many laws pertaining to public resource management, 

and ii is assumed that the RMP would be in accordance with all laws (draft 
page l-10). Special conditions regarding riparian habitat and sensitive soils 
(draft appendix A) can be applied to mining operations performed under a plan 
of operations (draft page 2-3), so long as rights under the mining laws are 
not curtailed (draft pages 3-21, 4-10, 4-64, and A-11. 

The areas mentioned in this comnent do not constitute known T/E species 
habitat. T/E species will be managed in accordance with law (draft pages 2-8, 
3-52 4-13, 4-15, 4-66, and 4-671. Prior to starting a project, a site- 
specific clearance is conducted within the vicinity of known habitat to ensure 
the species is not adversely impacted. 

Coal within SJRA cannot be leased prior to completion of an unsuitability 
study (draft page 2-2). BLM is obligated to apply the least restrictive level 
stipulations to mineral leases necessary to resolve resource conflicfs (76 
IBLA 395 11983)). BLM has no data to support this comnent's suggestion eat 
withdrawing SJRA from coal leasing is necessary to protect riparian habitat 
and sensitive soils from the effects of coal exploration. 

If coal exploration should occur before leases are issued, riparian habitats 
and sensitive soils would be protected under the special conditions presented 
in draft appendix A. Areas underlain by coal are coincidentally areas of high 
interest for oil and gas exploration; the impacts of coal exploration are 
considered to be insignificant in comparison. 
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The Nature Conservancy 
Utah Public Lands Protection Planning 

2225 South Highway 89-91 
Wellsville, Utah 84339 

@01)752-4154 

September E, 1986 

Hr. Ed Scherick 
San Juan Resource Area Ranaqer 

USDI Bureau of Land tlanagement 
P.O. Box 7 
Ronticello, UT 84535 

Dear Hr. Schcrick; 

Thank you for this opportunity to comrent on the Draft Resource Nan- 

aqement Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 1RtlPIElS) for the San 
Juan Resource Area (SJRAI. I found this document to be very thorough, 
readable and well-written. 1 appreciate this chance to be involved in 
the planning that mill guide the future direction of tha Resource fwar. 

As a preface to my comments, let me explain briefly what The Nature 
Conservancy doer. The Conservancy is a non-profit conservation organiaa- 

tion dedicated to maintaining natural biological diversity. This means 
that we identify and seek protection for examples of the full array of 
ecosystems and species in the natural world. NC focus our resources on 
those parts or 'elements' of the nature1 world that are the most scarce8 
rare plant and animal species, rare communities, and undfstutbed examples 
of common communities. 

Conservancy scientists have summarized the best information avail- 

able on the locations of Utah's rare species and communities. Based on 
this information, one of my responsibilities is to work with the Bureau 
of Land Ilanrgrment (BLNI to assure the maintenance of certain rare spe- 
cies and natural areas on public lands in Utah. One of the most import- 
ant means of doing this is as a participant in the RnP process, because 
decisions that affect rare specie6 and natural areas will b? made thrquqh 
that process. 

Therefore, my comments in the remainder of this letter will deal 

specifically with the Conservancy's tro main topics of interest with re- 
gard to the SJRR Resource nanagemrnt Plan: 11 Endangered, Threatened and 
Sensitive plant and animal species, and 21 protection of certain areas 
that have natural end scientific values. 

National Office, 1800 North Kent Sheet, Arlington, Virginia 22209 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4 

[Comnent page 11 

BLM appreciates this support for the draft. 

THE NATURE CONSERVANCY< 



Hr. Ed Scherick 
Septeeber 0, 19Sb 

P. 2 

fndanoered. Threatenrd end Sensitive Species 

Ry coeaents concerninq Endenqered, Threetened end Sensitive species 
in the SJRA l re divided into threr l ejor subtopics: 1) identity and locr- 
tionr, 2) policy, end Sl smaqeeent end lepscts. 

Jdentitv and Locstionr 

The draft RNPIEIS lists five Sensitive plent species thet occur in 
the SJRA (prqe S-37). I mold like to call your ettention to revere1 
chenqes in thii list thet I believe should be incorporeted in the fine1 
RHPIEIS. 

Two species cm probably be deleted free this list. Astreaelus m 
peentrlis end Eriooonue clevelletus l re now within Ceteqory 3C (tere no 
longer beinq considered for listinq es Endmqered or Thrertened), es pub- 
lished in the Septeeber 27, 1985 federal Register. 

Tro plants should be l dded to the list. gchinocereur trialochidia- 
wver. jnereir (spineless hedqehoq cectus) is en Endangered plent that 
*es found to occur on Bridqer JJck Nesr in 1984. &&& flrvescens ver. 
CplCr (Hole-in-the-Rock preirie clover) is l Ceteqory 2 teron thrt occurs 
on BLR-rdeinirtered land in T39S R13E (SLH). 

Three other rere plrnt species ere loceted mithin the boundrry of 
the SJRR, but so frr we not know to ocmr an BLR-rdeinirtered lend. 
These l re &cleoir~~utleri, Cvaootarua ~ and Panstenon navahoa (sll 
Ceteqory 21. In l ddition, l newly-described species of l ilkvetch, w 
upiscstior Barneby I Welsh (@rest &g& Wetursliet 45:551-552) OC- 

cars et severe1 locrtions in Cenyonlrnds Wationrl Perk to the l est of 
the colorrdo River) it is too new to heve been crteqorixed by the U.S. 
Fish end Yildlife Service. I mould recoeeend thrt you metch for these 
four plrnt species, prrticulerly the Pscleoies end Astrroelu& rhen con- 
ductinq clerrmcer for rertein site-specific projects. 

Recoeeended rctions concerninq the Endenqered end Sensitive plrnt 
species list for the SJRR l re sueerrized in the trble et the top of the 
nest paqe. 

The drrft RHPlEIS lists sir Endenqered end one Sensitive rnierl spe- 
cies in or with potential hebitrt in the SJRR (peps 3-521. The Yetore 
Conservrncy else considers these to be l nieels mhose total nuebers, dir- 
tribotion, or populetion trends rrire concern for their lonq tere SorVi- 

vrl in Uteh. The four endeeir fish species historicelly found in the 

Srn Joan River (two recently reported) ere of l specially hiqh priority. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4 THE NATURE CONSERVANCY 

[Comnent page 21 

Endangered, Threatened, and Sensitive Species 

Identity and locations. Page 3-37. The text of the draft has been revised to 
accomodate the suggestion regarding plant species listings (see revisions to 
.draft page 3-37). 



Mr. Ed Scherick 
Septesber 8, 19Sb 

P. S 

Rscoeeended Rctions, SJRA Endangered and Sensitive Plrnt Spicier Liet 

pfficirl SJRA List 
Plant Taxon FYS Status retair dq&&q~#.& Watch List 

&strrarlus croneuistii Cateqory 2 II 
Eriaeron kachinensis Cateqory 2 I 
Erioaonus hueivbarnr Cateqory 2 u 

Astrmalus sonusentrlis Category SC 
Jrioaonue clwellrtus Category SC 

~flrvercens 
vbr. l slrr. Cateqory 2 x 

Echinocereur triaIcchidiatu% 

vu. jncreis Endangered I 

Ascleoi~ cutleri Category 2 x 
Artr*p*lus oiscrtior -- x 

Cveooterus &Q& Catrqory 2 * 
Pensteeon pwrhm Cateqory 2 x 

It is isportrnt that the RiiP/EIS sake specific l ention of ELN policy 
concerninq protection of Endrnqered, Thrcrtened and Sensitive plwttr and 

rnisrls in the SJRA. Such J strteecnt appears in the section on ilaneqe- 
sent Coeson to 111 Alternrtives, on pap* 2-B: 

'No l mrqeeent action mill be persitted on public lands that would jeop- 
ardize the continued existence of plant or rniell species listed IS 
threatened or l ndrnqarcd, or offieiolly proposed for lirtinq.' 

I 1s concerned that this prrticulrr mordinq say not be cosprchensive 
l nouqh. The above statesent rpplier protection only to species thrt we 

already listed or officiallv proposed for listing IS T or E. Rs I under- 
strnd BLR policy, the Bureau qives Sensitive species the wee protection 
JS T l d E species, with Sensitive species being those thrt we official- 
ly proposed &those that we candidrtes for listing ii.?. USFYS Clteqo- 
rier 1 l d 2). There is a difference between beinq l cindidrte for list- 

inq IUSFYS Cateqorier 1 rnd 21 rnd being 'officirlly proposed' for list- 
inq flistinq prtkrqc, Federal Reuister notice, etc.). The folloeinq 

n ordinq would sees to be tore in accord with BLR policy: 

'Ilo l rnrqeeent action mill be permitted on public lands thrt l ould Itop- 
wdize the continued existence of plJnt or Jnierl SpJCitS thlt Jr? list- 

ed, we officially proposed for listirq, or we trndldrtcs for listinq 

l % threatensd or l ndrnqered.' 
ip. 41 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4 THE NATURE CONSERVANCY 

CComnent Page 31 

Policy. Page 2-8. The text of the draft has been revised to accomnodate the 
suggestion regarding State listings of sensitive species (see revisions to 
draft page 2-8). 



Mr. Ed Scherick 
Septeeber 8, 1986 

P. 4 

Given the BLll'e Stbttd comJite@nt to the continued l xietence of rbre 
%peCi@S, 1 rtteepted to assess how the JlttrnJtiVe l JnJq@eent piJnS (AS 
outlined in the drbft ElS) provide for protection of the Endrnqered And 
Sensitive plbntr And JnieJlr in the SJRA. 

~JnJae@ent And ItpACtS 

Genrrrl JJnJqement objectives shoe thbt I\lternrtivrs D And E would 
provide the best situbtionr for rbre species (i.e. populrtion increrrer 
for both plrnts And bnierls, rherc opportunities l xictl beyond the bbsic 
protection required by lbw And policy (prqe 2-58). On there qroundr the 
Conservancy is eillinq to support Alternrtive E AS the eventurl Resource 
tlbnrqeeent Plrn. But it is necesrbry to look tore closely rt hoe this 
(And the other1 Alternbtive(s) bddresr the specific needs of the rbre 
plant And JnieJ1 species in the SARA. 

As Stbted rt rppropribte plrccs in Chbpter 4 of the drbft RHPIEIS, 
ieprcts to sensitive And T/E plbnts Jr? the sbee for ~11 AlternAtives. 
This ststceent of iepbcts is l rde under Alternbtive A, on pbqe 4-13: 

'It is ISsueed thbt hrbitbtr for T/E And sensitive plrnt species would 
be Protected on A cbse-by-CAB@ bJsis AS prnvided by ibm. Therefore there 

would be no iepbct to TIE tplrntl rpecies." 

This Jssueption of no-iepbct eeees to be bssed on two underlylnq 
rSsueptianr. These underlying rssueptions, with Jccoepbnyinq discussion, 
l re AC folloerr 

Assueotion ql: The SJRA will periOdiCAlly updbte And l bintbin the east 
current list of rbre plrnt locbtionr. 

This will involve bn onqoinq proqrre of inventories to detertine And 
l rp the presence And extent of rbre species populrtionr And hJbitJtS. ft 
would rlco involve contrct mith other institutions, such AL The Wrture 
Conrervrncy And BrighAt VOunq University, thbt l bintbin rbre pIAnt dbtb 

bJSe% for Utbh. I rould urqe thrt the SJRA follow throuqh on conductinq 
such inventories, AS %tJt@d on pbqe I-9 of the drbft RRPIEIS. 

Acsueotion 12: Potentibl rdverse iepbcts to rbre plbnts we JcrociJted 
mith site-specific projects over which the SLH hrr control. 

CJSJ-by-CJSJ project clebrJnC@S Em be done, And JdVtrSe iepJCt t0 
rbre plrntr Avoided, for A nueber of resource usee over mhich the ELI 
hbr priebry control. Such uses include qeophyricbl explorbtion for Oil 
And qbs, pereits to drill for oil And qbr, extrrction of einerrl erteri- 
~1%~ Aligntent of trrnsportrtion routes And utility lines, VegetJtiOn 
treJteentr lchrininqslreedinqc1, coettrcibl forest product hrrvert, And 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4 THE NATURE CONSERVANCL 

CConment page 41 

BLM appreciates this support of the preferred alter- 

(See also the response to comnent 27, from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, on 
tnis topic.) BLM has authority under the Endangered Species Act to protect 
threatened, endangered, and sensitive species from adverse impacts; the EIS 
cannot predict or assess impacts from unauthorized or illegal uses of public 
resources (draft page l-101. 

Although the RMP nmy indicate probable development in an area with threatened, 
endangered, or sensitive species, the draft indicates that specific actlons 
that would jeopardize these species will be denied (draft page 2-8). Wording 
has been added to appendix Q to clarify that lands disposal of threatened. 
endangered, or sensitive species habitat would not occur unless the species 
would benefit (see revisions to draft page A-1251. 



Mr. Ed Schrrick 
Septrabw 8, 19Bb 

P. f 

disposal of public land. Inplrmntrtion and monitoring of case-by-case 

rare plant protection appears to bo provided for in Appmdir B (page A- 
371. 

Hormvmr, certain resource uses controlled by the Sl.H do nat require 
rite-specific e1,arrnces. These are essentially ‘non-point’, l xtmsive 

activities1 tha most notable.are dowrtic livestock grazing and ORV acti- 
vity. Of thmse two, grazing would probably have thr grmatw effect on 
rare plant spscirs in the &IRA. Effects of grazing on rare plants are 

not n*cesrrrily negative. Therm are instrncmr where grazing can assist 

survival of rare plants by reducing compttition from vigorous, coenon 
native species. Therm arc also instances rhwm qrazinq is wry harmful, 

esp~cirlly if the species of concern is highly palatrbl@. 

There is a qrrat need to monitor the effects of such 'non-point' 
resource uses an the populations of rare plants in the SJRA. It is iw 
portant to -the effects of such uses on rare plants, so that mnrgc- 
l ent actions can be adjusted to avoid adverse impact to thtrm spccims. 

For l xamplr, therm arc scvcrrl l easures that cm br taken to avoid ad- 
verse grazing impacts, if any arm found, short of excluding grazing rlto- 

gmthcr. Also, if ORV use is found to be damaging rare plants, then ORV 

draignstions cm ba changed or mmmrgmncy rlosurmr invoked. 

Monitoring thm effects of grazing or ORV USI on rare plants bay in- 

volvm l orm than what is provided for on page A-37 of thm draft RHPIEIS. 
It ttould involve l rtrblishing study plots at known rafm plant locations 
so that trmndr in population prramrtmrr can be chrckmd over time. 

Perhaps this typr of monitoring could br conducted mithin thr fram?- 
work of Allotment Ianrgrmcnt Plans. lo the best of our knowlrdqr, allot- 

ments in thm SJRA that contain rmrm plant species arm as follows: 

Allotment 

Indian Creek 

Lake Canyon 

EndrnarrcdlScnsitivm Soccirr catroorv AHP 

Echinocrrrur triolochidirtur I Existing, 

var. jnweir not rpprovmd 

Eriomron kachinrnsis 

u flwrrcrnr var. l a 2 Existing, 
not opwativr 

Perkin& Brothers Actraorlus cronauistii I None 

Terrr-?lulny Eriacron kachinenrir I NOlIe 

or Slickhorn 

CEriooonum hwivrprns occurs in an isolated BLN tract toward the Colorado 
border, rpprrrntly aallotted But probably grazed.1 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4 THE NATURE CONSERVANCY 

[Comment page 51 

The draft indicates that actions would not be permitted to occur that would 
jeopardize threatened, endangered, or sensitive species (see draft page 2-8, 
revised as noted above). BLM does have the authority to regulate the "non- 
pint" sources of impacts noted in this comnent. The RMP will make designa- 
tlons to limit or close areas to ORV use, if necessary for resource protec- 
tion; additionally, emergency ORV closures can be made (draft appendix E). 
The RMP will also serve as a guide for activity level planning (such as AMPS) 
where specific uses (such as grazing) could be limited in an area if necessary 
for protection of threatened, endangered, or sensitive species. 

Known locations of plants on the September 27. 1985 USMS list referenced in 
this comsentwill be monitored regularly (draft appendix 6). BLM appreciates 
this comnentor's sharing infonnation on known locations. 



Hr. Ed Scherick 

September 8, 1986 

P. 6 

According to Appendix U of the drrft RHPIEIS, the l bove rllotments 
would be scheduled to hrve AHP'r revised or prepared under l ll Alterne- 
tivos except A. Sensitive species arintmrnce could be included ss en 

obj8ctive in these ArIP's, and in AlIP's prepsred for other rllotmentr that 
Ire found to contain rere plants. 

Finally rith regard to rare plent species, severs1 known rerr-plrnt 
hcations sre subject to potential impacts es identified in the drrft 
RHP/EIS. These potentirl imprctr l re es follows: 

4 w flrvescenr vsr. g&&occurs within I favorable miners1 materials 
tree -- e potential investigation aree with high to moderate frvorrbil- 

ity for development -- in 1395 Rl3E (paga S-19). 

4 Astrroslus cronouistii occors nmsr or in s potentirl invrstiqetion l res 
for mineral l rterislr rith high to modcrete frvorrbility for develop-. 
l ent in T4OS RZOE (prqe S-19). This location is rlso epprrently within 

l major transportation end utility ripht-of-wry (page s-85). 

l Em humivraens occurs in one of the isolrted tracts tourrd the 

Colored0 border that hrs been identified es suitable for dispose1 in 
Alternatives A, C, D end E (Appendix 91. This is documented in the 
'FNS I983* reference cited on page B-19 of the dreft RIIPIEIS. This 
prrticuler trrct needs to be retained in public ownership. 

The draft RRPlEIS treats the prot?ct.ion of EndmgrrcdlSensitive l ni- 
~e1 hebitet much the care key it treats protection of rere plants -- by 
assuming that rare rnimel hrbitrt will be protectrd on a case-by-case 
besir es provided by lee, so thet there rould be no adverse impact to 
thr;i species lprge 4-14). 

This l pproech seems vrlid for protection of known held eagle hrbi- 

tat. Further, Alternative E contains some more-specific measures thet 
l pply to bald l egle hebitetr 

l A modest increere in riprrirnlrqurtic hebitrt would occur (prges 4-67, 
681, rlthough not 111 of this increrre is in trees rh8re crpler hrve 
been seen. 

t Iloderetely restrictivm l megement will be applied to l rees with known 

l rgle habitat, Such es no rurfece occupancy Along the Brn Jelo River 
end limited surface use rlong portions of Cottonwood Mesh end Ilontezumr 
Creek Iprpe S-11). I presume thrt the projected NSD tree along the 

Srn 3usn River does coincide with l rple habitat erea, which is l pper- 
l ntly not the best under current l ensgesent !paec 3-521. 

1p. 7) 

RESPONSE TO %OMMENT 4 THE NATURE CONSERVANCY 

[Comnent page 61 

All surface-disturbing activities within the range of the known locations will 
be checked for the actual presence of the species prior to the approval (or 
onset) of the activity. AMPS or revisions prepared for these areas will 
consider knotin locations when planning for range project construction, modifi- 
cation of grazing, or other management measures. The AMPS may include study 
plots or other means to monitor population trends, or monitoring actions could 
take place outside of an AMP. The RMP is not intended to provide activity 
planning or recovery plans; however, BLM will work with other agencies as 
needed to determine if a recovery plan or special actions are required to 
protect any listed species. The text of the EIS has been revised to discuss 
coordination with the USFNS on recovery plans (see revisions to draft page 
Z-8). (See also response to comnent 3, from the National Wildlife Federation. 
on this topic.) 

BLM will manage threatened, endangered, or sensitive animal species as dis- 
cussed above for plant species. BLM wi1.1 work with other agencies as needed 
to InventorY, manage, and where appropriate, provide recovery plans for 
threatened, endangered, or sensitive wildlife sPecfes. 

This cotrment correctly assumes that. under the preferred alternative, the area 
along the San Juan River with no-surface-occupancy restrictions does coincide 
with bald eagle habitat in the area. The current oil and gas leasing cate o- 
ries along the San Juan were mapped along an old river channel, and Part 0 7 

the eagle habitat was not protected as intended. However, the revised re- 
strictions would apply only to new leases:- existing leases would continue 
under the original. terms and conditions until they expire or terminate. 



mr. Ed Scherict 
Septeeber 8, 1986 

P- 7 

It is difficult to geug. the effects of rlternrtiv. l enrgeernt sire- 

tegies on the l ndeeic fish hrbitet in the San Juan River, prrticulrrly 
becrur. the SJRA does not have sol. control over whet happen. to thi. 
habitet. Apparently the trends of rt.bi1iz.d flow levels and increased 
eeter quality eill continue, both of which we detrimental to the endemic 
fieh Ipeg. 3-53). About all thet ten be recoeeended i. thet the SJRA 

cooperate with efforts to protect end recover these pppuleticns, end not 
contribute to their decline. 

The Nature Conrervency is very concerned with the l eintenrnc. of 
rw. plants end mierlr in the SJRA. Beyond l y written coeemtc in thi. 
pert of the letter, the Conservrncy is else willing to work actively with 
the San Jurn Rerource Are. toward the go.1 of ref. species conservrtion. 

Such cooper&iv. work could include inforertion-shering end l cturl field 
erristrnce -- es you require end es our resources 1110.. 

Nature1 Areas 

The Conrervmcy’r interest in protection of nrturrl we.. centers 

prierrily on those sites with relict or new-relict vegetation. Ye Ire 
cost interested in the proposed Eridger Jeck Herr end Lavender Res. Res- 
l erch Nature1 Arms (RNA’sl. Although the other trees proposed for rpe- 
ci.1 dwignrtion here obvious cultur.1, r.crertion.1, wildlife end scenic 

ValUW, l y coeeentr will not focus on the.. 

I strongly endorse the propose1 to designate the Brfdqrr Jeck I... 
end Lavender Roe RW*s es provided in Alternativ: E. It is to your cr.- 
dit thet you recognize end seek to protect the v.1u.s of th.s..er.rs. 
They we excellent locetionr to study coeeon woodlend end shrublend coe- 
eunities that hevc never been grazed (Levcnder) and that er. recovering 
from light grazing (Bridget Jeck). The RN& title seems to reflect the 

scientific basis for these specie1 designrtions ear. eccuretely then the 
ACEC title (es in Alternetiv. Cl. 

The proposed ..nrg...nt of there two . . ..I es outlined under Mter- 
nrtive E (pages A-21, A-77/70) provide. coepreheneive protection for the. 
in l ddition to the RNA tiile. There measures l r. very important in order 
to l eintein the integrity of these trees for long-term scientific ree- 
l erch. I would like to comment on sever.1 of these l enrgement prescrip- 
tions: 

l I would hop. thrt l urfrc. disturbance from valid existing rights is 
l inierl . The requirement to u.. Joc.1, native specie. for revrgetetion 
(peg. A-771 is good. Although erotic plent species do occur on Eridger 
Jack Mesa (e.g. lore1 ebundrnr. of chertgrrss), they we not . l rjor 
Component of the flor.. Additionel, purporeful introduction of exotics 

would be detriaentrl. 

(p. 0) 

JjESPONSE TO COtVENT 4 THE NATURE CONSERVANCY 

[Comment page 71 

Natural Areas 

BLM appreciates this support for designation of Bridger Jack and Lavender 
Wsas as RNAs. In the proposed RMP, because of a shift in BLM policy, the 
areas would be designated as ACECs rather than RNAs. (See revisions to draft 
table 2-7, page 2-68. and appendix H.) However, management goals would be the 
saw as indicated in the draft for the RNAs identified under the preferred 
alternative. 



Hr. Ed Scherick 
Srpteeber 8, 19a6 
P. B 

. It is pood that exclusion fro. livestock US. applier to prazinq by peck 
rnieals used for l cces. (~19. R-781. Peck stock 9rrtIn9 could have 
locally sipnificant impact on Bridgrr Jack Her.‘, l rprcirlly if there 
is en increase in recr.etion.1 es a.11 es scientific use. 

+ Certrin types of nutrient studies could be l dversely effected if deed 
wood for caepfirer is unknoeinply 9.thrr.d fro. study piots. The chrn- 

ces of this happening err probably srrll. Hoeever, potenti. problem 
could be avoided by requiring fuel-burning stoves only. This require- 

l rnt would also check the proliferation of fire rings, rrprci.lly if 
rrcrertionrl use incr8.585. 

t The previous two points rllud. to increrred recreetionrl use. The 
draft RHPlEIS eentions on pa98 4-47 thet publicity (rhether purposeful 
or not) following deriqnetion could increrr. public r.rren.rs end visi- 
trtion of specie1 deripnetion are.8. Because increased r.crr.tion.1 
us. could be detrimental to the tro RNR’c, I would rrco~~~nd thrt they 

not be widely publicized outside the scientific coeeunity. Though rec- 

reational us. cannot be excluded, it rould be unwire to l ncouraq. such 
use of the RNA tracts. It is good thrt the draft RNPIEIS ellows for 

lieiting recreational use thiough a.per.it ryste. if such use is found 
to be cruring adverse iapectr (peg. A-21). So.. type of NmitOring 
cyst?. and criteria will hrv. to be developed in order to implement 

this policy. 

+ The preprrrtion of ..n.g...nt plans for the two RNR'r is celled for 
on p.9. A-35. Ilppendicrs II, H end I elrredy provide l good framework 

for such plrn.. Rore specific requiremntr, such es the recrrrtion 
monitoring cyst.. eentioned above, would not be herd to incorporate. 

The Nature Concervrncy is willing to assist in developing or revfering 
l enegeeent plans for the Bridger Jack Hess end Levrnder Rec. RNR’r 

l fter they err deri9n.t.d. 

I would rlto like to coeernt on sever.1 other strteeents l ed. rbout 
the proposed RNA's in the draft RflP/EIS. 

The section on rconoeic ieprcts to livestock operrtions under Alter- 

nrtiv. E (peg. 4-721 rtrtes thrt exclusion of grrxing fro. relict study 
areas (the RNR'rI contributes to a loss of RUN'r. I believe thrt this 

rtrteeent is incorrect, es shorn .lr..h.rr in the dreft RlPlElSr 

. Bridger Jack W.S. is presently ungrared (peg. 2-791, end her not been 
grazed since 1957 except for trerprsr hors. US? in the winter of 1972- 
73 fp.9. S-38). Levrndrr Rer. is inrrcerribl. to livestock. 

. No l ention is made of relict wegetetion study areas in figurinp RLM 
grins And 1os8.8 for Alternative E on pJ9e h-193. 

tp. 9) 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4< THE NATURE CONSERVANCY 

[Conment page 81 

The two ACECs will be monitored to see if the objectives of protective manage- 
ment are being met (see draft appendix B). If use of dead wood for campfires 
becomes a problem, a stipulation for use of fuel-burning stoves could be 
required. Recreational use of the two mesa tops is expected to remain slight 
(draft page 4-74). BLM agrees that a substantial increase in recreational use 
could be detrimental to protection of the relict plant comnunit?es; again, 
recreational use could be limited if continued monitoring indicates a need. 
BLM appreciates this offer to assist in development of activity plans for 
these areas. 

Paae 4-72. The statement that exclusion of grazing from relict study areas 
could cause an adverse impact to livestock grazing was incorrect and has been 
deleted from the draft text (see revisions to draft page 4-72). The ensuing 
economic analysis did not project a loss from not grazing Bridger Jack and 
Lavender Mesa tops. 



llr. Ed Scherict 
Septeeber 8, 19Bb 

P. 9 

I 
I reiee this point because the loss of AUR's ten bs l very sensitive 

issue, and this type of conflict should not be incorrectly rssocieted 
with desiqnstion of these RNA's: 

fhe section on iepects to oil end pes under Alternrtive E fpsge 4- 
62) states that no-surfrce-occupancy stipulrtions to protect RNA's would 
contribute to adverse iepects on oil end prs production. It is true thet 

NSO restrictions would increese cortr of l xploretion end production. 

However, it seem thet the cost of sccess onto these l ese tops would else 
be fairly high. I es wondering if the strteeent on peg. 4-44 would epply 
to Bridger Jack end Lavendw Heses: 

The no surfrce occupancy stipulation would not sffect l rploration costs 
In areas where l ccees is poor and specie1 techniquec such es directionel 
drillinq would be used reqsrdless of l snsgeeent.' 

Becsuse oil end gss lesser sre defined by lsnd lines, l leost all 
of the lrrses thrt cover the too l eses contsin lsnd below the l ess tops. 
In order to protect RNA velues, it is only necerrrry to l pply the NSO 

restriction to the eess tops: Portions of lesser below the l ess tops 
need not be so restricted. 

Finally, I would like to call l ttention to l couple of oeirsions 
from Table 2-9: 

1. On pspe 2-87, the two RNA's should rppesr under the hesding oi iiei- 
tetione on Surfrce Disturbance for Alternetive 8. I beIievc that 
this is the intent of l eneqeeent prescriptions IS outlined oo peprs 
A-7 end A-73ilb. 

2. On pspe 2-89, the requirerent of netive seed eiees in the RNA's 
should be included under the heeding of Reclseetion Following Surfrce 
Disturbmce for Alternstivr B. This is celled for in the l enegeeent 

prescription on pspe A-76. 

l .* 

Overall, Alternative E is s good cosproeisc thst ee support ss s 
Resource )tmaqrment PIen, with just four l dditionel recoremdrtions,for 
the Proposed RRPIFinrl ElS: 

1. Incorporrtc the rccos8ended chenpes to the SJRA EndmgercdlSensitive 

plsnt list as shown on the top of pspe 3 of this letter. This would 
include en unofficirl '*etch list' of four species thet occur within 

the boundrry of the SJRA, but so fsr hsvc not been found on pubftc 
irnd. 

1p. 101 

I ,RESPONSE TO COMHENT 4 THE NATURE CONSERVANCY 

CComnent page 91 

Paue 4-62. This point is well taken regarding the application of stipulations 
to an irregular area, such as a mesa top. However, for ease of interpretation 
and management, stipulations or special conditions of use will be applied 
usin 
RMP. 3 

land lines (aliquot parts). (See the map that accompanies this proposed 
This occasionally results in restrictions on some additional lands, but 

the overall effect is negligible. 

Table 2-9. The text of the EIS has been revised to accomnodate the sugges- 
t-regarding treatment of the RNAs under Alternative B (see revisions to 
draft pages 2-87 and 2-88). 

Alternative E 

BLM appreciates this support of the preferred alternative. The text of the 
draft has been revised to include the species noted (see revisions to draft 
page 3-37). 



Hr. Ed Schrrick 
Scptpuber S, 1986 
p. 10 

2. Revise the policy statement on rare sp?cirs so that there is no doubt 
about its inciudinq tar that are crndidrtrs for listing (USFNS Cate- 
gories 1 end 2), as suggested on page 3 of this letter. 

3. lonitor the effects of 'non-point' resource use, prrticulrrly grazing 
and ORV USC, on the rprt plants in the SJRA. This could be done dir- 
ectly within the Endangered Species proprau, or within the frrueuark 
of AliP's. 

4. Consider the possibility of prohibiting the gathering of dead wood 
for campfires in the RNA'%. 

In conclusion, thank you for considering these coaesnts in develop- 
ing the SJRA Resource Rrn4gaacnt Plan. I hrve rpprrcirted the interest 
and support thrt I received when visiting the Area Office in Monticello, 
pnd when talking with Arc4 staff on other occasions. I look forurrd to 
continuing I good working relationship between The Nature Conservancy 
and the San Juan Resource Area. 

Sincerely yours, 

4Jc7+ 

J:el 9. Tuhy 
Utah Public Lands Coordinator 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4 THE NATURE CONSERVANCY 

CCo+nnent page 101 

The text of the draft has been revised to include the suggested policy wording 
(see revisions to draft page 2-8). 

Monitoring the effects of "non-point" activities would be a part of activity 
planning, as discussed earlier. 

Prohibiting the gathering of dead wood within the Bridger Jack and Lavender 
Mesa ACECs may be considered in the future, if the need arises, as discussed 
above. 

nanqe to the ET?? Yes. 



Oil 81 Gas Association, Inc. 

July 28, 1986 

Wr. Ed Scherick 
Area Wanager 
San Juan Resource Area 
Bureau of Land l4anag;nent 
P. 0. Box 7 
nonticello. UT 84535 

Dear Hr. Scherick: 

On behalf of the Rocky llountain Oil and 6as Association WBGA). I MI rrit- 
ing to ccmnent on the San Juan Resource Management Plan (RMPl and Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (MIS). RHOGA is a trade association comprised 
of hundreds of members "ho acco""t for "wre than 90% of the oil and gas explora- 
tion. production and transportation activities in the Rocky Mountain rest. 

RWOGA would like to take this opportunity to capllaKnt the San Juan 
Re~owce Area planning team on a comprehensive, well-coatpiled Draft. Ye appre- 
ciate the care in terms of doc~entatian that has been afforded energy and ml"- 
era1 resources. 

There are several points re would lfke to make regarding management deci- 
sions the ELI has made which affect subsurface resources and their associated 
uses. 

First. it Is our opinion that the UnequfvocIl placement of p'imitlve-recrea- 
tion lands In leasing Category 2 is unnecessary. The industry has proven on 
numerous occssfons that 011 and gas activities can be mitigated in such a way 
that adverse fmpacts on recreational uses would be negligible. Ye believe that 
these stlpulatlons Should be applied only on 4 case-by-case basis. Those areas 
xlth high potential for oil and gas should be required to neet performance Stan- 
dards rather than application of blanket no Surface occupancy Stipulationr. It 
Is entirely possible that an operator could conduct his activities In a manner 
which would be deemed acceptable. Since there fs no apparent dircctfon co"- 
talned In the plan which specifies that these conditions could be waived under 
appropriate stipulations, re encourage the ELM to include Such direction in the 
final elan and EIS. 

%RESPONSE TO COMMENT 5 ROCKY MOUNTAIN OIL AND GAS ASSOCIATION 

[Comnent page 11 

BLM recognizes that the oil and gas industry, as a whole, has demonstrated the 
ability to develop leases in a manner canpatible with many recreational pur- 
suits, and with related aesthetic values. However, the P ROS class is meant 
to provide a recreational setting that is an urdnodified natural environent. 
It is BLM's judgment that drilling equipment, development activities, or 
possible production facilities would not be ccnnpatible with the P class. 

Under the five alternatives presented, the draft analyzed,the impacts to 
differentenvironnental canponents that would be expected to occur under 
different levels of surface management. The difference between "no lease," 
vno surface occupancy," and lease developnentwere discussed at length (see 
draft chapter 4 and appendix S). The adverse impacts (including economic) to 
a lessee which might result from loss of surface use represent a canpranise 
between use of the surface and use of the subsurface and were believed to be . . . . 
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Mr. Ed Scherick 
Area Manager 
San Juan Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 

page two 

Second, while we support the elimination of "no lease" areas, this decision 
hardly represents a boon to the oil and gas industry because most of these newly 
leasable lands are placed in Category 2. We believe the BLM should make a con- 
certed effort to grant access to those lands with significant potential for oil 
and gas. Oil and gas activities provide a major employment base as well as pro- 
viding sorely needed revenues to state and'local governments. 

We take issue with the ELM's statement on Page 4-67, "Even with seasonal 
conditions, geophysical activities would disturb 3,495 acres of crucial habitat 
by (the year) 2000, resulting in a loss of 350 deer; oil and gas development 
activities would disturb an additional 1,470 acres, resulting in a loss of an 
additional 147 deer by 2000, for a total loss of about 497 deer". During a 
recent tour conducted by RMOGA for top level officials of the Forest Service, a 
seismic demonstration was performed. It was extremely interesting, and indeed 
enlightening, to observe a doe browsing within the imnediate vicinity where the 
seismic shots were detonated. Since the deer did not even vacate the premises, 
there was a strong indication that there were no adverse impacts to the deer 
resulting from the seismic blasts. Furthermore. that the acreage needed for 
roads in and of itself would cause the direct deaths of 147 deer is absurd. 
Wildlife species have proven to be quite flexible in their habits, and the brief 
loss of minimal acreage due to new road building would hardly cause such an 
impact. 

In conclusion, we support the adoption of Alternative B because it affords 
maximum opportunities to explore for and develop oil and gas resources. The BLM 
has indicated that much of the Resource Area has unknown potential for oil and 
gas, and Alternative B would provide the necessary access to explore these areas 
in order to determine the actual potential. It is possible that we could sup- 
port Alternative E if the BLM were to incorporate more of the management goals 
relating to oil and gas included in Alternative B. However, at this time we 
find it impossible to support Alternative E because it unduly restricts oil and 
gas activities, and, in our opinion, requires major revisions. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments. Please do not hesi- 
tate to contact me if you would like to discuss our comnents in further detail. 

J;Jec- 
Public Lands Director 

AIF:cw 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 5 ROCKY MOUNTAIN OIL AND GAS ASSOCIATION 

CComnent page 21 

The impact to wildlife from geophysical work, stated as a loss under alterna- 
tive E (see draft page 4-67 and the analysis assumptions on page 4-611, would 
come from a change in the habitat, not a direct loss (death) caused by seismic 
activities. Even though geophysical work is temporary, BLM estimates that 
between 25 and 30 percent of geophysical trails have continuing year-round 
vehicular use, which would result in increased disturbance to deer and 
permanent habitat removal. Based on this comnent, the wildlife impact numbers 
have been reviewed and revised (see revisions to draft chapter 41. 

The objectives of alternative B, which the conmentor prefers, specifically 
included maximizing the area available to oil and gas lease developnent. 
However, maximizing access to areas of unknown oil and gas potential would be 
counter to the objectives of the preferred alternative. Please also note that 
the completed RMP will be reviewed at.periodic intervals (see draft ap endix 
8); if the effect of limiting areas to no surface occupancy proves to R ave a 
greater impact than now projected, the oil and gas leasing categories could be 
adjusted in the future. 

BLM appreciates this comnent, but notes that the public conent period was not 
intended to solicit votes for any alternative presented in the draft. 

me to the El3T Yes. 



Sierra Club COMMENT 6 

Cache Group 
Post Office Box 3580 l Logan, Utah 84321 

November 1, 1986 

Ed Scherick, Area Manager 
San Juan Resource Area 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 7 
Monticello, UT 84535 

Subject: Draft Resource Management Plan EIS 

Dear Mr. Scherick: 

The Cache Group of the Utah Chapter of the Sierra Club 
is pleased to present the attached comments concerning 
the San Juan Resource Area Draft Management Plan 
Environmental Impact statement. Our COmmentS are 
based on our review of the draft document and 
numerOuS visits by our members to the San Juan 
Resource Area. This document represents the views of 
our 127 members in Cache and Rich counties, Utah. 

This letter and the document should be entered as a 
part of the public record which closes on Nov. 3, 
1986. When the final RMP is released, we would 
appreciate one copy. 

Similarly, the Cache Group would like to receive other 
BLM documents related to land use issues in the San 
Juan,Rwsource Area as they are made available. 

Rudy Lukez, chair '.\ 
:\ 

(w) 801/863-3702 
(h) 801/753-5568 

To explore, enjoy a.nd protect our nation’s swamps and meadows, rivers and 
mountains, deserts and prairies. I 

[Comnent cover letter1 

BLl4 appreciates the group's review of the draft. 

SIERRA CLUB. CACHE GROUP 
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Cache Group Sierra Club Comments on Draft San Juan RHP EIS 1986 

section 1.0 
Introduction 

In response to the Bureau of Land Management's San Juan Draft 
Resource Management Plan Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) 
as issued in May, 1986, the Cache Group of the Utah Chapter of 
the Sierra Club is presenting the following written comments. 

This document represents the Cache Group's1 official position and 
it is based on an extensive review of the draft RMP/EIS, 
information obtained during research on the recent BLM Statewide 
Wilderness Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Utah, and 
comments from Cache.Group members concerning their experiences in 
the San Juan Resource Area. 

section 2.0 
Summarv 

There is no specific alternative supported by the Cache Group. 
Our review of the five alternatives presented by the BLM 
concluded that none were acceptable to our organization. If one 
alternative mutt be chosen, then the Cache Group supports 
"Alternative D" instead of the BLM selected "Alternative E." A 
combination of 'Alternative C" and "Alternative D" would be even 
better, but still not representative of our concerns. 

Within the five alternatives, we support three goals 
Alternative D, one goal in Alternative C end one goal 
Alternative E as follows: 

0 preservation of natural succession of piant 
communities (Alternative D) 

0 protection of cultural resources beyond the 
law (Alternative D) 

0 increase areas available for primitive 
recreation (Alternative D) 

0 preservation of watershed values (Alternative 
C) 

0 protection of wildlife habitats (Alternative 
El 

in 
in 

1 For simplicity throughout the remainder of this document, 
"Cache Group" shall refer to "Cache Group of the Utah Chapter of 
the Sierra Club." 

1 

RESPONSE TO COtWENT 6 SIERRA CLUB. CACHE GROUP 

[Conment page 11 

section 2.0. BLt4 appreciates this comnent, but notes that the public conment 
period was not intended to solicit votes for any alternative presented in the 
draft. 

It should be recognized that the goals listed in this comnent are not entirely 
ccnnpatible, and that the goals listed in the draft for the preferred alterna- 
tive do not necessarily exclude the goals listed in this comnent (draft page 
2-15). For example, preservation of natural plant succession (under draft 
alternative 0) is not necessarily compatible with preservation of watershed 
values (under alternative Cl. In the draft, protection of watershed values 
under alternative C is virtually identical to that under alternative E. 
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section. 3.0 
9rnanizational I'dentification 

The Cache Group is a part of the national Sierra Club 
organization and includes 127 members in Cache and Rich counties, 
Utah. Members of the Cache Group include, among others, 
students, public employees. hourly workers, teachers, scientists, 
engineers, lawyers, doctors, housewives, and retirees, Our 
membership rolls list native Utahns and people who have moved to 
Utah from throughout the United States. Together, we all share a 
common interest in this nation's environment and public lends. 

Cache Group members have traveled extensively throughout Utah, 
and especially in the San Juan Resource Area. They have explored 
the BLM's large land holdings in southeastern Utah whenever 
possible. As a citizen's organization we often have studied end 
reviewed the BLM's many management plans for various tracts as 
they have become available. 

No person in the Cache Group is paid to perform the UbS*y 
conservation tasks we choose to engage in. The information 
presented by these written comments represents countless hours of 
dedicated volunteer work. 

Wilderness designation and preservation, along with other 
established public lends protection catagories including Areas of 
Critical Environmental Concern and Outstanding Natural Areas, is 
not driven by any self serving or profit oriented motive;rather, 
out goal is to protect the land for its own sake. From that 
protection will come other uses that will benefit the entire 
nation. These uses include recreation for outdoor enthusiasts, 
habitat for wildlife. watersheds for communities, rivers for 
fish, rangeland for agriculture and natural scenic beauty for all 
Americans. This is a'true multiple use of this nation's public 
lands. 

2 
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section 4.0 
Areas 0 f 

The Cache Group urges the BLH to establish additional Areas of 
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) as defined by the 1976 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act. 

Within our proposed ACECs, the Cache Group recommends the 
following protection and management criteria: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

L “. 

7. 

All ACECs would be closed to Oil and gas 
leasing. 

All ORV activity with ACECs would be 
restricted to exsisting roads except in 
culturally critical ACECs. This would help 
reduce and discourage Pot hunting and 
vandalism. 

Withdraw the ACEC from mineral entry. 

Allow livestock use within the ACEC only if 
original values can be protected, i.e. scenic, 
cultural, natural or wildlife. 

Exclude ACEC from vegetation manipulations, 
land treatment and range improvements. 

.Maneged the ACEC area under Class I Visual 
Resource Management criteria. 

Exclude private and commercial woodland 
production within ACECs. 

Specific ACEC proposals follow: 

4.1 Canvonlands Basig. 

An ACEC should be established. for all BLM lands which are 
visible from either Canyonlands National Park, BLM's Needles 
Overlook or BLM's Canyonlands Overlook. This will protect: 

(a) cultural values found in the basin 
(b) the National Park boundary 
(c) Hatch Point Cliffs 
(d) Lockhart Basin 

an important archeoastronomy site 
numerous rock art sites 

3 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 6 SIERRA CLUB. CACHE GROUP 

[Comnent page 31 

Section 4.0. This comnent's suggestions regarding management prescriptions 
for ACECs have been reviewed. The approach taken in the draft was to apply 
the least-limiting level of restriction neccessary to resolve resource con- 
flicts, as directed by IBLA (76 IBLA 395 (1983)). 

On the basis of this and other comments, the preferred alternative has been 
revised to propose ACEC designation for several areas mentioned in this com- 
ment; the other areas nominated in this comnent have been analyzed in alterna- 
tive D (see revisions to the draft sumnary, chapters 2, 3, and 4, and appen- 
dixes A. H and I). See the response to comnent 2 from National Parks and 
Conservation Association for a discussion of all areas suggested in this 
comment. In the proposed RMP, the Cajon Pond proposed ACEC [part of the draft 
preferred alternative) has been absorbed into the Hovenweep proposed ACEC. It 
is treated as a special emphasis area within the ACEC. 

This comnentmentions integral vistas important to area visitors as one 
rationale for proposing the Canyonlands Basin for designation as an ACEC. 
ACEC designations are not necessary for the protection of integral vistas. In 
a speech before the National Recreation and Park Association's 1985 Congress 
for Recreation and Parks, Secretary of the Interior Hodel stated that integral 
vista designation and protection measures should be handled by state govern- 
ments, not by BLM. (A news release issued October 25, 1985 by the Office of 
the Secretary covered the text of that speech. See also 40 CFR 52, January 
23, 1986; 51 Federal Register 3046.) 
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(P) integral vistas important to area visitors 

4.2 Beef Basin. 

All lands between Canyonlands National Park, Hanti-La Sal 
National Forest and Dark Canyon Plateau which can be viewed 
from the National Park should be placed into an ACEC. This 
would include parts of Beef Basin, Dark Canyon Plateau, 
Cathedral Butte and Fable Valley. The scenic and cultural 
values are exceptional here. 

4.3 Natural Bridees. 

All ACEC adjoining Natural Bridges National Monument is 
important for continued visitor enjoyment. Natural Bridges 
is a very small park. and many who enjoy the broad vistas 
from the park do not realize that they are really viewing 
BLM lands. This is where the BLM has a responsibility to 
manage the neighboring tracts for the benefit of the park's 
visitors. 

An ACEC here should include: 

(1) Woodenshoe Butte 
(2) The Toe 
(3) Deer Canyon 
(4) Harmony Flat 

Most of the lands between the National Monument and the 
nearby Manti-La Sal National Forest qualify for ACEC 
designation. 

mv. 4 4 

A 2000 acre Hovenweep ACEC should be established by the BLM 
so that important cultural and SC.ZIliC values can be 
protected. The National Park Service recommended this 
protection in its 1985 Hovenweep National Monument 
Management Plan. If the BLM finds that it cannot protect 
and manage this area through ACEC designation. then it 
should be transfered to the National Park Service since the 
area is integral to archeological sites in the monument. 

4.5 Glen Canvon National Recreation Area. 

All lands within the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 
that are administered by the San Juan BLM office should be 
given ACEC status. This area has exceptional natural, 
scenic, cultural and wildlife values. 

4 
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4.6 Cedar Mesa 

The Cache Group supports ACEC designation based on the 
proposed archeological district in alternatives C and D. 
This ACEC should include: 

Grand Gulch 
Johns Canyon 
Slickhorn Canyon 
Fish and Owl Canyons 
Lime Canyon 
Road Canyon 
Mule Canyon 
Arch Canyon 

(9) Comb Ridge 

The above areas all contain significant and outstanding 
cultural. scenic and natural values. The draft plan 
supports this by noting that this area has a wealth of 
undisturbed Basketmaker and Pueblo sites. Without adequate 
protection, the entire ares will be very vulnerable to pot 
hunting. 

4.7 Alkali Ridge. 

The Cache Group encourages the BLH to adopt the 170,320 acre 
Alkali Ridge ACEC as described in alternative D. It is 
unfortunate that the BLM chose to reduce this proposed 
ACEC's size to only 35,890 acres in alternative E. 

If the larger ACEC is not established, then the important 
cultural artifacts found here, namely the Basketmaker and 
Pueblo indian village sites, will be subject to increased 
pressures from vanadalism, energy development and 
exploration, road construction and proposed vegetation 
manipulations. 

4.8 White Canvon Comolex. 

The cultural and scenic values for the area from Utah state 
route 95 to Drak Canyon Plateau and Manti-La Sal National 
Forest should be protected through ACEC designation. This 
area should include: 

(1) Cheesebox Canyon 
(2) Gravel Canyon 
(3) Long Canyon 
(4) Fortknocker Canyon 
(5) Jacob's Chair 

5 
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4.9 Hokt-Red Canvon Comolex. 

The cultural values of the lands in the Moki-Red Canyon area 
will best be protected through ACEC designation. Designated 
lands should include: 

(1) Red Canyon 
(2) Cedar Canyon 
(3) Forgotten Canyon 
(4) Moki Canyon 
(5) North Gulch 
(6) Lake Canyon 

4.10 Dark Canvon and Middle Point. 

A Dark Canyon/Middle Point ACEC would protect substantial 
scenic, cultural and natural values in this area. The Cache 
Group finds the BLM's proposed designation of Dark Canyon as 
an ACEC to be very encouraging, but Middle Point should be 
included as well. 

As the BLH is probably aware, Dark Canyon and the 
surrounding area has been receiving significantly more and 
more recreational use each year. The primitive recreational 
values of this area far exceed any other planned and 
potential development concerns. 

4.11 Calon Pond. 

The Cache Group supports a Cajon Pond ACEC with a minimum of 
40 acres. It would be better to expand this ACEC to at 
least 250 acres to best protect this unique area. 
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Section 5..0 
Outstandinn Aatural Areas 

The Cache Group has identified several locations in the San Juan 
Resource Area which should be designated as Outstanding Natural 
Areas (ONA). This designation will give the following areas the 
recognition they deserve for their outstanding recreational and 
scenic values. 

5.1 Canvonlands Basiq. 

All lands within the Canyonlands Basin should be designated 
as an ONA. This area is especially important because of 
neighboring Canyonlands National Park. This park is 
receiving more and more visitors each year. These visitors 
come partly to experience the grand vistas and scenic 
wildlands which surround the park, 
realize that 

but they probably do not 
many of the visible lands have poor and 

inadequate protection. The lands in Canyonlands Basin are a 
natural extension of the National Park; ONA status will best 
protect these lands for their recreational and scenic 
values. 

5.2 Cedar Mes a. 

Ali roadless lands in the Cedar Mesa ACEC (as outlined in 
section 4.6) should be given ONA status. 

5.3 White Canvon Comley. 

This entire area as described in section 4.8 should be given 
ONA status. 

5.4 Dark Canyon and Middle Point. 

All the lands in the Dark Canyon and Middle Point area 
should be recognized for their outstanding qualities through 
ONA designation. This is especially important with the 
increased use of this area for primitive recreation. 

BESPONSE TO COMMENT 6 ,SIERRA CLUB. CACHE GROUP 

[Comnent page 71 

Section 5.0. This comment identifies several areas for ONA designation. BLM 
IS phasing out this designation in favor of the ACEC designation. This cm- 
ment recommends designation of the nominated area as an ONA on the basis of 
scenic, natural and recreational values. An ACEC designation cannot be based 
solely on recreational values (43 CFR 1610.7-2(a)(l)). See the response to 
comnent 2 from National Parks and Conservation Association for a discussion of 
all areas suggested in this comnent. 

Congress did not direct that public lands be managed so as to buffer areas 
actninistered by NPS, or to preserve park values. See response to comment 2 
from National Parks and Conservation Association for a discussion of this 
topic. 
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section 6.0 
2aecific Issue Concert 

6.1 BLM's Failure to Recoenize Cultural Resource Values. 

By selecting alternative E. it is apparent that the BLM has 
failed to recognize its own reports on cultural resource 
values in the San Juan Resource Area. Alternative E does 
not provide adequate protection for the resource area, even 
though the draft plan states: 

Archeologically, the San Juan Resource Area is one 
of the richest locales under BLM management (pg 3- 
60). 

and 

Archeologists estimate that the San Juan Resource 
Area may hold as many as 200.000 (archeological) 
sites (pg 3-60). 

however, the BLM goes on to note 

K*ny sites have been disturbed or destroyed 
through human activity over the past 100 years. 
it is now difficult to find undisturbed cultural 
resource8 (pg 3-60). 

The RMP must include stringent actions to protect these 
irreplaceable resources. The actions should include: 

(a) protect all potential archeological sites 
until a thorough inventory is completed. 

(b) develop criteria to restrict and eliminate 
destructive off-road vehicle, land treatment 
and energy development activities. 

(cl increased patrols for cultural resource 
protection. 

Cd) evaluation of sites for National Historical 
Regfstor nomination. 

(e) Additional acreage around exsisting sites. 

The BLM might say that this cannot be done because of budget 
restrictions and reductions. However, if a "Cultural 

8 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 6, SIERRA CLUB. CACHE GROUP 

CComaent page 81 
Section 6.0. BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources. BLM is 
confident that the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for 
management of cultural resources in SJRA. The draft provides for inventory to 
identify cultural sites, and for protection of sites (draft page 2-6). 

As stated above, 8LM can close areas to ORV use or mfnerals development only 
where these measures would be the least restrictive measures necessary to 
protect other resource values. The proposed RMP would limit ORV use over 
about two-thirds of SJRA; many areas with high cultural resource values would 
be closed to ORV use, and other areas would have ORV limitations (draft table 
2-9, as revised). 

The draft discusses the potential for nominating cultural resource sites to 
the National Register (draft page 2-6 and table 2-20). 

BLM is also concerned with enforcement of laws protecting cultural resources. 
However, the RMP is a land-use management plan which provides for the alloca- 
tion of multiple uses under law (draft page l-10). The RMP does not plan for 
illegal resource uses or provide an appropriate forum to resolve adninistra- 
tive concerns such as funding and personnel needs (draft table I-2 and figure 
I-3). 
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Resource Plan" was developed for this 8re.s. the BLM could 
then highlight to Congress that critical need for special 
management and financial considerations in the San Juan 
area. 

6.2 National Park Protection. 

The BLH must use the San Juan RNP to better protect the 
various National Park Service units found in this area. 
This includes: 

(a) Canyonlands National Park 
(b) Hovenweep National Monument 
(c) Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 
Cd) Natural Bridges National Monument 

Protection of adjacent lands is important to protect park 
vistas ( cultural resources, natural ecosystems, recreation 
opportunties and wildlife resources. 

6.3 Financial and Cost Review. 

The Cache Group questions several of the values presented in 
table 2-4, "Summary of Estimated Management 
Alternative." 

Costs, by 
since Alternative D requires minimal 

management through reduced development activity, why then 
does it cost more than any other laternative? It appearsa 
that subactivities 4311 (Forest Management), 4351 (Habitat 
Management), and 8100 (Range Improvements) appear to be 
overvalued. 

6.4 Wilderness Prouosals 

The Cache Group recognizes that the RMP's purpose does not 
include pursuing wilderness designation, yet, this issue 
must be better accounted for in the plan. During the past 
year, a number of proposals were submitted regarding 
wilderness designation including one from the Utah 
Wilderness Coalition. Many BLM lands within this 5.1 
million acre proposal are within the San Juan Resource Area. 

The RMP should carefully review the comments written 
regarding the UWC's proposal since the issues raised during 
the DEIS comment period are very relevant to the San Juan 
Resource Area. Many people supported the UWC's proposal and 
submitted either. oral testimony or written comments. Land 
use planning for the San Juan Resource Area should include 
the presented concerns. 

9 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 6 SIERRA CLUB. CACHE GROUP 

[Comment page 91 

The draft (page 2-6 and table 2-7) identified areas where specific cultural 
resource management plans would be developed; these would be the activity 
plans prepared after the RMP (draft pages 2-l and A-29). 

Section 6.2. The NPS Organic Act, as amended, which. regulates use of NPs, 
does not address the administration of public lands; it does not require the 
Secretary to leave public lands unimpaired to preserve park values. To the 
contrary, in FLPFIA Congress provided tiiat public lands are to be managed for 
multiple use and sustained yield, whether in proximity to an NPS unit or not 
(draft page l-9). BLM planners are under no obligation to protect NPS units, 
just as NPS planners are not required to protect public land uses. 

Section 6.3. Budget figures shown in draft table 2-4 are in error and have 
been corrected (see revisions to draft table 2-4 and appendix K). See the 
response to consnent 9 from Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance for a full 
discussion on this topic. 

Section 6.4. The cornnents submitted by the Utah Wilderness Coalition in 
support of wilderness designation in Utah will be reviewed and answered as 
part of the statewide wilderness EIS effort. The RIIP addressed management of 
public lands in SJRA if released from wilderness review by Congress without 
wilderness designation (draft page l-2). 
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5.5 Developed Recreation Site s. 

The Cache Group supports the developed recreation sites 
listing proposed for both Alte%native C end Alternative E. 
These sites include: 

(a) Comb Wash Campsite 
(b) Arch Canyon Campsite 
(c) Indian Creek Campsite 
Cd) Indian Creek Falls Campsite 
(e) Pearson Canyon Hiking Trail and Campsite 

our support is contingent upon protection of surrounding 
cultural. scenic and wildlife values. 

4.6 National Reeister Proverties. 

The following properties should be added to the National 
Register of Properties: 

Kachina Panel 
Monarch Cave 
Three Story Ruin 
Ruin Spring 
Davis Canyon Archeoastronomy Site 
Moon House Ruin 
Shay Canyon Petroglyph 
River House Ruin 
Three Kiva Pueblo 
Butler Wash Ruin 
Mule Canyon Ruin 

6.7 Petrified Wood CollectioR. 

The Cache Group is opposed to =*y attempt to allow or 
promote petrified wood collection on BLH lands in the San 
Juan Resource Aree. This mineral wood should be considered 
as unique and rare a resource as =*Y ancient indian 
artifact. 

6.8 Recreational Usaee. 

The Cache Group reminds the BLM that the San Juan Resource 
Area is becoming more and mbre popular every year. From the 
RMP, 

The SJRA attracts recreationists from throughout 
the United States and abroad. White water 

10 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 6, SIERRA CLUB. CACHE GROUP 

CComnent page 101 

Section 6.5. 
listed in 

BLM appreciates this support of the developed recreation sites 
' the preferred alternative. 

Section 6.6. BLM recognizes the importance of the sites mentioned in this 
comnent (draft table 2-2); however, it is not cost-effective for ELM to nomf- 
nate individual cultural properties to the National Register. Anyone. includ- 
ing the comnentor. can nominate cultural sites to the National Register. ELM 
manages sites that are potentially eligible for listing the same as sites that 
are listed on the National Register (draft page 2-6); therefore, the outcome 
of RMP decisions would not be affected, regardless of whether the sites are 
nominated, listed, or not nominated. 

Section 6.7. Petrified wood, very cotnnon within SJRA. is not managed under 
the same regulations as are ancient Indian artifacts (draft chapter 3). Based 
on agency review, the draft has been revised to show that SJRA will not be 
designated as open for petrified wood collection; instead, no areas will be 
designated as closed (see revisions to draft, page 2-3). BLM believes that 
this maintains the status uo which is not the equivalent of promoting the 
collection of petrified00 . +I-' 
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rafting. backcountry use, archeological 
observation, ORV use and sightseeing are major 
recreational activities in the SJRA. The San Juan 
River ( the deeply incised canyons and the 
extensive archeological r*SOUlTC* contribute to 
these activities (pg 3-66). 

This seems to underscore the need for land protection as 
outlined by the Cache Group. The BLM, however, further 
underscores this point by noting, 

visitor use, both motorized and nonmotorized, is 
expected to increase substantially by (the year) 
2000 (pg 3-66). 

Also in the RMP, the BLM notes that gold, uranium, 
limestone, tar sand and coal production is either not 
significant or not possible. For example, from the RMP, 

Tar Sands. 
There is no known quality or quantity of reserve 
(of tar sands). (pg 3-17) 

Production of coal from the San Juan region has 
been insignificant. (pg 3-10). 

About 212,000 LIC‘.zD of __-__ " * + Y poor quality coal 
deposits underlie public lands in the San Juan 
Coal Field. This is the only area that would be 
considered for coal development. (pg 4-S) 

Gold -. 
The gold along the San Juan River is very fine and 
cannot be removed in quantity using conventional 
methods. (pg 3-27). 

With these points, and many other similar items, it appears 
that the BLM should strive for resource protection rather 
than resource develooment. With this protection, through 
ACEC. ONA and wilderness designation, COlll*S not only 
physical land protection but also protection for wildlife 
habitats, cultural artifacts, primitive recreation 
opportunties and watersheds. 

Yet, the RMP does not seem to address this. Instead, the 
BLH is striving for a "balance" between a heavy demand such, 
as recreation, wildlife and culural protection, and a low 
demand such as mineral extraction and land development. The 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 6 SIERRA CLUB.CACHE GROUP 

CComnent page 111 

Section 6.8. BLM recognizes that protection of some values may result in the 
production of others; for example, the protection of scenic resources may 
result in the production of recreational opportunities. Accordingly, no 
alternative in the draft can be labled either a production or a protection 
alternative; each alternative protects some values and produces other values 
or opportunities (draft page 2-12). 

Leaving part of SJRA open for mineral developnmnt does not ensure that devel- 
opnentwould occur, any more than leaving the area open to recreation use 
ensures that recreational use would occur. Where mineral potential is poor, 
it may be assumed that the prospect of mineral development is correspondingly 
poor (draft chapter 41. 
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proposed BLM "balance" 
demand items. 

provides too much weight for'the low 

6.9 Wildlife Resource%. 

The Cache Group recommends maximum natural protection for 
Pronghorn Antelope, 

Ripsrian/Aquatic environments. This protection should be 
protection without chainings, chemical 

sprayings and other forms of non-native 
manipulstion. ACEC and ONA protection would be helpful to 
m**t the requirements for adequate wildlife protection. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 6 SIERRA CLUB. CACHE GROUP, 

[Comnent page 121 

Section 6.9. The preferred alternative in the draft provided the maxIrmm 
protection believed necessary to protect crucial habitats of big game species 
and riparian areas (draft appendix A). Land treatments that were considered to 
have we potential to adversely affect wildlife were not carried into the 
preferred alternative (draft figure 2-15, as revised). When specific land 
treatment projects are proposed, site-specific NEPA documentation would be 
prepared; this would identify any adverse impacts projected to occur to wild- 
;t;'gi and the project could be modified accordingly (draft Pages 2-l. A-l, and 
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Chance to tne EE Yes. 



The Cache Group thanks the BLM for extending the comment 
deadline to November 3, 1986. We also thank the BLH for 
providing us with additional copies of the draft RMP. 
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WEMIMUCI-IE GROUP 
Sierra Club 

It?a Box1696 
Durango,co sl301 

October 31, 1986 

Area Hanager Ed Scherick 
San Juan Resource Area 
P.O. Box 7 
Monticello, UT 84535 

Dear Mr. Scherick: 

The Weminuche Group of the Sierra Club represents about 150 members residing 
in southwest Colorado. Many of our members are frequent users of the federal 
lands affected by the San Juan Resource Management Plan. For that reason we 
would like to comment briefly on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) dated May 1986. 

The federal lands in southeast Utah are unique. They represent some of the 
most exposed geologfc history anywhere in the world. In addition, the 
cultural resources and opportunities for solitude and a true wilderness 
experience are qualities that deserve protection from human activities that 
would diminish or destroy those qualities. 

Df tk five dtematires presented In the DES. we cm support only 
Altematlvc D. The preferred alternative, Alternative E, fails to provide 
adequate protection to the unique qualities mentioned above. 

Of particular concern is the emphasis given to grazing on these lands and 
activities that support grazing, including vegetation treatment practices such 
as chaining. Only massive federal subsidies make these lands in ar\y way 
practical for grazing. Below market value leasing and range manipulation at 
taxpayer expense should cease. 
grazing activities, as 

The adverse impacts of continued and expanded 
described in Alternatives A, B and E, are unacceptable. 

Expanded off-road-vehicle use also constitutes a major threat to cultural 
resources, natural vegetation and wildlife, and the opportunities for 
primitive recreational experiences. 
acceptable conditions for ORV use. 

Alternative D provides the most 
I 

Xe urge you to grant outstanding natural area (ONA) status to Cheesebox Canyon 
and Uancos Mesa in addition to the others specified in Alternative D. 

Thank you for this opportunity to present our coimaents on your proposed 
Resource Management Plan. Please keep us on your list of interested parties 
and notify us of your decisions regarding the RMP and other activities that 
might impact these lands. 

Sincerely, 

Lewis McCool 
Chairman 

RESPONSE TO COEIKNT 7 

[Comment Page 11 

BLM agrees that geologic resources in SJRA present unique opportunities. 

BLM appreciates this conment, but notes that the public comnent period was 
intended to solicit votes for any alternative presented in the draft. 

Grazing use of public lands'is authorized under the Taylor Grazing Act and 
FLPMA, and will be allowed to continue within the paramters of BLM's mult 
use mandate. 

The conmvants regarding ORV use and OWA designations are noted. BLM has 

dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC designation. 

znqe to the EIE NO. 

not 

.iple 



October 28, 1986 

Ed Scherick, San Juan Resource Area Manager 
Pureau of Land Management 
P.O. Pox 7 
Monticello, Utah 84535 

Mr. Schericlc, 

I would I ilte to QO on record for submitting these 

comments for the San Juan Resosurce Management Plan. First, 

it is my opinion that coal unsuitability criteria should be 
established as early as possible in the planning process. 
Second, if leases are issued will tliere be a chance for 

ci tiren input? And third, I would suggest that YOU do not 

1 ease coal resources; al so do not designate coal lease 

areas, lease coal or allow coal exploration. 
I do not think there should be any coal leased or mined 

within the boundaries of the San Juan Resource ManaGemen t 

Plan. There is plenty fo coal being mined in the Price area 

already. 
Thank you for considering these comments. 

gzpL 

LUCY r, Coal Issue Specialist 
Utah Chapier, Sierra Club 
872 North OaKley Street 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84116 

SV - 

The draft indicates that neither coal leasing nor designation of coal lease 
areas is contemplated at this time due to the poor showing of coal in place, 
and that coal exploration is not expected to occur (draft pages 2-2. 3-17, and 
4-61). The draft further states (page 2-2) that the unsuitabilfty criteria 
will be applied and the RMP amended if coal leasing ever becomes probable. 
The public would have an opportunity to provide input into the application of 
the coal unsuitability criteria, which would be used to establish areas 
suitable for leasing. There is no provision for formal public comment 
regarding issuance of individual leases within areas found suitable for 
leasing. Coal exploration in unleased areas, if any, would occur under an 
exploration license (43 CFR 3410) and would be subject to surface use 
restrictions established in the RMP. 

CEG@eto eTTS7 No. 
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Hr. Ed Merick, 
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RESPONSE TO COttENT 9 

[Comment cover letter] 

This-comnent incorporates by reference the coronentr of Rodney Green0 (see the 
responses to comnents 66 and 67 from Rodney Greene). 

After consideration of this comnent, as an appendix to the proposed RMP and 
final EIS, BLMhas added an analysis of public comments received on the draft 
Grand Gulch Plateau f,lanagement Plan (see revisions to draft appendix AA). The 
conrhants received at that time are not printed here because they were not 
addressed to the draft RMP/EIS. The consensus of comments on the Grand Gulch 
draft was that no activity plan should be prepared prior to completion of this 
RllP. Therefore, the draft Grand Gulch plan was never completed (MSA page 
4333-15. draft page 3-771.. The interim plan was prepared as an internal 
document to guide ELM management of the Grand Gulch Primitive Area until this 
RMP could be completed (MSA page 4333-15, draft page 3-77). The interim plan 
was not put out for public review; therefore, no public comments were received 
or analyzed. It will be superseded by this RMP. 
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FATAL FLAWS IU THE SAN JIJAII RtiP/EtS 

Wilderness Studies and the BLM’s Planning Process 

The RMP has failed to consider one of the most significant resource issues affecting the San Juan 

Resource Area. Wilderness suitability and non-suitability recommendations are specifically 

provided for in the BLM3 Wilderness Studypolicy as emanaiimj directly from the planning 

process. This is identified in that policy as possibly muring in three separate vays: a component 

of,s Transition Management Framevork Plan, as an Amendment to an existing Manangement 

Framevork Plan, or as an element in a Resource Management Plan (RMP). 

BLM has failed, as required by that policy, to analwe this significant resource issue in this RMP 

and arrive thereby at recommendations on the vilderness resource. As BLM notes in the RMP 

section on Alternatim Considered But Eliminated, ‘because wilderness suitability is being studied 

in that (Statevide Wilderness) EIS, it vi11 not be covered in the San Juan RMP/EIS.’ 

We are certain that this is 8n egregious failure, and en arbitrary and capricious disregard for the 

purpose and intent of the established Policy. 

The Utah BLM Statevide Wilderness Draft Environmental Impact Statement is an unsatisfactory and 

inappropriate standard of review for wilderness suitability recommendations. It does not provide 

the necessary information adequacy and level of snalysis of complex site-specific land-use conflicts 

that surround major resource allocations such as vilderness designation. Copious data and analysis 

have been provided in the RMP process that vas lacking in the Wilderness DEIS. Much of this data 

specifically affects the suitability or non-suitability of WSA’s in the Resource Area, as veil as 

virtually all other resources, and yet the RMP fails to properly utilize and consider this data 

relative to the vilderness resource and in total contradiction to existing BLM policy, 

We insist that the draft RMP/EIS is therefore fatally flawed and must be reissued, fully 

incorporating the wilderness suitability issue and properly comparing 8nd analyzing its relation to 

all other resource values, issues, and conflicts which are well established in detail in the RMP 
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CComnent page 11 
The Wilderness Study Policy did provide for wilderness suitability recomnenda- 
tions to be developed through the planning process. However, in Utah, BLMwas 
permitted to study wilderness suitability through a statewide EIS. According- 
ly. this RHP/EIS discusses options for management of areas now under wilder- 
ness review in the event Congress drops them from further review without 
wilderness designation (draft page l-2). 

It is assumed that areas released by Congress from wilderness review would be 
managed for nonwilderness purposes. Therefore, BLM did not attempt through 
the RMP to protect wilderness values in areas released from wilderness review, 
nor to assess the impacts to those values. If an-area is designated as wil- 
derness, its wilderness values would be managed under BLM wilderness manage- 
ment policy. While under wilderness review, areas will continue to be managed 
under the BLM interim management policy (draft page l-3). 

BLM acknowledges that the data and analysis used in the statewide wilderness 
EIS was not used in this RMP/EIS. However, BLM sees this as a logical 
division of analysis, and does not agree that this decision was arbitrary and 
capricious, or tnat it presents a fatal flaw in the development of this RMP. 



planning documents, but are virtually absentintheStatevide Wilderness DEIS. 
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Eliminationof Preliminary Potential ACEC's Require NEPA Reviev 
[Comment page 21 

The documenteddecitionto eliminate preliminary potentia1ACEC'sinAppendix H ofthe RMP/ElSis Elimination of Preliminary Potential ACECs Requires NEPA Review 

the first public notice of the decision to notidentify several potential KEG's vhich vould be Decisions to drop preliminary potential ACECs from further review were made in 

subjecttofurtkrconsiderationthrouyhthe planning pr@zess. 
accordance with BLM manual guidance (section 1617.8). The manual does not 
require NEPA review of candidate areas until the District fihnager decides what 
areas should be considered as potential ACECs (manual section 1617.82 A.3.b.); 
these areas are carried into the RMP/EIS, which satisfies the NEPA require- 

We are concerti that this decision is a significant and controversial action that vas not made Based on the review of public comnents, appendix H has been revised to 

pursuant to any NEPA analysis or public comment, and that this step is still necessary and as yet 
clarify BiJi's rationale for disposition of preliminary potential ACECs (see 
revisions to draft appendix HI. 

incomplete. Cultural Resources are a Critical Planning Issue 

l&nagement of cultural resources er se does not meet the definition of a 
Cultural Resources Area Critical PlanninglJsue planning issue (draft page l-11; I!--- owever, management of cultural resources was 

noted as a managment concern (draft page l-6). As a result of public comment, 
the discussion on planning issues and the treabnent of cultural resources 

The failure to include cultural resource manayement and protection as a planniny issue is an under the different alternatives has been expanded in this proposed RMP and 
final EIS (see revisions to draft page l-6). 

important error vhichinvalidatcs the RMP. LIsirrg 8LM's ovn planniqcriteria inchspter One,it ._ 

is possible to identify several reasons why land use conflicts affecting the management of CultUral 
Preferred Alternative 

resources should hake kn directly addressed as an issue. #tdditional detail is provided Urdcr 
This comnent refers to the "life of the plan". The RMP is open-ended and will 
be changed over time as necessary (draft appendix B). The EIS used an analy- 

Cultural Resources,balov. sis period of 15 years, or until the year 2000 (draft pages l-11 and 4-l). 
The RMP will be monitored and changed as necessary; major changes to the plan 
would take place through plan revisions (draft pages A-30 and A-31). 

Preferred Alternative Failsto&ldressInformationContainedin MSA.Is Not a 'Dalanced'Af$!&&! The MSA is an internal (or "shelf") document prepared by the RMP team prior to 
the draft (page I-5). It provides a preliminary analysis, or transition, 
between raw inventory data and the discussion of the current situation ("no 

The RMPis saverlyflavedinthatresource allocation recommndationscontainedinthe preferred action alternative") and affected environment contained in the draft (chapters 

alternative frequently do not provide for protection of fragile non-renevable resources, do not 
Because it presents a foundation for the RMP/EIS which follows, not 

all of the information contained in the %A is carried forward into the 

provide for long-term sustained yield of public lards beyond the life of the plan, and do not 
The MA does not make management recomnendations, but rather identi- 

fies managermant opportunities and constraints for every management program 

represent ineny sense 8 'Mati'approachto multiple use land mamqement. addressed. These are sumnarized in FISA table O-2, page O-5, and in draft 
table I-2, page I-G. Every management opportunity identified in the %A has 
been resolved, in alternative ways, in the draft. 

For virtually every resource, recommendations in the preferred alternative of the RMP do not 

reflect the resource analy-sis,manayementeva!uation 8r~i recommendations presented in the MSA. 

Recommendations for protection of fragile and non-renevable resources containedinthe MS4 are 

repeatedlyomittedfromthe RMP. CIgentsofdestruction,thsuyhidentifiedinthe MSA,nreseldomif 

everaddressedinconflict analysisinthe RMP. Repeatedly,criticalimpact thresholdsareshovnto 

be rapidly approaching for fragile resources, yet no manayement actionsare recommendedto stem 

the dovnvard trends in resource condition in the RMP. inadequacies identified in ongoiny 



management programs are seldom addressed in the RMP, and opportunities to improve management 

contained in the t-k?% are not addressed in the RMP. 

The absence of tracking vith MSA analyses gives the illusory appearance to the RMP thst sustained 

yield is occurring and anticipated in the future, when in fact closer inspection reveals the opposite 

to be 8 more reasonable expectation for a large number of programs. This is especially disturbiq 

in light of the fact that the MSA document was noidistributed for public reviev, and the average 

person reading only the RMP is not likely to be aware of the vealth of detailed resource information 

containedln the HSAvhichin manycases suggests manegement actionsindirect conflict viththose 

contained in the preferred alternative. 

Perhaps the most significant flav is the distortion of the concept of ‘balanced use” reflected in the 

preferred alternative. Though no definition of balanced use is provided in the documents, the. 

averege person might assume it describes an approach vhere fragile resources are protected, vhile 

at the sam time reasonable provisions are made for consumptive uses. Also implied is recognition 

of special obligations incurred vhere resources are important on a national scale; clearly such 

resources should be marmged for the benefit of a larger public than might other-vise be the case. 

In the SJRMP, it vas frquently the case that opportunities to develop management categories and 

special designations vhich vould protect fragile resources e&at i&-s#m !i/n!? meet reasonable 

projected consumptive use needs vere repeatedly foregone. Even areas where moderate to low 

materials values vere present vere left open to consumptive and potentislly destructive uses. .In 

a region where fragile recreation, visual, cultural, vegetative, wildlife and other values are 

nationally significant, this represents an unvarranted invitation to future resource damage and 

development of severe land use conflicts. Such an approach was made possible and only barely 

recognizable by the lack of folio+through vith supporting information from the MSA, and the 

almost total lack of analysis of resource conflicts vithin individual program descriptions in the 

RMP. 

The Grazing El’5 Does Not Comply with the Terms of NRDC vs Morton 

The resolution of the grazing issue in the RMP/EIS is flawed in tvo kkey ways. First, BlM clearly 

has no data upon which to base the analyses and management actions presented in the RMP. This 
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This coimaent alleges several inadequacies, such as lack of tracking between 
the MSA and draft and flawed analysis in the draft. The comment is noted; 
however, BLM has confidence in the adequacy of the draft's NEPA analysis. 

Tne Grazing EIS Does Not Comply with the Terms of NRDC vs. Morton 

The data BLn used as a basis for the analyses and management actions regarding 
grazing are documented in the MSA (page 4322-l et seq.) and in the draft 
(cnapter 3 and appendixes D, J, M, N. 0. P, T. U, W. and Xl. BLW is confident 
that the draft meets the requirements of the NROC lawsuit. 

The draft does not state that 95 percent of the range is in unsatisfactory 
condition; it states that 95 percent of the areas falls within grazing allot- 
ments categorized as I (draft page 3-54). See the response to comment 3 from 
National Wildlife Federation, comment page 9. 



fails to meet the requirements of th 1974 #RDC la&uit that required a site-specific EIS. RESPONSE SOUTHERN UTAH WILDERNESS ALLIANCE __- 

Second, resolution of the livestock nmnayement under Alternative E inedequatelyaddresses the need 
[Comnent page 51 

to control further ranye de9rsdation through livEstock use reductions. This is especially important 
Alternative D was Prepared in Bad Faith 

since 95% of the range is currently categorized by BLM as in unsatisfactory condition. 
The alternatives presented in the draft were developed to present a feasible 
range of management options (draft page l-10). However, an error was made in 

Alternative ‘D’ Was Preoared in Bsd Faith preparing budget projections presented in the draft. Budget projections have 
been reviewed and corrected (see revisions to draft table 2-4 and appendix K). 

It vould appear es thouyh selected rmmmer&tions in Alternative D vere prepared in a manner so 
Budgets presented in the draft mistakenly reflected the cost of fnstalling all 
riparian fencing in a l-year period, and all other rangeland investments over 

as to reduce the feasibility of this “conservation’approach. These recommendations were developed a 15-year period. The budgets presented fn the proposed PJIP and final EIS 
have been adjusted to reflect the averdge annual cost of implementing eaCn 

arbitrarily, and had the effect of doubling the price of this alternative and rendering it unrealistic alternative over a lo-year period (the implementation period stated on draft 

and infeasible. 
Only the grazing and range improvement subactivities required 

Riparian fencing cost projections under alternatives C and D assumed that half 

The average resder might expect the conservation spprosch to cost more due to the increased mts of the miles of riparian habitat would actually need to be. fenced on both 
sides of the waterway; it was assumed that topographic features would exclude 

of monitoring, protecting, permitting, etc. of fragile resources vhich are maximized in this livestock on the other half of the rfparian mileage. The cost of fencing was 
estimated at $3,000 per mile. 

alternative. inspection of Table 2-4 (Z-51) hwmer, rmeals lw) significant differences in 

proyram costs between Alternatives D and E (the preferred or ‘balanced’ approach) for any The revised budgets differ significantly from the origfnai projections in 00th 
the relative and the total costs. Under the revised budget proj&ctions, 

programs other than 4322, traziny Management, and 8100, Range Imprwements. Grazing alternative A would be the least costly to implement (at $1.322,700), followed 
by alternative D ($1,660,600), alternative E ($1.729,200), alternative C 

program a&s were greater by a factor of 2.6 in Alternative D, and Ranye Improvement casts wet-e ($1,890,500) and alternative B ($1.950.600). 

pre&er by a f&or of i3.3. Gnibi&,iiti ii0 prqisiia LX& $i,i4j,OOO Fitire in AiierMiw D Under aiternative B, the higher ieveis of grazing and associated management 

than Alternative E. This differem is greater than the lolal projected costs for Alternative E and investrrents would increase grazing and range improvement cost by 275 
percent over alternative A cost projections. Under alternative C. the 

($1,686,100). increased management intensity and additional rangeland improvements required 
would increase grazing and range improvement costs by 113 percent, although 43 
percent less than projected under alternative 8. Under alternative D, the 

Analysis of costs contained in Appendix K barely mentions the cause of this tremendous difference in 
greatly reduced level of grazing would reduce labor cost; however, the invest- 
ments needed, particularly for riparian fencing, would increase total grazing 

costs for these tvo alternatives. We are, howeVer, provided with one clue: ‘Increased investments and range improvement costs by 75 percent (although 53 percent less than under 
alternative 0). Under alternative E, the increased management intensity and 

for livestock, recreation and wildlife are proposed, with one of the major investments being the projected improvetaents would increase grazing and range improvement costs 

riparisn fencing’ (A-97). 
by 33 percent. 

Each alternative plan wds based on the goals and objectives presented for that 
alternative (draft chapter 2). ltanagement costs, which were not a goal in any 

Recommendations for wildlife under Alternative D do in fact include fencing of riparian habitat of the alternative plans, tiere projected after the plans were developed. No 

(4-55). Although the specific riparian areas designated for fencing are not identified, information 
alternative was developed on the basis of forcing a predetemined budget cost 
to come about. 

in Chapter 3 tells us that riparian areas total about 1,500 acres for 480 miles of water courses 

on public lands, ‘using and averaye corridor width of 25 feet” (3-49). 

The width of this corridor is clearly inadequate, and in fact contradictory to widths discussed in the 



M%, vhere 0.13 miles, 0.5 miles, and 0.25 miles are considered in alternative anslyses 

~ (4350-67). The r& narrov of these recommendation identified in the MSA is tventy seven 

times larger than the 25 foot figure which is carried forward into the RMP, vith no explanation of 

or justification for this reduction.’ This arbitrary deer= in riparisn corridor vidth results not 

only in a decrease in acreage of riparian are8s considered for protection, but 8n increase in the need 

for fencing to 8ccomplish this protection. 

Since most riparisn arm occur in canwn systems which exceed 25 feet in vidth, protective 

fenciny apparently requires a lenyth of fence along each side of the linear stream corridor. Not only 

does the 25 foot corridor vidth arbitrarily depart from manqement approaches discussed in the 

M%, it effectively precludes opportunities for efficient protection of ripsrian environments 

through fencinq of Ratural ingress and egress points for steep and generally i naccessible canyon 

systems. The resultiny costs are 8sstronomic8l. snd have the effect of seriously red&cing the 

viability of both Alternatives D and C (vhere similar problems occur). The increased expense of 

these alternatives is clearly identified in summsry comparisons of all alternatives contained in 

Chapter 4 (4- 11, elthouyh the principal c8use fur these increases is not mentioned. 

In sum, ve feel that Alter&k D may have been prepared in bad faith bec8us.e the high cost of this 

aiiernaiive stems prifimsriiy fiO,Ci 3 sif2i$e :mm,wM ac?ion vhich!) is erbi!rary, capricioc~, 

and not consistent vith any previous discussions of this resource in the MSA; 2) ignores other 

oMous approaches vhich are significantly less expensive; 3) results in major reductions of 

protected resource acreage from that identified in the MSA in return for major cost increases; 4) 

is neyer identified 8s to location or extent, or subjected to impact analysis and conflict 

identifiation in the RMP; 5) is substantially ineffective in protecting riparian habitat and n-my in 

itself c8use more damaye than it prevents ; and 6) is 8 relative1 y minor snd insignificant aspect of 

the conservation Alternative as a vhole, yet due to high costs effectively precludes it from serious 

consideration. 

In failing to properly describe and analyze the recommended riparian fencing actions, the RMP 

effectively obscures the fact that the majority of cost increases sssociated with Alternative D are 

apparently related to these actions. This severely hinders a realistic comparison of all alternatives 

by the public, and as such constitutes 8 flaw which can only be remedied by a nev draft of the RMP 

which contains a legitimate protectionslternetive. 
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This comnent indicates that most riparian areas in SJRA exceed 25 feet. After 
review of public comments, the corridor width used in the proposed IWP and 
final EIS has been changed to 100 feet, and total acreage to 6,000 (see revi- 
sions to draft tables S-l. 2-7, Z-10. page 3-49, table 3-6, and appendix A). 



RECREATlUll 

General Comments 

In the MS++, BLM clearly identifies the need to focus tnansgement attention on protection of 

recreation resources and values, especially those tovard the primitive end of the Recreation 

Opportunity Spectrum (RUS). The disussion of current and projected recreation use vithin the 

SJRA points to the need to protect the primitive snd semi-primitive classes as much as possible to 

maintain their primitive characteristics for the future. This is especially important Hen the 

imp8cts of other uses, such as mining, Oil and gas exploration and development, grazing, and other 

surface- disturbing activities are taken into 8ccount. 

‘If crovdiny and heavy use continue at the current mlerating rate, there could 

be a loss of acreqe in the P, SPNM, snd SPM classes, and an incre8se in the RN 

and Rclasses’ t&A 4333-44). 

‘Users lookirq for that [PJ setting will be displaced [from already veil- knovn 

and hsavfly used areas such es Grand Gulch and Dark Canyonl to other similar 

settings suchas Msncos Mesa, Butler Wash...White, Cheesebox, and Mule Canyons” 

(Msfl4333-40). 

‘It is clear from the results presented in Table 4333-15 that substantial 

increases in participstion are expected for all (recreation) sctivities. For those 

ectivities taking place vithin the SJRA, participation is expected to increase by 

20 to 30% between 1985 and 2000.’ (MSA 4333- 38). 

“The settings tovards the P end of the spectrum tend to be the most critical in the 

SJRa because they contain the least acre8ye and are most in demand, 

8nd bec&I.Ise many management actions tend tochanye the setting avay from the P 

endof the spectrum’ (MSA 4333-40). 
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Recreation: General Comnents 

The MSA does not identify the need to focus management on primitive recrea- 
tion, as stated in this comnent. The )ISA (page 4333-44) indicates that, if 
current use continues, there 611 be a loss of acreage in primitive and semi- 
primitive ROS classes and a corresponding increase of acreage in RII and R 
cl asses. 



'In order to continue to provide this setting, IWmagementactionsvill be needed to 

maintain the unmodified natural environment"(MSt+ 4333-40). 

Despite this frank analysis of current and potential recreation use and management in the SARA, 

BLM hasfailedto carryforvardinto Alternative e mostofthe commitant managementactions and 

specialconditions/usestipulations necessarytoinsure adequate protectionofrecreation resources, 

especially those on the primitive end of the spectrum. In so doing, BLM has ignored its ovn 

analysis and recommendations. This is a violation of BLM's mandate under FLPMA to protect 

recreations1 resources for current and future use, as outlinedin sections 102~a)~8),103~c), 

202(c) 5 and 9. 

Some keyexamplesofthisfailure iC&Jde: 

-- In Alternative E,BLM haschosento preserveand protectonly 'certain'primitive recreational 

opportunities as stated in both the goals and recreation management objectives for Alternative 

E.(Z-15,2-56) 

-_ In Alternative E,OR'f us categoriesareincontradiction ofthectiteriaand descriptionsofRO8 

classes. 

-- Overall,the special conditions for ROS classes in Alternative E are inadequate to maintain the 

current RO8 clssses. Also, in some cases R8S class boundaries do not appear totakeinto account 

adjacentfederalagency management proposalsorthegeneral manageabilityofthe class. 

-- Especially in the areas BLM has identified for dispersal of projected increased use, BLM has 

failed to focus managementattentiontoinsure their protectionthroughspecialdesignations and use 

stipulation-sin Alternative E. 

Below,we addressthese areas in detail and offer suggestionson how to resolve these inadeguacies 

inorderto meet BLM's mandate under FLPMA. 

GoalsandObjectivesfor Recreation Management in Alternative E 
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FLPMA, cfted in this comment, mandates that public lands be managed on the 
basis of multiple use and sustained yield (draft page l-9); recreation is one 
of many uses on the public lands. BLM is confident that the preferred alter- 
native does not violate the provisions of FLPMA. 

Under the preferred alternative, BLM provides management prescriptions to 
minimize or eliminate surface disturbance in almost all P and SPNM ROS class 
areas (draft table S-l, chapter 2, and appendix A). Over 95 percent of the P 
ROS class areas would be protected by such means as closing the lands to 
mineral use, allowing surface disturbance only where the ROS class could be 
maintained, and closing the areas to ORV use. (hly the P and SPNM class areas 
in the vicinity of Squaw and Cross Canyons, near the Colorado state line, 
rould not cane under these restrictions (draft pages A-24 and A-25); BLM views 
these areas as being the least likely to experience increased recreational use. 

The comaent regarding ORV categories and special conditions under alternative 
E is noted. OKV designations under the preferred alternative were based 
largely on existing ROS classes. ROS classes were established throughout SJRA 
under the ROS criteria (draft figure 3-16, table 3-10, and appendix F). 



lnthe RMP,the nmnqementyoalofAlternativeEisasfollows: 

7he yoal of Alternative E is to manage public lands for multiple use of public 

resources, as long as...certain primitive recreation opportunities are 

protected...'(Z-15). 

Thisyoalis retlectedinthe manqsmsntobjectivesfor recreation under Alternative E: 

70 matmge areasto preservecertain Rf6 Pclassareas and protect certainSPNM 

ROSclassareas'(Z-ZS,TableZ-51.' 

The key to both ofthese istheword "certain," which hasallowed BLM to propose to manayeonly a 

few key areas to protect their primitive recreation values. It is with this wording, and its 

resultingmartagement~ctiohs,thatSUWAdisagree. 

First, the MS#I clearly states.as discussed earlier, the relative scarcity of primitive recreation 

resources withinthe !?&A. It 1s essential that BLM extendthisdiscussion ofscarcitytoa larger 

s!ste ati na!tons!!e%e!--primitive recreation resourcesare scarcethroughoutboth Utah and our 

nation as a whole. Only 8 small minority of all public lands in the continental United States are 

managed to maintain their natur81 and primitive recreational values.~ Many ELM lands, and the 

SJRA in particular, IxJd the few remaining areaa we have left to protect primitive recreation 

resources--relatively unmodified,natural, roadless areas. 

Second, BLM must acknowledge itswn projectedincreasesindemandfor,ahd useOf,all recreation 

resources, especially primitive recreation resources. Current management decisions will directly 

affect the ability of the SJRA (and public land management agencies as a whole) to meet this future 

demand. Unlike most other resources, primitive recreation values and resources 8re not 

renevable. Once the primitive characteristics of an area have been significantly altered, they are 

extremely difficult, if not impossible, to retrieve. 

Eoth of these points are recognized in FLPMA. Section 103(c) defines “multiple use” to include 

managementactionsthat: 
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Goals and Objectives for Recreation Management in Alternative E 

This comnent states the draft should consider scarcity of primitive recreation 
opportunities compared to statewide and national opportunities. The draft 
analyzes projected impacts to the human environment which would be expected to 
occur if alternative scenarios were applied to managemnt of public lands in 
SJRA (draft page S-4). To be analyzed, effects must be measurable; to be 
considered significant, effects must cross a certain threshold level (draft 
page 4-2). 

The value of a given type of recreation opportunity in the statewide or 
national arena would be a social consideration; in the draft, social changes 
were assumed not to be measureable if they did not cause an effect at the 
local level (draft page l-11, planning criteria; see also appendix R). The 
planning criteria were ptit out for public review and comment (draft page 5-9); 
see also appendix R). In the draft, the affected region analyzed depended on 
tine management action (draft page 3-91). 

BLM has acxnowledged an increasing demand for recreational use of public 
resources (MSA page 4333-34, draft pages 3-33 and 3-log)', particualrly for 
primitive recreational pursuits. BLM also acknowledges that recreational use 
within SJRA has a measurable effect on the local economy (draft page 3-100). 
BLM is confident that the preferred alternative, which employs management 
prescriptions to protect over 95 percent of P ROS class areas, would protect 
recreational opportunities believed to be at risk. 



1 
‘-till best meet the present and future needs of the American people;...that takes 

into euxunt the long term needs of future generations for...non-renewable 

resources, incloding...recreation...values _... “’ 

Section ZOZ(c)(S and 6) state that: 

"(cl In the development of land use plans, 1hs government shall... (5) consider 

present and potential uses of the public lands; . ..(6) consider the relative scarcity 

of the values involved....‘. 

Neither of these points is recognized in BLM’s goals and recreation management objectives for 

Alternative E. 

Bssed on our discussion here and BLM’s own analysis of recreation management in the HSA, we 

believe the word ‘certain’ should be dropped from the goal for Allernative E. it should state at 8 

minimum, th8t:‘the goal of Alternative E is to manage public lands for multiple uses of public 

resources as long as...primitive opportunities are protected where possible, or whenever they 

a:ont or in co’njuw!ion wtth compatible values, outweigh conflicting resource values. 

Also, the management objectives for recreation under Alternative E should state at a minimum: - to 

manageall areas so as to maintainexisting ROSclasses, where there are no identifiable significant 

resource conflicts, as well 83 c&sin other areas where primitive recreation values can still be 

determinedto outweighthevalues ofotherconflicting resources."Thisseems to bethe mostlogical 

and reasonable method of balancing resource values and conflicts, without inadvertently and 

irretrievably losing acknowledged significant primitive values. Only by doing so will BLM be in 

compliancewith FLPMA regarding primitiverecreationresources. 
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BLM is confident that the goals of alternative E, which include protecting the 
opportunities for primitive and semiprimitive recreational uses in all of SJRA 
except a relatively small area near the Colorado state line (draft pages S-4, 
2-15. and A-24). adequately recognize the need to protect recreational uses of 
the public lands. 

The draft used the word "certain" in conjunction with protection of P and SPNf1 
class areas because under the preferred alternative, areas with P and SPtH 
classes near the Colorado state line would not be managed to maintain the 
existing ROS class (draft figure 3-16 and page A-24). These areas are viewed 
as being the least likely to experience increased recreational use. BLM 
believes that this level of managenentwould be i-n compliance with FLPMA. 

ORV Use Category Designations in Alternative E 

Mder the preferred alternative, over 95 percent of the P ROS class acreage 
would be closed to ORV use (draft table 2-8, as revised). BLM is confident 
that 0%' designations under the preferred alternative are adequate to meet the 
goals and objectives developed for that alternative. 

I OR+' Use Cbh3JOry Wignations in Alternative E -A 

I I 

Under Alternative E, the special conditions applied to the ROS categories regarding ORV use are 

inadequate. These conditions do not protect the primitive characteristics and values of a particular 

ROS clbssandbreir~cor~sistent with BLM's plsnningguidancefor @RV use (43CFR 8340). 



First, 5Lt-l states clearly in the MSB the potential imp& ORY’s have on RUS classes, especially 

given projected increases in ORY use. 

DRY use is expected to have one of the highest percentage increases in the 

[recreation] activities listed” (MSA 4333-40). 

While projected increases are not expected to change the SPH and RN settings, 

they may change some of the SPNM settings, changing them to motorized settings” 

(M#I 4333-41). 

These types of charges 8r8 already taking place in the Beef Basin 8rea. (Recent heavy ORY use in 

the San R8f8el Swell are8 is 8 prime example Of the rapid 8rd 3eYere d8mclge ORY use can have on an 

area.> Despite this, in Alternative E, BLM has designated SPM 8re85 8s open to ORY use, 8ndSPNM 

8~83 8s limited to ‘existing ro8d.s and trsils’ (A- 25). This leaves not only SPNH open to serious 

degradation, but P areas 8s well due to ORY encroachment from surrounding SPNH areas. 

Second, this is inconsistent with 43 CFR B340, which establishes guidelitbz for ORY use 

The objectives of these regulations 8re to protect th8 resources of the public 

18l’&....’ 43 CFR 8340.0-Z 

‘All designations sh811 be based on the protection of the resources of the public 

iSnds....- (43CTR 8342.1). 

Additionally, allowing any use in the SPNM ROS class and unlimited use (as the open designation 

implies) in the SPM class is inconsistent with BLM’s own descriptions of, Snd set criteria for, 

ROS classes. As the name implies for the semi-primitive nonmotorized class, criteria and 

I descriptions 8re 8s follows: 

I “The setting may h8ve subtle modifications; surface disturbance must be limited I 

and small, vith little or no evidence of primitive rO8ds or motorized use I 
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After review of this comnen'c, the draft has been revised to place additional 
restrictions on ORV use in SRMAs: ORV use would be limited to designated 
roads and trails in the SPNM ROS class areas within SRMAs. Additionally, in 
SPNM areas interrupted by a mile-wide SPM road corridor, the ORV designation 
within the corridor was changed to conform to the SPNM area ORV designation 
(limited to designated roads and trails in SRMAs and limited to existing roads 
and trails outside SRMAs). 
proposed RMP map. 

See the revisions to draft table 2-8; see also tne 
This change would allow better management of ORV use and 

protect P ROS class settings. 



"Motorized us8isnotp8rmitt8d(A-56,Teble AF- l).'(emphasissdded) 

Forth8SPMclass,criteriaarddescriptiohs srewfollow8: 

7h8 setting m8y h8v8 subtle modifications; surface disturbance must b8 limited 

ardsm811,vith primitive roadsand motorized we present(3-69,Table 3-10): 

'Useisto be th8s8m8as forSPNMclassts,exceptthat motorized use is permitted 

(A-57, Table AF- 1). 

The motorired -us8 limits discus& in these R&S cl888 criteris and descriptions aresttempting to 

protect, bothimmedistelyandforth8futur8, the primitive OppOr%Jnitim preSd,eZ$eCi8ll~Wkn 

the'wtivityopportunities'forthesecl88se88reconsidered (A-56,A-57,TableAF-1). Also,th8 

SPHM and SPM areas include over one-third of the SJRA, and thw a huge number of the 

uninventoried cultural resource potential. Unlimited use in SPM and ewn limited use in SPNM 

areaS would unquestiormbly facilitate ignorant destruction as e/e11 w intention81 vandslism of 

cultural resources. 

Given this discussion, it is clear the! BLH’s special coalitions for ORY use under the ROS Classes 

are inadequate ard fail to meet BLM’s ovn standards. Changes to the special conditions for ROS 

classes under Alternative E will r8v8rsethis problem.The Ch8t'$888nd/or additionsthst mUSt at8 

minimum b.8 made 8re outlinedinour discussionof ROS classes below. The ORY us8 go81 of these 

specislconditionsis to provid88continuum ofusethat protects the P 8ndSPNM cl888are8s,allows 

limited use in the SPM class area, and unlimited use in the RN class 8re8. This approach best 

reflects the ROS criteria 8nd descriptions, and the regulstiorrs for ORY use under 43 CFR 8340, 

and the revisedgoaland recreetion m8nsgementobjectivesforAlternative E. 

The only explanation for BLM’s decision to leave 1.5 million 8cres (or 89.5% of current acreage) 

opentoORY IJSe in Alternative Eisthe following: 

"It is anticipated thst recreational ORY use would continue to be limited to 

nonexistent in ruggedor remote areas,evenwhen these 8re designated83 open to 
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Regarding suggested changes to the special conditions for the preferred alter- 
native, the approach taken in the draft was to apply the least-limiting level 
of restriction necessary to resolve conflicts and meet the objectives of each 
alternative. BLf4 is confident that the preferred alternative presents an 
adequate level of ORV use management. 

Under draft alternative E, 651,000 acres (36 percent of SJRA) would be desig- 
nated as open to ORV use (draft tables 2-7 and 2-81. Under the proposed plan, 
611,310 acres (34 percent) would be designated as open (see revisions to draft 
table 2-B). 



ORV use’(4-71). 

Onwhatdoee BLMbeaathisaaaumption? Inaomeareaaitiatruethattopoyraphy miqhtlimitaome 

ORY use; however, these typea of natural closures are fev in the SJRA, are certainly not 

predictable,anddo not account for the daring ofeome modern drivers. This fact,coupledwith the 

projected increase in use for ORV's and their potential to alter the landscape and damage cultural 

reaources,demandathata proactiveand protectiveapproach betakenwith OH wedeaiynationa (aa 

the regulations also require). BLM’s above cited reasoning seems to ignore this, and is at best an 

attempttogloaaoverthe necessary martayementdecisiona andactions. 

RBSClaaa DesignationsAnd LLaeStipulationain Alternative E 

In the RMP, BLM heaapplied a Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (RUS) system which covers the 

entire reeouraareaandis baaedon BLM'sasseaamentofthe recreationopportunitieapreaent. 

Whileinganeralvefeelthissyatemisadmirable,someflawaapparent. 

First, in a number of are85 it does not appear that management plans from surrounding public 

agencies vere taken into ewunt during the ROS assessment end inventory. Rather, it appears that 

R@S boundarieavere drawnstrictlyto RBB criteria andonlyaaapplied to BLMlanda. BLM,SPRM 

orSPM areaaliedireotlyadjacent to MPSor LfSFSlsnda either proposedfor vildernessdesignation 

or managed to reflect higher or additiorml primitive characteristicsand values. It does not appear 

that BLM took the characteristica and values of these external areas into account when applying the 

RBS syatem,andthereforeit haa not been conaiatentvith other ayencyplanninyas required under 

FLPMA {Section 202(c)(9). It is eS.%ntial for BLM to recognize that primitive characteristics 

andvalues do not beyinardend at arbitrary administrative boundaries,butmwt beexaminedina 

laryervholisticcontext. 

Someexampla ofthisincludethe following: 

--USFShaaplacedArchCanyonintheSPHMareaandclosedittoORV use. BLM hasplaceditinthe 

SPMclass,andopeneditto unlimited ORV use. 

-- Glen Canyon National Recreation Area has proposed the east shore of lake Powell from Lakt. 
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The assumption that ORV use would continue to be limited or nonexistent in 
rugged or remote araas (draft page 4-71) was based on existing use patterns, 
professional judgment of the RMP staff, and the knowledge of technical limits 
on existin 

4 
ORV vehicles. Resource use will be monitored over time (draft 

appendix B ; if field conditions change in the future, the RMP could be 
changed accordingly (draft page A-30). 

ROS Class Designations and Use Stipulations in Alternative E 

BLM applied ROS categories to publfc lands in accordance with ELM manual 
8320. The ROS classes are generally developed from on-the-ground conditions 
and rating criteria (draft appendix F) rather than from proposals for a given 
type of management (such as wilderness proposals). Other federal agencies use 
different systems, so BLLI ROS classes do not correlate exactly with existing 
designations or management proposals on other federal lands. 

For the examples given in this comnent: 

Arch Canyon. Because it contains a county road, Arch Canyon must be in 
class SPM or RN. 

Wilson Mesa - Nokai Dome. ROS criteria require a mile-wide strip along 
roads to be in a motorized class; P class areas must be at&least three 
miles from roads and be larger than 2,500 acres. On the public lands 
adjacent to Glen Canyon NRA in the area mentioned by this comnent, roads 
follow the Hole-in-the-Rock Trail and lead to Nokai Dome; also there is 
motorized boat use on Lake Powell. Consequently, no public lands in this 
area meet tine P class criteria. 



Canyon south to Wilson Mesa end east to Nokai Dorra as wilderness. BLM has placed most of the 

public lath east of this area in the SPNM class, some in tk SPM class. 

--Canyonlards National Park has proposed the majority of its lands adjacent to BLM lands as 

wilderness, including mrst of its eastern borders. Much of the BLM land adjacent to these park 

lands, especially along the eastern border, is designated as RN or SPM, neither of vhich have any 

protective stipulations developed to preserve them under Alternative E. In fact, the RN 

classification implies heavy signs of human use, including motorized use; the SPM implies slightly 

less lrse of this nature. 

These inconsistencies need to h corrected through re-classification of these areas within the ROS 

system in order to maintain the integrity of surrounding agency plans. Contiguous lands adjacent to 

other agency proposed wilderness should be classed SPNM at a minimum. Those adjacent to 

motorized corridors within the park and otherwise surrounded by proposed wilderness areas should 

be designated a minimum of SPM to mntrol ORV use. 

In addition, in several areas in the southwestern portion of the SJRA, ROS classification boundaries 

do not appear to have taken into account manageability (i.e.whether the BLMwill LQ able to manage 

the lands using the various classes and their stipulations, and still be able to maintain the integrity 

of all the classes over time.) It is essential that BLM recognize that islands or corridors of 

motorized classes within non-motorized primitive settings have the pDtentia1 to encourage impacts 

that will encroach on surrounding non-motorized primitive settings, especially from unlimited 

ORV use. Often it will be difficult, if not impossible, to protectively manage these areas because IKI 

topographic or natural boundaries to motorized use exist. The result would be a drop in the 

primitive qualities of the areas, inconsistent with the revised goals and management objectives for 

Alternative E. 

cxarnples of this, and the minimum actions necessary to correct the problem,include: 

--The San Juan Arm, or the area west of Red House Cliffs and south of U-263. The majority of this 

area is P or SPNM, with some wide corridors of SPM classes that cut through its center. While 

some roads do exist here, including the Hole-in-the-Rock Trail, they are not nearly as wide as 

those shownon the ROS map (Figure 3-16). In order to maintain the integrity of the surrounding 

primitive lends, these SPM corridors need lo be eliminated except where essential, narrowed to 
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Adjacent to Canyonlands NP. Two areas east of Canyonlands NP (Davis and 
lavender Canyons) were re-evaluated on the basis of public comnents (see 
response to comment 28, National Park Service, cor;ment page 18), and tne 
ROS class was changed from RN to SPM. Other public lands adjacent to 
Canyonlands NP were found to be evaluated correctly. 

The ROS is an inventory tool, and public lands must meet +.he criteria estab- 
lished in BLM manuals. fdanageability to preserve the ROS setting is not one 
of the criteria used. ROS is only one basis for ORV designations proposed in 
the draft. The data compiled for the ROS inventory do not support the sugges- 
tion that lands adjacent to federal lands managed by another agency should be 
classified as SPN#. 

For the examples given by this conment: 

The San Juan Amt. As noted above, a road generates a mile-wide corridor 
when determining ROS classes. This should not be taken to imply that the 
road itself is a mile wide. 



existing road widths, and ORQ use limited to designated roa& and trails (see SPM special conditions 

below). 

- -Mancos Mesa. A number of management inconsistencies exist here. A large island of the eastern 

portion of Mancos Mesa is currently designated as RN. The only evidence of human use in this areo 

is a number of roads on the me58 tops that receive infrequent use and are technically closed to 

public access by BLM. (Also, these were trespass roads that BLM had sought to rehabilitate prior to 

closure.) Additionally, all of this area is a BLMWilderness Study Area and muchof it is within 

BLM’s potential vilderness recommendation for Mancos Mesa as described in the Utah BLH 

Statewide Wildern#s Draft EIS.(Volume Q, page 8.1 All of this demonstrates the outstanding, 

relatively undisturbed nature of the area. Clearly, the RN classification is incorrect; 1he obvious 

primitive values are inconsistent vith the criteria and descriptions of the RN class.(A-57,3-69.) 

The RN island is surrounded by mostly SPNM, vith a narrow corridor of SPM rtearby i? the south 

in Moqui Canyon, and a SPM area to the Northeast in Red Canyon. (No direct access is possible 

between Red Canyon and Mancos Mesa--they are separated by an 1800 -foot verticle cliff.) As 

past history of the use of the Moqui Canyon-Mancos Mesa conmtion has demonstrated, unless this 

area is managed proactively now to maintain its primitive values, degradation of thesevalues vi11 

continue from motorized impacts. The entire area should be designated SPNM at a minimum and 

managed according io ihe RCG &put&ions provjded below io prevent fur!her ORV uz and protect i!s 

primitive values. 

ROS Use Stipulations 

The use stipulations developed for the ROS classes are the key to maintaining it’s integrity. In our 

earlier discussion of recreation management in general and the goals and objectives for recreation 

management under Alternative E, weconcluded that Alternative E should work whenever possible to 

maintain all the ROS classes as they exist now (‘4th above -stated boundary modifications). The 

use stipulations for ROS classes developed under Alternative E are inbdequate to achieve this goal. 

In order-to doso, the following stipulationsare at a minimum necessary,andshould replace those 

onpages&24andA-25: 

--ROS Classes: These special conditions are necessary to ensure that current ROS 

class designations are mainlained throughout the SJRA and are consistent with 
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Fhncos Kesa. 
RN 

The roads on Mancos Mesa result in an ROS inventory class of 
regardTess of why the roads are there or their status. However, the 

drift has Deen revised so that the area would be closed to ORV use to 
protect recreation values on adjacent P class public lands (see revisions 
to draft table 2-8 and the map in the proposed RMP and final EIS). 

ROS Use Stipulations 

ELM is confident that the ROS special conditions developed for alternative 
together with standard operating conditions such as cultural clearances and 

E, 

VRM stipulations (draft appendix A) would be adequate to maintain the RDS 
classes. 



. 

existing BLM ROS class criteria and descriptions. No special conditions have been 

identified to maintain ROS chsea R or U. Under Alternative f, ROS classes R and 

U vould be managed under the standard operating procedures for alternative’A, 

and subject to VRM class IV objectives. 

Primitive Class: 

--The area will ba managed so as to bc essentially free of evidence of human use 

and to maintain an environment of isolation (not lYtOre than IO group emunters 

per day). Levels of management and use would be aimed at maintaining natural 

ecosystems. The area would be segregated from mineral entry. 

--Surface disturbance vi11 be limited to that which can be reclaimed within one 

year to visually match pra-existing conditions. All surfsce disturbance vi11 be 

subject to VRM class I objectives. 

--No surface disturbance from mineral prospecting, exploration, or d+velopmant 

will be allovad, to the extent possible without curtailing valid rights. No other 

type of surf= c!, motorized m; or development vi11 be alloved. 

--Grazing will be. licensed at 25 percent of the average of tha past 5 years 

licensed use (1979- 1984). New land treatments or range projects vi11 not be 

allowed. No watershed control structures will be allowed. 

--No private or commercial harvest of woodland products Will be allowed, except 

limited onsite collection of dead fuelwood for campfires. 

--Cultural resources will be allowed to remain subject to natural forces. 

--Only native plant and wildlife species will be introduced. 

--Fires vi11 be allowed to burn unle-5s they threaten life or property; 

nonmotorized suppression methods ~111 be utilized whenever possible. 



--This settirqvill be maintained in the public ovnership. 

--Recr63tional use restrictions will bairnposed if natural, vildlife, or cultural 

resources are being threatened. 

Semiprimitive Nontmtorized Class: 

--The RUS SPNM class area vi11 be managed so as to provide a predominantly 

natural environment, vith limited evidence of human use and to rnaintaing an 

environment of isolation (not more than 20 group encounter3 per day). levels’of 

management and use would be aimed at maintaining natural ecosystems. The area 

would ba segregated from mineral entry. 

--Surface disturbance vi11 ba limited to that which can be reclaimed within one 

q%r to visually match pre-existing conditions. All surface disturbance will be 

subject to VRM class I objectives. No surface disturbarca from development of 

mineral leases will be alloved. 

--Construction of development projects vi11 be allowed only so long as they are 

. made to blend vith the natursl character of the land and nonmotorized access is. 

med. 

--Grazing will be licensed at 50 percent of the average of the past 5 years 

licensed usa (1979-1984). Facilities necessary to maintain adequate 

distribution, seasons of use, and grazing systems, will be allowed only so long as 

they are made to blend with the natural char&er of the land. New land 

treatments vi11 not be alloved. 

--No private or commercial harvest of woodland products will be allowed, except 

limited onsite collection of dead fuelwood for campfires. 

--Only those cultural resourcea management activities that blend with the 

natural character of the land will be allowed. 



--Natural fires vi11 be alloved to burn unless they threaten life or property; 

otkr fires and all fires in riparian areas vi11 be suppressed; nonrnotoriired 

suppression m&o& will be utilized where possible. 

--No motorized access vi11 be alloved. 

-- This class will be maintained in public ownership. 

--Recreation- use limitations vi11 be imposed if natural, vildlife or cultural 

resources are being threatened. 

Semiprimitive Motorized (SPM) Class: 

--The ROS SPM clarrr area vi11 be managed to provide a predominantly natural 

environment with subtle evidem of human use and to maintain a lov 

conixntration of users. 

--Surf= disturbance vi11 be alloved, but facilities will be required to blend 

vith the natural environment, troth while in use and after reclamation. 

Revegetation vi11 be required to be successful within 5 years. Certain routes may 

be left for continued, access at the request of the BLM. all surface disturbances 

will be subject to VRM Class II objectives. 

--Grazing use will be licenzd at 50 percent of the average of the past 5 years 

licensed use ( 1979- 1984). Facilities necessary to maintain adequate 

distribution, seasons of use, and grazing systems will be allowed only so long as 

they are made to blend with the natural character of the land. New land 

treatments will not be allowed. 

--Onsite use of woodland products and noncommercial harvest of dead and down 

fuelvti ~11 be allowed in designated areas. Commercial or noncommercial 

harvest of other woodland products will not be alloved. 



--Cultural resources management activities will be required to blend with the 

natural character of the land. 

--Natural fires will be allowed to burn unless they threaten life or property; 

other fires and all fires in riparian areas will be suppressed; suppression 

activities will be reclaimed to blend with the natural character of the land. 

-- Theclassvill bema~ntainedinthepublico~~ship. 

--Motorized access will be allowed on designated roads and trails. 

--Recreation use limitations will be imposed if natural, wildlife or cultural 

resources are being threatened, and further access limitations considered. 

Roaded Natural Class: 

--The ROS RN classification will be managed to provide a generally natural 

environment with moderate signs of human use and a low-to-moderate 

concentration of users. Surface disturbance will be allowed, but subject to VRM 

Class IV objectives. be made to minimize disturbance and blend with the natural 

envtronment. Revege!a!ion vi!! be I.mp!emen!ed !o achieve successfu! 

rehabilitation vithin 5 years. All surface disturbance vi11 be subject to VRM 

class III objectives for that area (see Figure 3-18). 

--RN areas will be open to motorized use. 

--Grazing will be maintained at the past 5 year average licensed use (1979-84). 

All grazing use improvements ~111 be required to blend with the natural character 

of the land. 

--Commercial and non-commercial. harvest of woodland prodmts will be allowed. 

--Cultural resource management activities will be required to blend with the 

natural character of the land. 



--All minerals disturbanceswill be required to blend withthe natural character 

oftheland. 

Special Management Desiqnations for Recreation 

/ 
In Alternative E, BLM has identified a number of areas as Special Recreation Management Areas 

(SRMA's) 8ndonaasanACECfor recreational values. SUWAsupportsthesedesignations,aslongas 

adequate use stipulationsare provided.ln additionsome boundaries need to be adjusted,and at least 

twoadditionalareas needto receive SRMAdasignation under Alternative E. 

--Dark Canyon ACEC. SUWA supports the concept of an ACEC for the Dark Canyon area, but the 

boundaries providedin Alternative Eare too narrow. The stated goal ofthe ACEC designation is to 

protect the 'naturalvalue=sIrssociatedwith primitive recreation" (A-26). lnorder to achieve this 

goal, all of the SPWMand SPM lands that surround the ACEC must be included. These lands are 

integral to the natural and primitive recreation values ofthe DarkCanyonarea. 

--Dark Canyon and Beef Basin SRMA. SWIA supports the concept of SRMA designation for these 

8re5 , but ths boundariesas oc?lined in Alternative E are arbitrary and too narrow. 6 large; 

contiguous unit of high quality natural and primitive recreation values exists in this area and 

includes White Canyon and its tributaries, Dark Canyon and its tributaries, and 6eef Basin. A 

variety of recreational use exists in this larger area, ths majority at the primitive end of the 

spectrum, with ORy use predominantly in fief Basin. It is not uncommon for recreationists 

seeking primitive experiences to use two or even 811 three of these areas on the same expedition. 

The larger area provides contrasting natural environments, relatively undisturbed archaeology, 

and wildlifesighting opportunities. vehicle access to a few roadheads provides the ability to cover 

theareaina relativelyshorttime period.Design8tionofthisare8asonelargeSRMA would provide 

more cohesion to overall recreational planning and management and allow 8 more comprehensive 

8pproschto resolutionof any conflicts that develop. This will be especiallyimportantinthe future 

as projected recreational use increases are dispersed frorn well-known Dark Canyon into 

surrounding areas with primitive recreational opportunities. (White Canyon w&s identified by 
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Special Management Designations for Recreation 

BLM appreciates this support for the SRMAs as presented in the draft. Under 
the proposed RMP, however, three s1%111 SRMAS have been combined under one 
designation, the Canyon Basins SiUIA, in order to facilitate managffnent (see 
revisions to draft table Z-3). 

ACECs are not designated to protect recreation opportunitfes F se. although 
they may be designated to protect natural, cultural, or scenic vaTiies leading 
to recreational opportunities. 

Dark Canyon ACEC. 
m 

BLM appreciates this support for the proposed Dark Canyon 
BLM does not agree that adjacent areas are required to protect the 

integrity of tne ACEC. (See appendix H, as revised, for the rationale for 
selecting the primitive area.) 

Dark Canyon and Beef Basin SRI4A. While the proposed ACEC includes only the 
D kC primltlve Area the adjacent lands in Beef Basin, suggested in 
thafs c?gn"t, are within t&e Canyon Basins SRMA and will be Mnaged for their 
recreational values in line with the ROS classes present. BLM dfd not identi- 
fy the White Canyon area as requiring special management as an SRMA (draft 
page 3-66). Under the proposed RP, a portion of the Beef Basin area adjacent 
to Canyonlands NP, mentioned in this comment, would be managed as an ACEC (see 
revisions to the draft sumnary, chapters 2, 3, and 4, and appendixes A, H, and 
I). 

1 1 



I BLMaso~oftheseusedisperseiareaSinthe~,J333-40.) 
I 

in Order to adequately protect this 8re8, the folloving stipulations, at 8 minimum, need to t% 

developed: 

The SRMA mntains the full rsnye of ROS cl8e$e8,8lthough 95Xsrein P,SPNM, 

or SPM. The 8pecial conditions given below are in eddition to thoee developed 

earlier in thee8 comments for the RBS classes. Some of this propasedSRMA f8llS 

within the Desert BighornSheep Crucial ii8bit8txEC. Any special condition8 for 

theACECvouldtakeprecedence. RNland8 (S%)withintheSRMAwillbem8n8yed 

8czordingtoSPMclass specialconditione. No nevlardtreatments will beallowed. 

--lndi8nCreekSRMA. SUWA supports BLM's propo8edlndisnCreekSRMAbut believe Lockhart 

Basintothenorthshouldalso beincluded. Ourprim8ryconcernisth8tORVuee hem8n8yedso88to 

be consistent with adjscentCanyonland8 Hation Park planning (see earlier ORV discussion) 81?d 

notdeyrsde anyofthe visual or scenicqualities oftheare8. (Alarye portionofthe are8 f8llS within 

our propcuedLockh8t-t BwinACECforvisual resource management.) 

AsstatedinthellSA, forthelndianCreekare8: 

I ?)RV us8 ectivity in this are8 8ppearsto be 8pprO8Ching capscity 8t this time" 

(Ma 4333-37). 

Proactive management noviscruciel. The following man8yementsfipulations will provide this: 

--ORV we will be alloved onlyondesignated roads8ndtrails within the SRMA. 

--San Juan River. Wild end Scenic River designstion is the most appropriate management action 

for theQ,n Ju8n River. The San Jusn River contains highqvality recreation,cultural resources, 

visual, historic snd geologic Values. Any one of which qualifies the river for Wild and Scenic 

designation. In the RMP th San Juan River currently receives heavy recreational use,whichis 

projected to increaee. There are no conflicts between the Wild and Scenic Designaiton and other 
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Indian Creek SRMA. BLN appreciates this support for the Indian Creek S&VA. 
In the proposed RNP, the Indian Creek SRMA has been combined with two other 
areas to form the Canyon Basins SRHA. BLM does not believe that Lockhart 
Basin requires special management as an SRI4A, and this comnent offers no data 
to support a change in this evaluation. 

The laws regulating management of Canyonlands NP (primarily the NPS Organic 
Act) do not address the management of public lands adjacent to NPS units; 
neither NPS laws nor FLPHA require the Secretary to manage public lands to 
protect park values. BLH planners are under no obligation to protect values 
on NPS lands, just as NPS planners are not required to protect public land 
uses. 

Under tne proposed plan, a portion of the Indian Creek basin adjacent to 
Canyonlands NP would be managed as an ACEC (see revisions to the draft 
sunmary, chapters 2, 3, and 4, and appendixes A, H, and I). 

San Juan River. The draft recomended (page I-8) that NPS study the San Juan 
River tar wlm and scenic river status; this has been carried into the 
proposed RMP (see revisions to draft page 2-71. 



I I I 
' usesinthesrea. 

Clearly,Wildand Scenicdesignationisth8 highest and best useof theSanJu8n river. BLMignores 

any management responsibility they h8ve to promotethis designation,despite the fact that theyare 

the primary manager of the river corridor. BLMshould recommendWildan#%enic designationin 

the RMP,and work to resolve any potential conflictswith Glen Canyon N8!iO& Recreation Are8 8s 

required by the plenning process. 

Intheinterim,we suppor!BLM's proposedSRMA fortheS8nJuan River,if8dditionalstrengthened 

stipulationssreincorporatedto protect its uniquev8lues,asfollows: 

-- All surface disturbences will be required to meet VRM class I objectives. 

Recreational use limitations will be imposed if natural, scenic, arid cultural 

resources8re being threatened. 

--Montezume Creek SRMA. SRMA designation for the Montezuma Creek are8 w8s ndt c8rried 

forward from alternative C into Alternative E. MO reason for this is stated in the RMP; this 

decision8ppe8rserbitrary8ndcapricious. As statedinthe MSA: 

'Montezuma Creek con?sins 8 we8lth of archaeologic81 resources on both private 

8nd public landswhich would increase the attractiveness ofthis potential SRMA" 

(MSA4333-22). 

"The loop [in Montezum8 Creek] provides recreationists with undeveloped 

camping, hiking,and archaeological viewing in8 highly scenic RN setting" (MSA 

4333-21). 

The MSAfurther states that MontezumaCreek exhibitsincreasingsignsof recreational usesndisin 

rteedofSRMAde$ignationto recognizeand manage current and projected heavy use (MSA 4333-45 

8nd 4333-50). All of this cleerly demonstrates the need for SRMA designation and the are8's 

qualification for designation under the crfteria for SRMA's, which include 8reas requiring special 

mansgementto 'tnsure their yre:ervation” (3-66). 
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Tne San Juan River adjacent to SJRA is administered jointly by BLH and NPS 
(draft page l-10). 

The proposed special conditions for the San Juan River SF&IA call for manage- 
ment under VRM class I (draft page A-25). 

Nuntezuma Creek SRHA. BLH believes that designation of Montezuma Creek as an 
SRMA IS unnecessary at this time due to the minimal level of recreational use 
occurring there. Under the preferred alternative, part of the northern end of 
the Montezuma Creek SRMA proposed under alternative C became the Pearson 
Canyon SRMA (draft figures 2-9 and Z-11). The southern half of the Montezuma 
Creek SRMA proposed under alternative C falls withjn the Alkali Ridge proposed 
ACEC under tne preferred alternative (draft figures 2-5 and 2-9). Under both 
of these proposed designations, vehicle use would be limited and surface 
disturbance would be minimized (draft appendix A). Recreational use in SJRA 
will be monitored over time (draft appendix B); if use patterns change, the 
RiJP can be changed accordingly (draft page A-30). 

1 I I 



Along with SRI-IA designation for this 8~8, the following stipulations are necessary at 8 minimum 

to provide for adequate protection of the recrestional, scenic, and cultural resources present: 

TIE SRMA falls vithin th8 RN ROS class and would be subject to the special 

conditions developed for the RH clssss. The special conditions below are in 

addition to those for the RN class and t8ke precedence. All surface disturbance 

would be subject to VRM class II objectives. Recreation, including ORV use 

limitations vi,11 te imposed if scenic, cultural or recreation resources are being 

threatened. 

-- Ths Nokai Dome-Mancos Mesa Red Canyon Ares. From U-95 South/Southwest to Nokai Dome 

8nd Mikes Canyon, from the Red House Cliffs west to the NRA boundary.) This are8 was not 

identified by the BLM for SRMA designation. It warrants designation es such for three key reasons: 

--The are8 contains multiple recrwtion opportunities. The majority of the ROS area falls within 

P, SPNM 8nd SPM ROS cl8sses. The proposed SRMA contains the BLM-endorsed Mancos Mess WA. 

Th8 Hole-in-the-Rock Trail offers ORV use in 8 highly scenic setting and exploration into a 

significant part of the region’s recent cultural history. 

Mencos Hess has been identified 8s one of the areas to which P recreation use will be dispersed 

(MSA 4333-40). It is likely Umt many of the other P class areas will also receive such use, 

including Castle Creek, Mike’s Canyon, Nokai Dome and other lend8 Bdjacent to the NPS-proposed 

Wilson Mesa wilderness. The Hole-in-the-Rock Trail and Red Canyon have both been identified as 

8re8stowhichircreasedORV usevill tedtsyersed (M% -4333-40). 

--While not 8s rich as Grand Gulch and Cedar Mesa to the east, cultural resources 8re not 

uncommon throuqhout ttle proposed SRMA. Some locales have high concentrations of cultural 

resources, such 8s Lake and Moqui Canyons, 8s documented in the study "Prehistoric Cultural 

Resources of Lake and Moqui Canyons, Glen Canyon National Recreation Area: Report and 

Recommendations" (Alan R.Schroedle, Llniversltyof Utah, Octoher,lY76). This report documents 

theimport8nce ofthe 8reato understanding the interrelationships between branchesof the Anasazi 

culture 8s.well 8s earlier Archaic habitation ofthe area, and the severity ofvandalism dsmsqe to 

the cultural resources present (pages 48-50). The MSA echoes these comments in its statement 

that 'p8rticular m8n8qement conslderatlon is needed to ensure adequste protection” of the cultural 
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Nokai Dome - Mancos Mesa - Red Canyon Area. BLM believes that designation of 
thts area as an SPJ~A IS unnecessarv at this time due to the minimal level of 
recreational use occurring there. -Recreational use in SJRA will be monitored 
over time (draft appendix B); if use patterns change, the RMP can be changed 
accordingly (draft page A-30). 

The special conditions for management of P and SPNM ROS class areas, as well 
as those developed to protect bighorn sheep, should provide adequate 
protection for recreation-related values in the area. 



I resourcespresentinthissrea(M%4331-24) 

-- Desert BighornSheep year-longsndcruciaI habitat bothfallvithinthe boun&sriesoftheSRMA. 

Muchofour proposed ACECfor cultural resources Desert Big-HornSheepis withinthe SRMB. Bs 

discussed under the wildlife sectionof these comments, special management ettention is needed for 

this crucial h8bitat. 

When the lsrger picture of recreational,cultural and wildlife habitat resources snd the inherent 

conflicts their use 81Xi protection Crede,iSexemined, it iS Ch%thetSpeCi&l n%X@Fment 8ttentiOn 

is needed for this 8rea. Thisis especiallytruegiventhe projectedincreases in recreetion use for 

theSJR4. This propos8lclearly meetsthecriteria for SRMA designetionoutlinedon pqe 3-66. 

Inaddition tothisdesignetion, the following use stipulstionsare the minimum necessary to insure 

adequate protectionofthevaried resources: 

TheSRMbr has P,SPNM,SPM,sndRN ROSclassesvithinit. Manayementvould be 

b8sed on the special conditions provided for the RDS classes. Portions of the 

Desert Bighorn Sheep Crucial Habitat ACEC fell within the SRMA; the special 

conditions provided for the Cruciel Habitat ACEC are in addition to those for the 

RDScl8ssesardtake precedencevithintheSRMA. 

WILDLIFE 

General Discussion 

In the MSA, BLMclesrly identifies the need to focus menegement attentionon wildlife habitat. 

"Publicdemand for big yameis increasing every year. As the human population 

within our nation continues to increase, it will become more difficult on 8 

nation-wide basis to meet the future demands of consumptive uses of wildlife" 

(MSA 4350-48). 
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Wildlife: General Discussion 

BLM agrees that management attention needs to be given to wildlife habitat. 



'The future demands for wtldlife habitat are expectedtoincrease. Thecapability 

oftheresournareato meettheincreasirrgdemandsonwildTifeisque.stionable: As 

future demands for other lard uses increase, more pressure will be brouqht 

against wildlife habitat. In maintaining a balance of uses,it may be possible to 

manaye wildlife habitat at a level that+1 produce sustained yields of wildlife 

populations~(MSA4350-471.' 

The MU further states that management should consider the cumulative effects of a variety of 

impactsonwildlife habitats,includinqyraziny: 
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Wildlife habitat will be managed in accordance with a71 applicable laws, 
executive orders, and regulations pertaining to its use (draft page 7-10 and 
2-81. The preferred alternative identified the level of management needed to 
protect crucial habitat areas and applied these special conditions to other 
resource uses (draft appendix A). The effect of the special conditions is 
included in the impact analysis (draft page 4-2). 

'A critipl threshold has not been determined for wildlife species in the SJRA. 

Althouyh it is possible thst one type of activity could cause a significant adverse 

impacttowildlife habitet,itis mOre likelythatthecumulative effectofcombined 

ctmnqe agents would, overtime, cause 8 deterioration of habitat. Change agents 

could be natural (e.y.,disease,or drouqht),but are mOre likely to be grazing or 

humanactivities'(MSA4350-49-50). 

BLM fails to adequately acknowledge the identified need for focused maneyement on wildlife habitat 

in the preferred Alternative E in the RMP. Despite its authority to do so under numerous laws, 

executive orders, regulations, etc, BLM has ignored internal and external recommendations for 

speciai rnenaqemeni designation and piOt&Oii stipulations to provide effective protection of 

wildlife habitat from cumulative impacts. Thus, BLM has failed to adequately protect wildlife 

habitat for current and future demands in numerous settings. This is contradictory to BLM's 

mandateunderFLPMA,sec lOZ(a~(8~,103(a),and202(~)(3and5). 

Three keyexamplesofthisare: 

I. BLM's goal and habitat management objectives for Alternative E protect only "certain" wildlife 

habitats,andshowaclear preferenceforqrazinq useoverwildlife habitat. 

2. No special management designations have been carried forward into Alternative E, despite 

substantielevidencethat supports these designations. 



3. Use stipulationsdeveloped under ~lterrmtive E arein&quate to protect some crucial habitats 

from the effects ofcumulativeimp8cts. 

Examples of these inconsistencies will be discussed below by wildlife hebftat, along with 

suggestions to correct these problems including the minimum specie1 nmnsgement designation and 

usestipulations necessary for their protection. 

Go8lsand Hsbitat M8negementObjectives for Alternative E 

The&& and Habitat ManagementObjectives for Alternative E show a clear preference for grazing 

over wildlife. Thegoel forAltern8tive E: 

'is to m8n8ge publiclands for multiple use of public resources,aslonqasur8zing 

use is maintained at existing levelscertain wildlife habitats are protected...' 

(2-15) (emptwsisadded~ 

The Habital ManagementObjectives forAltecn8tive Ecleerlyreemphasizethis grazing preference. 

"To slter management of wildlife habitats so as to protect certain riparian ereas 

and critical big g8me lmbitats..oy so long as...livestock use is 

8ccomodated.'i2-5B)(emphasiseddedi 

Not only is this 8 contradiction of FlPMAs definition of multiple use fsec lD3(cj, but again the 

word "certain' appearsThis wouldallow BLM to selectively manage onlys few wildlife habitatsin 

preference to grazing, sad then with stipulationsth8t do not provide adequate protection of these 

habitats. These go&and objectives fail to acknowledge the seriousdegradation of wildlife habitat 

from excessive livestock use historically, despite discussions of this by both BLM and others. 

(Specific examples of this are provided below.) Consideration of this degradation is especially 

important since under Alternative E BLM hassteted that its resolutionofthe livestock management 

issueisto 'continue current rnanagement."(2-111. 

Additonally, under Alternative E oneofthe "tradeoffs" for wildlife habitat man8gementwould be to 

"not identify target populations" (Z-16)., or the UWR established prior stable numbers and 

population goals for big gsme herds. ltsppears that the reesonfor this is that in order to achieve 
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Goals and Habitat Nanagetint Objecttves for Alternative E 

The draft did not indicate that any areas exist where livestock grazing con- 
flicts with wildlife, or degrades wildlife habitat, after appropriate mitiga- 
tion measures have been applied (such as grazing exclusions, limitations on 
land treatmants, and application of grazing management systems). Therefore, 
no reduction in grazing is warranted, and grazing is recomaended to continue 
at current levels in alternative E. 

The word "certain" as used in the draft in relation to wildlife habitats 
refers to the crucial habitat for bighorn sheep, antelope, and deer (draft 
pages A-21 and A-22). Only these "certain" wildlffe habitat areas were iden- 
tified as requiring special protection (MSA sectfon 4350; draft pages 3-41 
through 3-49). 



these populationsthere must be'anircreaseinthevarious lmbitatcomponents, '(3-41) whichis 

not encourm under the goal and habitat nmnegernentobjecti~ for Alterrrative E. Also,in the 

MSA, BLM misrepresented the failure tocurrently meetthese goals. The antelope herd \rggstated 

to beonly '33% belov UDWR9oals'(MSA 4350-46),whenin reality the present herd population 

isonly134gof or87Xbelowthegosl(3-42). TheDBHSherdvasstatedtobeonly'ZZ%~lov 

UDWR qoals" (MSA 4350-46), when in reality the pre.nt herd population is only 22% of or 

78% below the goal. (3-42) BLM has not clearly stated the cause for their failure to meet these 

goals under current management nor why it has chosento make no attempt to change this through 

Alternative E. This is reflected in the goal and habitat management objectives for Alternative E, 

andis probably a parti resultofconflictswithgrazing useofcrucialwildlife habitats. 

The Goal and Habitat Msnagement Objectives for Alternative E must be rewritten to provide more 

balanced and truly multiple use management guidance, one that gives at least equal emphasis to 

wildlife habitat 8s to livestock use. 

Desert BiqhornStipCrucial Habitat 

BLM and Utah Department ofwildlife Resources (UDWR) haveidentified 329,750 acresofdesert 

bighornsheep crucial habitat within the SJRA. In the MSA, BLM recognized theimportance of this 

crucial habitatandthe needto designate this are8asan ACEC for the following reasons: 

"Theseareas havespecific naturslvalueas lambingand ruttingaress for bighorn 

sheep. The values need protection from conflictinglend uses thatmuld eliminate 

or degrade their crucial habitat values. 

"Desert bighorn sheep require specific are83 with steep, rugged terrain for 

escspecoverandvithadequateforayeandwater. Thisareaisimportant k.csuseit 

provides for the largest population of desert bighorn sheep in Utah. Bighorn 

sheep&r88 nationsllyimportantspeciesofwildlife" (MSA 4350-64). 

In their fin81 General M8nagement Plan,GlenCsnyon Nation81 Recreation Area also recognized the 

importance of this cruci8l habitat: 

"The desert bighorn sheep is the area's sin9le most important big game species 
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UDWR's prior stable numbers result from that agency's estimates of maxirmm 
wildlife carrying capacity (draft glossary) and do not necessarily represent a 
population level that can be attained. These estimated populations could be 
achieved only under optimal natural conditions (such as weather or health) and 
if all other management options were resolved in favor of wildlife habitat 
management. 

Studies consulted by ELM [King and Workman, 19831 did not indicate an existing 
conflict between livestock grazing and big game species (draft page 3-58). 
BLM's data do not indicate that conflicts between grazing and wildlife habitat 
management exist within SJRA or have adversely affected existing herd 
populations. 

Desert Bighorn Sheep Crucial Habitat 

The ElSA identified areas for consideration as preliminary potential ACECs. It 
did not establish a need to designate any area as'an ACE. 



TheGlen C8nyonare8,withitstributary side canyonsand 8dj8cent plateaus 8nd 

me585 [many within the SJRA], supports someof the last relic bighorn herds, 

which vere orroc 8bundant throughout the state. In fact, the Red, White and 

Gypsum C8nyon regions, where the bighorn are definitely known to Dccur, are 

among the few 8re8s in Utah where the species is currently maintaining its 

numbers'0XNRA,FinalGMP,page33). 

The M5A further identified mineral, oil and gss, and livestock u3es as threats to these crucial 

habitat are8s (M5A 4350-64). The RMP repeats these statements&i-d alsoalludes to recreation81 

useas potentieliy h8ving8dvers8impsctsondesert biyhornsheepcrucial habitat (3-42). 

The ACEC recommendation w8s not carried forward into any of the alternatives 8s it ~8s felt that 

developmentofuse stipulations to mitigateimpactswould beadequateto protectthe crucial h8bitat 

(A-72). The only land use activities with imp8ct.s on cruciel habitst 8ddressed through 

stipulations in Alternative E were mineral, oil and gas, and grazing; recreation use impacts were 

notaddres3ed.Thoseaddressedaremt~uste. 

Outside BLM'sovn diz=zu%ions,implicitsupport for ACEC designation anddirect support for highly 

protecttve stipulations does exist. A series of reports from 19Slto 1984 (commissioned by 6LM) 

entitled 'Ecology of Desert Bi9hornStn?ep in 5outheastern Utah,' discuss 8 number ofthe conflicts 

between desert bighorn sheep 8nd other land uses. In their discussion of livestock and bighorn 

conflicts,the msjorityofthe researcherscitedinthe reportsjointlyarriveattheconolusionthat: 

*Livestock h8ve hsd 8 major impact on the desert sheep populations in Utah 

throuqhcompetitionfor spsce,8lterationofveget8tiveconsurnption, 

and introductionofdise8se' (1981-psye 20). 

The1981 report continues: 

"Gallizioli (1977) hasgone sofaras tosuggestthat if bighornsheep are to 

survive, that cattle grazing and other livestock problems must be solved. He 

further suggested that cattle numbers be sharply reduced in historic biyhorn 

h8bit8ta' (1981-pape14). 
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B!Jl has revised appendix H of the draft to clarify the ratfonale for not 
considering crucial wildlife habitats as potential ACECs. The seasonal 
stipulations presented in the preferred alternative would be applied to any 
surface-disturbing use, including ORV use (draft taable 2-8. Draft table S-l 
incorrectly showed seasonal use conditions under alternative D instead of 
alternative E; no seasonal conditions were developed under alternative D. 



“Desert Bighorn Council technical staff (1980) expressed concerns about 

competition between desert bighorn sheep and livestock. They recommended to the 

degree possible livestock grazing on the public lands should be phased out 

whenever there is direct or potential competition with bighorn sheep’ (1981-page 

17). 

The 1981 report lists special conditions recommended by the Council where sheep and livestock 

“must exist inclose proximity.” Theseincludelirnitsongrazing use (1981-pagel7). 

The Glen Canyon Nstiohal Recreation Area final General Management Plan also identified grazing and 

bighorn conflicts as one of the keys to population decline: 

‘The primary cause of the reduction in numbers of sheep in Utah is the loss of 

habitat, over-utilization of range by domestic livestock... (Irvine 1969, Wilson 

1968)’ (page 33). 

In their discussion of mining-bighorn sheep conflicts, the same ‘Ecology” reports cite further 

Council recommendations: 

Msnagemerd recommendations with respect to mining in bighorn sheep habitat 

have been made by the Desert Bigborn Council Technical Staff (1980). Their 

recomrwndatior~ sugg& that mineral exploretion should be rigidly controlled to 

minimize destruction and insure rehabilitation of habitat. They recommend that 

the agencies in authority should require filing and approval of 8 developmental 

snd operational plan before permission to proceed be given. The plan should also 

provide for mitigation of impacts tq desert bighorn habitat. They also suggested 

that no water sources be disturbed or usurped by mining interests. Critical areas 

such as lambing grounds, water holes, etc., should be precluded from mining” 

(1981-page 24). 

This call for an "operational plan"isimplicint support for ACEC designation and the fact that plans 

ofoperationsare required under :uchdesignations asspecifiedinthe RMP (A-75). 
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BLM is confident that the seasonal conditions developed under the preferred 
alternative would be adequate to protect crucial big?orn sheep habitat. If 
plan monitoring (appendix 8) indicates unsatisfactory results, the RMP special 
conditions could be changed. 



Last,intheirdiscussionofrecreation-desert bighorn conflicts,theseseme 'Ecology" reportscitea 

number of researchers that point to the conclusion that recreational disturbances (from hikers, 

backpackers, motorized vehicles, hunters, river runners,aircraft) will cause desert bighorn to 

vacate habitat ardcan be correlated to decreasesin desert bighorn popufations;snd,thet this wifl 

become an increasing problem as recreational use of bighorn sheep habitat rises (1981-pages 

26-30). The 1981 reportagaincitesthe Desert BtghornCouncil Technical Staff: 

"The Desert Bighorn Council Technical Staff (1980) recommended that 

recreational activities should be eliminatedor regulatedwherethey pose athreat 

tobighorn'(l981-29). 

The report goes onto cite Council recommendations on recreational use stipulations that include 

limits on hiking snd camping locations and numbers, new trail locations and rerouting old trails, 

ORYuse,boatandaircraftuse(l981-page 29-30). 

Clearly the ACEC designation identified in the MSA should have been carried forward into 

Alternative E,consistent with the goals and objectivesofA1ternattve E. By failing todo so,the BLM 

ignored the followfng: 

--recreational impacts on desert bighorn crucial habitats as part of the 

cumulative impacts that need to be mitigated, especially given projected 

recreation useincreasesinthis region; 

--that the combined conflicts between recreation, mining,oil and gas, livestock 

and thecrucial desert bighorn habitat requirespecial management designation to 

protect the hsbitat,as requiredin FLPMAsection 103(a) and 202(c)(3); 

--livestockimpacts on DBHS andthe need tolimitlivestock useas outlinedabove 

by BLMaml others. IThisis especially irnportantsince all of thecrucial habitat 

falls wrthin range placed in the "improve" category by BLM, which implies the 

present range condition and range management is unsatisfactory.<A-47, 

Allotments 4815, 6833,and.6837 on Table 150-1, A-109). Range that cannot 

meet livestock, needs will undoubtedly not be able to meet Desert Bishorn sheep 

needs] 
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Placing an allotment in the I category does not imply unsatisfactory range 
condition or range management [see also the response to comnent 3. National 
Wildlife Federation, comnent page 8 on this topic). nor does it imply that an 
allotment cannot meet livestock and wildlife needs. Grazing allotments in the 
I category in bighorn-sheep crucial habitat can be improved for both livestock 
and wildlife use; that is.one of the reasons Mey are in the I category (draft 
appendix D). 



--that based on its own discussion of the values of the desert bighorn crucial 

habitat in the IISA and RMP,the habitat meets BLMcriteria for ACEC designation 

asoutlinedin 43CRf1610.7-2 (a) (1 and 2); 

--thefullimplicationsofboththe 'Ecology" reprtsandtheincludedCounci1 

staff recommendations,as they pertain to special management designation and use 

stipulations, especially in regards to grazing and its impacts on desert bighorn 

habitat. 

Additionally, the stipulations provided in the preferredalternative are not adequate to protect the . 

crucial habitat. In order to do so, the following changes and/or additions must, at a minimum, be 

made: 

--Thecrucial bighornsheep habitat contains ROSclasses P,SPNM,SPM,and RN. 

The special conditions below are in addition to those listed for ROS classes (as 

outlined under Recreationinthese comments) and take precedence. 

--The crucial habitat shall be manaqed as oil and qas leasing category 2, the 

identified mesa tops as category 3. 

--Noincreasesinyrazinqusewillbeallowedinthecrucial habitat. (Payee-66 

of the RMP states that "livestock use will increase somewhat in the crucial 

habitat areas, vhich could increase competition for forage on vinter range, 

possibly decreasing bighorn populations.') Also, where it is impractical to 

effectively limit grazing use due to topography or other reasons, elimination of 

grazing use must beconsidered. 

--Nolandtreatments will be allowed in crucial habitat areas. 

--All fenceconstruction must meetstandardsconsideredsafeto bighorn sheep. 

--ORV use will be limited to designated roads and trails only. Additional ORV use 

limits will be 
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BLM is obligated to apply the least-limiting level of restriction to oil and 
gas leases that is necessary to resolve resource conflicts (76 IBLA 395 
(1983)). BUl does not agree that closing crucial wildlife habitats to lease 
or to surface occupancy would meet this requirement; or that livestock 
reductions or closures are necessary, or that ORV limitations (beyond those 
developed in the RJiP/EIS) are needed, or that conflicts not identified in the 
draft require this level of management to effect their resolution. 



I imposedifthecrucial habitatisthreatened by such use. 

, Crucial Beer Habitat 

In the MSA, BLM identified crucial deer habitat @ear winter range) as a potential ACEC for the 

following reasons: 

"These areas have high concentrations of deer during thevinter months and need 

to be protected from land uses that could degrade their crucial habitat values. 

Beer require specificareas vithwyetationfor useas foraye (browse andforage) 

andlaryertrees for thermal cover. Terrain can vary from flat ground to steep 

hillsides. These areasareimportantbecausetheyare occupiedby larye numbers 

of deer during the winter. Beer are a nationally important species ofwtldlife" 

(MSA 4350-67). 

The MSA slso identified both mining and livestock uses as having conflicts with deer crucial 

habitat,snd recommended the following stipulations be developed for the ACEC: 

'Char@ the season of liveshxk use on several allotments. Develop grazing 

systems to make more vinnter and spring foreqe available to deer on several 

allotments. Developoil and yasleasinycateyorystipulationsthat vi11 protect deer 

habitatwinter ranyesfrom 12/15to 4/30'(MSA4350-53and 4350-69). 

Theonly partofthese recommendations carried forvardintothe RMPweretheoil andgascategory 

stipulations. 

While BLM failed to carry forward a proposed ALEC to protect the crucial deer habitat, all of the 

recornrnended stipulations must at a minimum becarried forward into Alternative E,includin9 the 

greziny use stipulations. The failure to do soignoresthe MSA documentationofcompetition between 

livestock and deerinthis crucial habitat. 

"cornpetition with livestock limits use of winter browse and early spring 

grassesandforbs" (TISA 4350-46). 
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Crucial Deer Habitat 

As noted earlier, the MSA identified preliminary potential ACE&. Appendix H 
of the draft has been revised to clarify the rationale for not carrying 
crucial deer habitat forward into the draft. 

The draft identifies adverse impacts that could occur to deer populations as a 
result of existing competition between deer and cattle (draft page 4-15). 
Under alternative E, seasonal conditions on any surface-disturbing activity, 
changes in season of use, and exclusion of land treatments in parts of the 
crucial habitat would result in an increase in deer numbers (draft page 4-67). 

Season of use racdifications for livestock would be made in AMPS under alterna- 
tive E (draft appendix U). Grazing would not be eliminated during winter and 
spring on deer habitat, but would be rotated so that not all deer habitat in 
an allotment would be grazed every year at tile same time. This would allow 
deer exclusive use of some pastures and would improve forage density and vigor 
by allowing rest from livestock use. 

I I 
I 



‘Increasing mmpetition between deer and livestock for winter browse and early 

spring grasses and forbs is expected as both deer and livestock populations (using 

the same areas) incrtsse” (MSA 4350-49). 

At a minimum,& following stipulations must be added to deer winter range stipulations for 

Alternative E: 

--No livestock use should be allowed from I.2115 to 3/31. 

1 Note: There is a discrepancy in acreage figures identified as deer crucial winter 

range i? the RMP (197,550 acres) and the f-l% (152,500 acres). These 

stipulatiorrj should apply to whichever of the two numbers represents the correct 

acreage.1 

mpe Crucial Hsbitat 

A number of discrepamies are apparent in BLM’s analysis of conflicts and management 

opportunities in relation to the identified antelope crucial habitat. The MY% states that: 

‘competition between livestockand antelope for forage is not apparent. Predation 

and lack of water do limit pppulation size.’ (MSA 4350-46) 

And yet, the M% goes on to identifycrmial antelope habitat as having “potential to qualify for ACEC 

designation to protect vildlife habitat values’ (1% 4X0-62) for the following reasons: 

These antelope lambing grounds need to be protected irom conflicting land uses that could eliminate 

or degrade their significant habitat values. Antelope require specific areas with forage 6nd water 

and with terrain that enables them to detect and avoid approaching predators. This area is 

important b@z8USt? it is the only antelope habitat in the resource area. 

“Livestock grazing within the lambing areas removes forage (grasses and forbs) 

that is needed by lactating does to msximi:e fawn growth so that they Can avoid 
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This comnent notes a discrepancy between acreages given for crucial deer 
habitat in the MSA and the draft. Both figures are estimates; the draft 
reflects the mzre current estimate. 

Antelope Crucial Habitat 

Some conflict currently occurs between cattle and antelope for spring forage 
and water (see revisions to draft page 3-58). It is difficult to demonstrate 
that conflicts exist between livestock and antelope in SJRA because the ante- 
lope population has been so small for the past several years that conflict 
patterns have been difficult to identify. As antelope numbers increase, 
either naturally or through transplants to the vicinity (such as occurred in 
tne neighboring Grand Resource Area in early 1987). the conflicts believed to 
be present would beccnne more apparent. 

a 



capture by predators." 

'Mineral and oil and yes ectivities and livestock grazing threaten the special 

wildlifevalues" 

(4350-62). 

The MSA also states that competition between antelope and livestock for winter food is expected to 

increase (MSA 4350-48). Itgoesonto recomrnend3tipUl8tiOn3 for the ACEC: 

%hangeseeson of livestock use to rerrwe cattle by May 31st (to prot=t 

lambing seeson). Develop an oil and gas leasing stipulation to protect antelope 

fabrninyareasfrom May 15toJune 30'(MSA 4350-62). 

The RMP repeats the statementaLout noobvious competition between livestockand antelope within 

the hsbitst (3-42). It does not mention any protective stipulation3 to mitigate livestock impacts 

onthe habitat. And yetthe RMPyoesontosaythet: 

"The habitat area is relevant because it is used by the only population of 

antelope in SJRA. Prongimrn antelope are nationslly recognized as an important 

species of wildlife. The animals could be disturbed by development activities or 

grazing pressure' (A-72). 

It appears that BLM is at least confused about the potential for resource mnflicts within antelope 

habitat, and at worst specifically ignoring the ptential significance of livestock impacts 

specifically. While BLMfailedtocarry forward into Alternatiw Etheir ACEC desigr~tion,it must 

protect antelope crucial habitat. Unless BLM C8n demonstrate conclusively that no 

livestock-8ntelopeconilictsexist,thefollowing3tipulations mustat 8 minimum beaddedtosndior 

changed for theantelopefavning andcrucial habitat areas under Alternative E: 

I_ The antelope crucial habitat fails vithin the ROS RN ~183s. The habitat Will be 

subiect to the syeoal conditions for the SPM ROS class (as revised under the 

rccreafionsection.) No grazing use will be allowedduring the Iambirqsesson (or 

between 4/l snd 600). 
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Generally, grazing occurs annually through April 30 in allotments with 
antelope, so there is no grazing during May and June. Vnen spring use is 
rotated in pastures within an allotment, some antelope fawning range will be 
ungrazed by livestock every year during April. This will be provided for in 
AMPS and is considered sufficient to protect antelope fawning grounds from 
conflicts with livestock (draft appendix U). 

BLM does not agree that the draft is "confused" regarding the potential for 
resource conflicts within antelope crucial habitat areas. Under the preferred 
alternative, seasonal restrictions would be applied to all surface-disturbing 
activities and to DRY use within the crucial habitat areas. 



I Ftiprian Hsbitat 

Riparian Habitat provides an opportunity for a number of resource values--recreational, wildlife, 

cultural--to coalesce into a unique environment for the deserts of the southwest. The cool water 

and shade provide rare recreation opportunities and support big game and endangered species 

habitat. The Anasazi often made their.homesin or near the present day habitat. Reluctantly, BLM 

acknowledges that they have little hard date to quantify the condition of this unique habitat. 

“The condition of the riparian habitat has not been measured throughout the 

resource area.” (MSA 4350- 11) 

“The extent of habitat losses has not been quantified.” (MSA 4350-50) 

Yet BLM also states that: 

“it should be noted that riparian areas in good to excellent condition [relatively 

undisturbed] support far greater population and far more species of wildlife than 

do similar areas in wr condition.‘(MSA 4350- 1.1,3-49) 

‘Eecause riparian and aquatic habitats occur only under specialized conditions, 

the demand is concentrated, and ?he capsbility of the habitat to rehew itself is 

limited. Under constant use pressure, as is now occurring in certain areas, the 

quality of the riparian or aquatic habitat degrades significantly.” (MSA 

4350-44). 

Despite the unknown condition, delicacy, and uniqueness of this environment, 8LM has done little to 

protect it under Alternative E. This is a gross error that falls to acknowledge the numerous values 

of this unique environment. 

The mA went so far as to designate approximately 38,400 acres (based on a corridor .13 miles or 

approximately 660 feet wide) as an ACEC to protect the wildlife values of this habitat. (MSA 

4350-65). It identifies conflicts between these values and ORY use, mineral and oil and gas 

exploration and development, and grazing activities.(MSA 4350-65). 
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Riparian Habitat 

Under alternative E, special conditions would be applied (draft page A-20) to 
any activities taking place within a riparian area, including ORV use: mineral 
operations, and oil and gas leasing. Conflicts between grazing and nparian 
management would be addressed at the activity plan stage through an AMP (draft 
appendix U). 

As noted earlier, the MSA did not designate AC%. 



Not only did BLM fail to carry forward into Alternative E these riparian habitats as ACEC's, but 

there italso a blatant discrepancy betveenacreage identified asin need of protective stipulations 

in the MSA and al? alternatives in the RMP,inciuding Alternative E. Aa stated above, the MSA 

identified 38,400acresfor protection basedonacorridor .I3 milesor 660feetvide. Yetthe RMP 

usesa arridoronly 25 feet wide for atotalof 1500 acresto be protected (A-20). Nowhere in the 

RMP doesit state the re#on for cutting the corridor width and total acreage by over 95%. This 

appears to be anarbitrary andcapriciousdecision. 

Obvjously BLM needs todefine a more reasonable corridor width and total acreage to be protected. 

The corridor width should accommodate fluctuations in topography and local environment, and 

should be expandedto t%,istically reflect the complete riparian environment. ACECdesignation for 

this habitat must be considered as well. The stipulations outlinedin Alternative E shouldapply to 

this expanded corridor, and sbouk+, at 8 mirrimum have the following additions to guarantee 

protectionofthis resource: 

-- Ho land treatments vi11 be allowed, No wood cutting or gathering will be 

allowed. 

YISUAL RESOURCE NAHAGEMEHT 

General Comments 

Visual resources are one of Utah's rilost prized possessions. The unique, dramatic and vsried 

scenery attrsctsvisitors fromaround the world. The primary results of a recent study sponsored 

by the Utah Tirurlsm Research Consortium concludes that "tourists visiting Utah are most 

impressed with the state's scenic beauty” snd that "50% of the visitors said Utah vas their 

primarydestinationor finsldestination" (The Gaily Spectrum,St.George,Utsh, 10/g/86). 

TheSJRA i? rich in these visual resources: it containssome of the most undisturbed scenicvalues 

6n the Colorado Flateau. From alpine peaks lo deeply disxcted cangorts, the SJRk’s 
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As noted in this comnent. the MSA used a riparian corridor width of 660 feet 
(draft page A-61, A-73) and the draft (page A-20) used a narrower corridor 
width of 25 feet. The narrower width was used because of a consensus of the 
RMP team staff specialists that 660 feet (one-eighth of a mile) was too wide; 
the majority of riparian areas in SJRA are narrow (10 feet or less) ephemeral 
streams (draft page 3-X). After reviewing public comments, the corridor 
width used in the proposed RMP and final EIS has been changed to 100 feet, and 
the total acreage to 6,000 (see revisions to draft tables S-l, 2-7, 2-10. page 
3-49, table 3-6 and chapter 4). 

The riparian special conditions would be applied wherever actual riparian 
conditions were encountered; the special conditions would not apply to areas 
within the lOO-foot corridor that were not.riparian, and areas outside the 
corridor that were riparian would have the special conditions applied. The 
corridor and corresponding acreage were developed to estimate environmental 
effects in this EIS. The text of the draft has been changed to clarify this 
(see revisions to draft appendix A). 

As discussed in draft appendix H, BLM considered ACEC designation for the 
riparian corridor but did not find that the area warranted consideration as a 
potential ACEC under the criteria given in manual section 1617.8. Appendix H 
has been revised to clarify the rationa?e for not considering the area further. 

This comnent suggests additional conditions for use of riiarian areas. Land 
treatments such as seeding and transplants of cuttings may be useful in pro- 
tecting riparian areas from erosion and hastening recovery of vegetation. 
Accordingly, this practice should not be excluded from riparian areas. Exclu- 
sion of wood cutting in riparian areas in SJRA is considered to be a moot 
point. Fuelwood harvest and Christmas-tree cutting is limited to pinyon and 
juniper species, and post cutting is limited to juniper (draft page Z-5); 
virtually no pinyon or juniper grow within the riparian corridors defined in 
tne draft because these trees do not tolerate riparian conditions. 

Visual Resource IBnagement: General Conments 

BLM agrees that visual resources are important in SJRA. 

BLll appreciates the comnentor's bringing to our attention the study by Utah 
Tourism Research Consortium: the text of the draft has been revised 
accordingly (see revisions to draft, page 3-30). 



"...spectacularscenic valueliesin thearea's exposedcolorful rock layers,rugged 

and brokenterrain,and naturally sculpted .%&tone formations suchas bridges, 

arches,andpediments'(MSA4333-57). 

Thevarietyofscenic values,fromthe sweeping vistas acrossthe plate&s to the narrow intricacies 

viewed from 8 canyon bottom, is trerW&XJS. These unique and outstanding values have been 

recognized by BLM and numerous other agencies and studies. Yet,in the preferred Alternative E, 

BLM fails to fully recognize these resource valuesand providesdequate protection for them. Some 

keyexamplesofthisf8ilureare: 

--The m8rmgementobjectives for visual resources under Alternative E are not strong enough to 

provide8dequ8te m8n8gementguid8ncefor protectionofthese resources. 

--FewspWi81 conditions tmve beendevelopedtoadequatelyguide msnagementofvisual resourcesin 

Alternetive E. Thosedevelopedfor ROSclesses protect someofthe visual resources,butas 8 whole 

--No special designations have been developed in Alternative E to provide mansgementfocus on the 

need to protect visual resourcesfromconflictingland uses. 

Thislackof adequate proectionignoresthe full irnplicationsof reccomendations for visual resource 

protection from both outside BLM 8nd ELM's own identification of this need in the MSA. This is in 

violation of FLPMA, *&tiOnS 102(a)(8) and 103 (a), which provide for scenic resource 

protection. 

The following isadetailed anslysisofthese inadequaciesalong with the minimum sctions necessary 

tocorrectthem. 

I Visual Resource Management Objectives Under Alternative E 

TheSJRAcontains unique,outstandingandirretrievablev~sual resources. Support for thisandthe 

concomitant management actions necessary to protect tttese visual resources ere demonstrated in 

the U-95ScenicCorridor Study,thedraftedCrandGulch Plateau Management Plan;theGrandGulch 
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Based on a review of public cements on the draft, BW has revised the manage- 
ment prescriptions in the proposed WlP to include special designations on 
additional areas to protect visual resources (see revisions to the draft 
sumnary, chapters 2, 3, and 4, and appendixes A, H and I). Specifically, the 
proposed RMP proposes ACEC designation for Indian Creek, the Highway Scenic 
Corridor, Butler Wash, and the Valley of the Gods area within Cedar tbsa, to 
recognize and protect scenic resources. Additionally, other special condi- 
tions on use, such as for P ROS class areas, would serve to protect scenic 
values in other areas. 



I Piateau interim Management Plan, and BLM's own discussion in the M%$ of the S&$'s scenic 

v8lues.Th8yallsupporttheconclusionintheM%th8t: 

"Togctarentee sustained yield ofthe viscrsl resourc8 while meeting future 

demands, management must adhere strictly to the VRM class objectives. Only 

those projectsthstmeetobjectivescouldbe8pproved'(MSA 4333-65). 

'If objectives 8re repeatedly not met, then the scenic qwrlities vi11 be 

substantially reduced andthe YRM Class lowered . . . . LoweringoftheY~M class is 

inconsistent with the BLM's policyofprotectingtisualv8lues.'~MSA4333-57). 

Yet the management objectives for visual resource management under Alterrmtive E do not 

adequatelyacknowledgethe full implicationsofthesestatements. Theobjectives would,in the n8nb? 

of multiple use, simply seek to "minimize adverse impacts vhile allowing land use 8ctivities to 

occur" (2-57,Table Z-5). This is me8ninylessandin spiteofdespite BLM's8cknoviedgemntin 

the M%th8t81118nd ~8ctiO~C8~i~surf8#?disturb81~8adver~ly8ff~tviSW3~ reWJfC#,8nd 

'...include, but 8re not limited to, fences, pipelines, chainings, reservoirs, 

mining operations, poverlines, rod, oil and gas developments, and seismic 

activities. The lestthreelistedabove probably hevethe m&significant&e% 

impacts on the visual qu8litieS of the 8re8, 8f1d their influence iS likely t0 

continue'(MSA4333-57). 

Given this, in order to 8deque.tely protect visual resources as required under FLPMA, stringent 

restraints must be placed onother "multiple uses"ofthe SJRA. This is especiallyimportantwhen 

the nonrenewable, irretrievable nature of signifiicaflt visual resources, compsred to surface 

disturbing uses, is mnsidered. The definition of multiple use in fLPMA section 103 (c) clearly 

provides for such management action. The management objectives for visual retiurces under 

Alternative E need to be rewritten to reflect this and to effectively guide management in this 

direction. Otherwise,the RMPfeils toadequately addressthe needto proactively manage forscemc 

and visual qualities. 

At 8 minimum, the meoagenent objectives for visual resources should seek. to rnir,imi:e adverse 
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Visual Resource Management Objectives under Alternative E 

Based on this comment. BLM has reviewed management objectives for visual 
resources manage;nent. The management objectives have been strengthened for 
alternatives A and E by incorporating language from BLM VRM manuals (manual 
section 8400) (see revisions to draft table 2-5). 

The proposed RMP places restraints on multiple uses of the public lands in 
NRA where necessary to protect visual resources that were felt to be at risk 
(draft appendix A). 



visual impacts by requiring all surfacedisturbing actions to meet the VRM classobjectives for the 

localewithinvhichthedisturbasncewill be located. 

@zialConditions for Visual Resource Management under Alternative E 

Under Alternative E, nospecial conditions have tieen developed for visual resources peg beyond 

the standard operating procedures currently used under Alternative A. These only address how to 

minimally clean uptha after-effectsofsurfacedisturbanoe (including road construction) and are 

not adequate to protect visual resources. To some extent,additional special conditions to protect 

visual resources hsve been developed for the RGS classes, as well as a few other specially 

designatedareas.These conditions arealsoinadequateto met the above restatedobjectives. 

While the acreage figures discussed on Page 4-71 appear to demonstrate asubstantial increase in 

visual resource protection, the increases are based on the inadequacies of the original visual 

resource inventory. (fig3-18, 3-83). Thisimentorygrossly underestimated the mnic qualities 

andvisualsensitivityofhuge portionsoftk SJRA. Examplesinclude: 

--Theoriginalinventory onlydesignatedBLM's DarkCanyonISAardGrandGulch 

ISAasYRMClassI,but noneoftheother Por SPNMlandsvithintheSJRA. 

--It failed to acknowledge, through VRM Class I designation,the inherent 

outstanding scenic values ofmany of BLM's WSA's such as Mancos Mesa, Pine 

Canyon,Sheik's Flat, Buttet Canyon, Mule Canyon,, Road Canyon and Fish Creek 

I Canyon. 

--it designated BLM lands integral to the scenic vistas of surrounding 

Canyonlands National Park proposedwildernessasVRMClass Ilorless. 

--It designated BLM lands integral to the scenic vistas of adjacent Glen Canyon 

National Recreation Area proposed wildernessas VRMClass II (Mancos Mesa)and 

Class IV (the Nokai Dome area just east of Wilson Mesa). 

BLM's inclusion of all P class areas under VRM Class I objeectives (4-71) is a necessary firti 
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Special Conditions for Visual Resource Management Under Alternative E 

VRM classes II through IV are derived in response to on-the-ground inventory 
using criteria found in BLM manual 8410 (draft appendix Gl. Class I areas 
were designated in response to a management decision to protect significant 
visual resources. At the time the VRM inventory was done, only designated 
primitive areas were designated as VRM class I; changes in VRJi classes (for 
example, in response to ROS inventory or special management designations) 
would be made through this RMP. Areas now designated as class I are shown in 
draft figure 3-18 (as revised). The inventory requirements for determining 
ROS classes (draft appendix Fj are different from those used to determine VRl,I 
classes; comparison of the inventory criteria shows that little correlation 
between existing VfUJ and ROS classes would be expected. 

As noted above, BLM is not obligated to manage public lands adjacent to NPS 
units so as to protect park values or proposed park management scenarios (such 
as proposed wilderness). The Secretary has determined that protection of 
integral vistas should be handled by state governments, not by BLM (see 
response to comment 6, Sierra Club, Cache Group, cormnent page ,31. 



step. But unless the SPNM and other areas mentioned above &readdressed through increased VRM 

cl= designation,the BLM's assessment of visual resource3 within the SJRA will continue. to be 

inadequste,asweliasinconsistentwithsurroundingNPS management. Muchofthe resourcearea's 

high quality scenic values fall outside the P RGSclass. Examples of this include the U-35 Scenic 

Corridor,ValleyoftheGods,and Lockhart Basin. 

In ordertoinsure adequate protection,special &ditions for visual resource management need to 

be applied to all the RBS classes. Our minimum standards for ROB special conditions under 

Recreation refiectthisneed andincludespecial conditiomforvisuai resource mamgement foresch 

RO5class. They areinadditiontothe standardoperating procedures provided on page A-6 of the 

RMP,whichalone do not adequately provide for the protectionof VRMclassas. 

Areasin NeedofACEC Designation to Protect Visual Resources 

A couple of areas within the BJRA are in need of ACEC designation to protect their high quality 

visual reeaurcevalues. The definition ofanACEC under Sec. 103(a) includesscenic resources as 

one of the values the designation should be used to protect. The areas listed below n& ACEC 

designation to insure their visual resources will be maintainted to meet the projected increased 

demand from sightseeing use (as discussed on MBA 4333-38.) Without special mn8@ment 

designation and focus, the scenic values of these areas will be lost to conflicting land uses, as 

tiumentedintheMBA. 

I.LockhartBasin-IndianCreekACEC 

The boundary ofthisACECwouldincludeai1 thearea discussedinthe MSAand AlternativesC and D, 

aswellasadditionalacreagetothe southe (see enclosed map). This acreageincreaseis necessary to 

realistically encompass the unique visual resources of this part of the SJRA, and maintain the 

integrityofCanyonlands National Parkandthecanyonlands Gasin. 

The MSA identifies Lockhart Basin as meeting the criteria for ACEC designation due to its 

"outstanding scenic qualities", the 'scarcity" of these qualities within the Colorado Plateau, and 

because "special management attention is required to prevent irreparable demage to its' scenic 

qualities" (MSA pg 4333-66 to 6B). The ACEC was carried forward into Alternatives C and D of 
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The preferred alternative would manage all P ROS class areas (except those 
near the Colorado state line] as VRM class I (draft page A-13). In addition, 
other areas (such as special management designations) would be managed under 
VRM class I where it is felt that this level of protection of visual resources 
is necessary. 

Areas in Need of ACEC Designation to Protect Visual Resources 

The ACECs proposed in Me proposed RMP have been extensively revised from 
those shown in the draft (see revisions to the draft sumnary, chapters 2, 3, 
and 4. and appendixes A, H and Il. Specifically, the proposed RMP proposes 
ACEC designation for Indian Creek, the Highway Scenic Corridor, Butler Wash, 
and the Valley of the Cods area within Cedar @.a, to recognize and protect 
scenic resources. 

Under guidance in BLM manual 8410, Visual Resource Inventory, an area must be 
(1) scenic quality A and (2) unique or very rare within its physiographic 
province in order to be identified as a candidate potential ACEC for scenic 
values. 

The areas suggested in this comnent have been handled as follows. 

Lockhart Basin - Indian Creek. As the cement notes, in the draft the Lock- 
hart Easin area tics the only part of comnentor's nomination-that was found to 
meet the criteria for a scenic ACEC. and was considered as a potential ACEC 
under alternatives C and 0 (but not E). Appendix H has been revised to clari- 
fy the rationale for disposition of each area nominated (see revisions to 
draft appendix Hl. 

As discussed earlier, the IJSA did not propose areas for ACEC designation. 



the RMP, but not Alternative E. No special conditions for usa of the area were developed under 

Alternative E ~,nordoaaitreceive much protection basedontha SOPsor R88classas (mostof 

tha area is Csignated SPM and RN). The only allusion to protection of the area is the statement 

that: 

'Projects would be analyzed individually to provide for mitigation of adverse 

environmentalimpacts'.(P9A-87 RMP) 

This mansgement is inadequate to protect the unique scenic values oftha area end to maintain the 

intrepityofadjacantCanyonlar& Rational Park. 

ACE& designation is necessary for Lockhart Basin as the most effective way to protect the high 

quality visual resourcosit contains. The ACEC designation should hava been carried forward into 

Alternative E, base6 on the reasons stated earlier in our introductory discussion of KEC's. The 

proposed ACEC isan integral part of the scenicvistas of Canyonlands National Parkard the larger 

Canyonlands Basin; the area must receive special management attention to insure that theinte9rity 

oftha parkand basinis maintained. 

Besidesvisual resources,fha proposed.KECalso hasa numberofothar resources present that need 

protection.Forexample,cultural resourcasinthisareaare both uniqueand relatively undisturbed 

compared to the larger rasouroaarea.Tha only trout bearing stream within the resource area is 

found hareand has high potential for fishery development. Current Recreational useofthe area is 

intense. Campirq has reached its capacity and ORV use is approaching its capacity. (MSA P9. 

4333-37). Both usesareexpectedtoincrease ZO-30% by the year 2000,withincreasedORV use 

expectedto be heaviestintha IndianCreekarea. (M8A Pg 4333-40). 

Upon examination of the whole--that is visual, cultural, wildlife, and various recreational 

resources and their inherent values and conflicts, and the potential conflicts between these 

resources and other surfacedisturbing activities, such as oil and gasexploration and potash strip 

mining--it is clear that ACEC designation is required to adequately protect the significant visual 

resource. Specific conditions for land use. activities must be developed to insure this protection. 

Otherwise BLM will be ignoring its manda?e for visual resource protection in anareaofscarce and 

outstanding scenic quality. Examplesofthe minimum special conditions necessary include: 
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Protecting the integrity of NPS units is not one of the criteria for designa- 
tion of an ACEC on public lands (ELM manual section 1617.8). 

Upon review, BLM re-evaluated the scenic values within the area nominated in 
this comment. Within the Lockhart Basin potential ACEC, BLM has included the 
lower Indian Creek Canyon in the proposed RMP as a proposed ACEC for scenic 
values. me area is adjacent to Canyonlands NP. 

Cultural resources present in the Lockhart Basin potential ACEC are not 
considered significant enough to warrant protection through designation as an 
ACEC on tneir own merit, but BW recognizes that numerous sites exist in the 
proposed Indian Creek ACEC and has developed special management conditions 
that would provide a buffer of 100 feet to protect all significant sites from 
surface disturbance (see revisions to draft appendix A). 

This comnent mentions a trout-bearing stream in the Lockhart Basin potential 
ACEC. BLM is aware that the upper end of Indian Creek is a trout fishery 
(draft page 3-521, and has proposed that this area be designated the Shay 
Canyon ACEC (draft chapter 2). 
the Lockhart Basin area. 

BLM is not aware of a trout-bearing stream in 

BLM does not believe that potash strip-mining is likely to bccyr in the SJRA 
(draft pages 34.7 and 4-61). 



--The ACEC contains a variety of RDS claaaea. The specific condiitona given below 

are in addition to those for ROS claaaea (aa outlined in itia Recreation section of 

these comments) and take precedence. 

--All activites vi11 be required to meet YRM Class I Objectives. 

--The ACEC vi11 be managed according to Oil and Gas leaainq CatagorY 2. 

--ORV use will be limited to exiatinq roads and trails. 

--No land treatments vi11 be alloved. 

SCENIC ROADED CORRIDOR ACEC 

Tha boundaries of this ACEC vould be based primarily on the recommendationa presented in the 

U-95 Scenic Corridor Study. Additionally, the follminy m#a or at-em vould be included: 

--The Manti-La Sal National Forot Kiyalia Sanic Corridoor north from U-95 to 

the BLM/LtSFS Boundary. 

--The entrance road to Natural Bridges National Monument 

--The roada within Comb and Butler Washes. 

--Comb Ridge: from the western edge of Comb Wash east to the prominent cliffs 

east of Butler Wash, and from the USfS boundary on the north, continuing south to 

the San Juan River. 

--The Hole in the Rock Trail. 

--The Mormon Trail from U-261 east toComb Wash 

RESPONSE TO CDtJMENT.9 SOUTHERN UTAH WILDERNESS ALLIANCE 

[Comnent page 411 

The Indian Creek proposed ACEC would be managed under YRN class I, would have 
no-surface-occupancy stfpulations applied to mineral activities, and would be 
segregated from mineral entry. The proposed ACEC would be closed to ORV use. 
No land treatments would be allowed (see revisions to draft appendix A.) 

Scenic Roaded Corridor ACEC 

The U-95 corridor as identified in the corridor study (draft page 3-81) has 
been considered as a potential ACEC under alternative D in the proposed KYP 
and final EIS. A modified corridor has been proposed as an ACEC in the pro- 
posed RMP. The proposed Scenic Highway Corridor ACEC does not include all 
areas suggested in this comment. It does not include the entrance road to 
Natural aridges N4, the unimproved roads in Comb and Butler Washes, Comb 
Ridge, or the Hole-in-the-Rock (Mormon) Trail, but does include the Whit,e 
Canyon viewshed as seen from highway U-95. 



--The bouruiary should include as much of the ‘unobstructed view area” as 

possibleonu-263,U-261 andWhiteCanyon,asdiscussedintheU-95Study. RESPONSE TO COMMENT 9 y 

The U-95 Scenic Corridor Study presents a strong case for special management of these areas 

based on their unique visual values and their need for protection. 

‘U-95 and associated highvays [U-261, U-263) present a unique network of 

scenic roe& within a vast recreetional and vilderness complex’ (~4). 

[Comnent page 421 

BLM agrees that the U-95 corridor study provides valuable suggestions for 
management. 

“The study area is uniquely located among some of tha most spectacular scenery in 

the world. Massive rock formations attest to the tremendous pressures at work on 

tha earth surface...Expansive sandstone formations have been subject to countless 

centures of water 81-d vind erosion. The result is a myriad of vertical canyon 

walls cast in various shades of red and white. These canyons with a blue 

background of sky and Lake Powell provide tremendous aesthetic beauty. Canyons 

give way to brushy flatlands and cedar masss and slolitary mountain peaks visible 

for miles in every direction. Tha vhole area is essentially uncluttered by man’s 

developments. Thus, one of its prime values is the vast open aspect readily felt by 

all vho visit. (Papa 3- 18 19) 

“Preservation of the visual corridor is a vital issue in consideration of any use, 

management, or development scheme for the area. Picturesque views of a natural 

canyonlands landscape are coutinous along the hiyhvays. Yisuat elements vithin 

the corridor and the vistas beyond are threatened if uncontrolled or ill-planned 

development enroaches” (Pages S-6). 

Further study discussion elaborates on the need for special management focus and provides implicit 

support for ACEC designation through its proposed “techniques”and “mechanisms”. 

‘Inherent within this concept is a requirement that all who have a vested interest 

in or control over the use, management, or development of the land accept the 

premise that their are natural landscape values worth protection which require a 

unified cornmitrnent to their preservation. This ~111 require some mechanism for 

reviev of proposals or standardized criteria for assessment against tk visual 



I 
resource values.’ (pg 71 

‘...there must be consistent recognition of the visual resources’ values among the 

various state and federal interests and a unified mmmittment to their 

preservation through various management techniques and mechanisms available to 

each agency.” (pg 9) 

The only present aeknv&dgement by BLM of any of the findings and recommendations of this 

report is coordination: 

‘vith the State Land Board on chainings and other land treatments to minimize 

visual impacts as viewed from U-261” (Pg 3-81) 

This is a gross understatement of the concerns identified in the report, especially given how 

previous land treatments have seriously degraded the visual qualities along U- 261. 

The draft Grand Gulch Plateau Management Plan (GG PMP) also supported the findings and 

recomme&tions of the study and adopted all of it’s recommendations in its proposed Highway 

Visual Corridor. The Grand Gulch Plateau interim Management Plan also included maintenance and 

enhancement of scenic qImlitie3 as part of it’s three main objectives; one of its intents is the 

preservation of visual qlua!i?ies CM% Pg 4333- ! 5 and 16). 

Support for our inclusion of additional highways can also be shown. The GGPMP also recommended 

that a visual corridor study of the roads not included in the U-95 Corridor Study should be 

completed (presumably includirq the Comb and Butler Wash roads since they are within the unit). 

SLIWA believes that all of the qualities and values described by these plans are also integral to the 

Natural Bridges National Monument entrance road, the Manti-La Sal Forest Kigalia Scenic 

Corridor, the Hole-in-the-Rock Trail, the Mormon Trail and the Butler and Comb Wash Roads. 

Comb Ridge itself is clearly an integral landscape feature of the area, as stated in the Drait GG PMP. 

“The most dominant land form in SE Utah’ 

“Comb Ridge is an outstanding geologic feature.” 

RESPONSE TO COIllENT 9 SOUTHERN UTAH WILDERNESS ALLIANCE 

[Comnent page 431 

BLM does not believe that Coti Ridge meets the criteria for designation as an 
ACEC based on its scenic qualities (see also the response to conment 100 from 
OHen Severance). Coti Ridge falls within the area analyzed as the potential 
Cedar Mesa ACEC under alternative D in the final EIS. 



N 

The earier description of the 'aesthetic' values of the U-95 Scenic Corridor Study area also 

LmplicityincludesComb Ridge,anddirectly referstoiton page 3-1. 

All of this, coupled with the projected increases in recreation81 uses [especially ORV use in the 

already heavily usedCombsnd Butlervashes, (M% Pg 4333-4O)j supports designation ofthis 

area as an XEC. Unified and coordinated management vi11 be necessary to preserve the unique 

scenicvaluesofthe ACEC. ACECdesignation vi11 fccus management attention towardsachievirtgthis 

goal,and must require plansofopsrations to insure manegemsntobjectivas are being met. Along 

with ACECdesiynation, necessary special conditions for management vi11 also need to be developed. 

4 number of areas along the Scenic Corridor have bean identified as areas with high to moderate 

potential favorability for development of mineral nmterials,and vith moderate potential for oil 

srd gssand various minerals. Theseactivities wouldcause serioussurface disturbanceimpacts on 

the visual resources within the ACECSpecial conditions to protect visual resource damage from 

such impacts is part of current management as per Alternative A (A-2). Even these special 

conditionsverenotcarriedforwardintoAlternative E (see Figures 3-2,3-4,3-5,3-7). 

Thespecial conditions should,ata minimum,includethefolloving: 

I 
The ACEC contains a variety of RUSclasses. The special conditions given below 

areinadditiontothosedevelopedfor ROSclassesandtake precedence. 

I 
--brll surface disturbinq activities will be required to meet VRM Class I 

I 
objectives. 

--The ACECwillallow no surface occupancy for oil and gas leasing,exploration, 

or development. 

--No nev land treatments will be allowed. 

--ORV use will be limited to designated roadsandtrails. 

I YslleyoftheGods ACEC 

RESPONSE TO COHHENT 9 SOUTHERN UTAH WILDERNESS ALLIANCE _-__-- 
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Under the Scenic Highway Corridor proposed ACEC, uses of public lands would be 
subject to special conditions. The proposed area would be managed as VRM 
class I, would have no-surface-occupancy stipulations applied to mineral 
activities, would be segregated from mineral entry, and would be closed to ORV 
use; no land treatments would be allowed (see revisions to draft appendix A.) 

Valley of the Gods 

The draft has been revised to consider the Valley of the Gods as an ACEC under 
alternative D and as a special emphasis area within the Cedar f5ks.a ACEC under 
alternative E (see revisions to the draft sunmary, chapters 2, 3, and 4, and 
appendixes A, H, and Il. 



From the junction of U- 163 and U-261, the boundary of this scenic ACEC should follow U- 163 

east to T.40 S,R.20 E,S.32; continue northvest to the rim of Cedar Mesa, following the rim west 

and southwest end south to the Glen Canyon fktional Recreation Area boundary, south along 1he 

National Recreation Area boundary; to the San Juan River; east on San Juan River to ‘The 

Tabernacle’; and northeast to junction of U- 163 and U-261 .The boundary would include all lands 

ona-hslf mile north, northwest and northeast of the Cedar Mesa rim. 

Tim Valley of the Gods area contains a spectacular scenic qualities. The prom GGPMP described 

thaarea as: 

*a spectacular area of scenic buttes and mesas...Valley of the Gods is considered a 

miniature Monument Valley. There are 20 to 25 buttes, pinna&zs and spires that 

range in’height form 100 to 600 feet.’ 

Thousands of tourists each year, in private vehicles or tour buses, drive though this area on U-26! 

and the all-dirt county road to view its unique xenery, and stop to appreciate the sveeping vistas 

available form the Cedar Mesa Rim. Clearly, Valley of the Gods is an integral part of the high 

quality scenery within the SJRA. The proposed GGPMP included the area as part of its Highway 

Visual Corridor. The U-95 Scenic Corridor Study also included the area. 

Despite all this, BLM has failed to recognize any of the scenic values of Valley of the Gods. It was 

placed in VRM Class 111 under the visual resources assessment and inventory, and received a C for 

scenic quality, the lowest rating on the scale. 

This assessment is at best a gross error in the inventory or elsethe evaluative procedures in the 

VRM process need to be reassessed to take into account the actual existing visitor use that is 

specificallydirectedtoan areas visual values. 

Given: 

--the high quality of the visual resources present; 

--the current use related to these values, and the projections for increase in this use; 

RESPONSE TO COMENT 9 SOUTHERN UTAH WILDERNESS ALLIANCE 

[Comment page 451 

The scenic qualfty rating for the Valley of the Gods has been reviewed and 
amended to class 6. This reclassification in turn has caused the VRM class to 
be upgraded from III to II (see revisions to draft table 3-14. figure 3-18, 
and pages 4-43, 4-57, and 4-71). See also the response to comnent 97 from 
&en Severance. 



--and,tk potential for surface disturbingactivities to substantiallydegrade thevisual resources 

toil and gasexploration hastaken place, "high favorabiility for development'of mineral materials 

isshowninfig3-5,Pg3-191. 

Yalleyofthe Godsclearlyqualifies for ACECdesignaitonto protect its'visual resources. Along with 

thisdesignaiton, special conditions for use also need to be developed to insure effective proteciton. 

These should include, at a minimum, the same special conditions as those SUWA suggests for 

Lockhart Basin. 

CUL JURRL RESOURCES 

Caner81 Comments 

The BLM's treatment of cultural resourc%% is inadeqotite snd not in compliance with l%w. The 

SJRMP should be re-issued to reflect a more appropriate and 'balanced" treatment of this 

resource. 

Cultural Resourcesare Hig&ysgnificant andThre%tenedWithSevereandWidespread Destruction 

The MSA(MSA 4331-l) andthe RMP (t-6and 3-60) clearly affirmthe nationalsignificance of 

cultural resources in the SJRA. Site densitites of 40 to 50 sites per square mile are not 

uncommon. Some are%sare knownto have up to 200sites per square mile,orvirtuallycontinuous 

evidence of prehistoric use and habitation. 

Significantdestructionofcultural resources hasoccurredin the pastandis ongoing {MSA 4331-3, 

4331-20). The primarysourceofthisdestruction has beenandwilllikelycontinue to be (without 

changes in management policies) related to primary and secondary impacts of oil and gas leasing. 

mineral development, energy and non-energy realty actions, and grazing and recreation 

management practices (MSA 433 l-5, and 4331- 10). Given current levels of destruction under 

ongoing management programs, the BLM will be unable to meet the publicdemand for conservation 

for future useduringthelifeofthe plan (4331- 19). 

RESPONSE TO COl&VENT 9 SOUTHERN UTAH WILDERNESS ALLIANCE -___ 
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Cultural Resources: General Cements 

ELM is confident that the draft adequately addresses the agency's legal 
obligations, and does not agree that the treatment of cultural resources in 
the draft fails to canply with law. (See also draft page l-6, as revised.) 

Cultural Resources are Highly Significant and Threatened with Severe and 
Ridespread Destruction 

BLN recognizes that vandalism and adverse impacts to cultural resources have 
occurred in the past and continue to occur despite mitigation efforts (see 
draft pages 3-60 and 4-16 and t&A pdge 4331-20.) The preferred alternative is 
expected to improve BLN's management of cultural resources. 



, 

It is clearlystatedin the MSA that current management it inadequate to protect cultural resource 

values (MSA 4331-20). Manyopportunities are identifiedforimproving management practices 

imolving rwt only the cultural resource program (MSA 4331-211, but also the oil and’gas, energy 

and mn-energy realty, graziny, recreation, and habitat management programs as vell 

(4331-27). These opportunities, however, are not carried forward in the RMP. Conflicts 

between the msn8yementofcultural resources and&her resource programsare not identified and 

8hJEd. 

The SJRMP FailstoSatisfyLgsl Mandates for Cultural Resource Protection 

Provisions of FLPmsection 202(c) have not been satisfied,sccordiny to requirements described 

onpepe 1-9oftheSJRMP. Forexample: 

-- Sustained yield'ofcultural resources is not being incorporatedasa management principal and 

will not be realized for cultural resources. It is clearly stated in the NSA (4331- 19) that future 

use of the resource will not be provi&d for within 10 years,iftheongoinq rate of destruction is 

unchecked. Yet massive destruction of this resource base is planned in the preferred Alternative E 

(4-69). 

--Priority has&finitely not beengiventoareasofcriticalenvironrnentalconcern. Lessttanl4% 

ofacreapz recommended forcultural resource protectioninthe MSA (4331-28to 4331-31) has 

been proposed for protectioninAlterr@tive E (4-69). These areas (North Abejo, Alkali Ridge, 

GrandGulchand Hovertweep) all contain highly unique andsignificantcultural re%urces. 

-- Inadequate inventory (5% of the sJf?A) has been performed to provide a basis for the plan. 

Majorereas of probable high siyniiicance have receivedvirtually noinventory. Someoftheseare 

mentionedintheMSA(4331-27). 

-- Future use of cultural resources in the SJRA has been knowingly foregone. The feet that 

conservation use needs will not be met within the life of the plan clearly indicates that this 

resourcewill not beavailableforthe use offuture generations. 

--The relative scarcity of cultural resource valwu has not heen addressed. Cultural resource: 

RESPONSE TO COMI.lENT 9 SOUTHERN UTAH WILDERNESS ALLIANCE 
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Most of the changes recommended in the MSA were carried forward into the draft 
and were analyzed under either alternative D or alternative E (draft chapters 
2 and 4, appendix A). Draft alternative D (page S-13) provfded for maximum 
protection of cultural resources. The resulting impacts on management of 
ot&er resources were not thought to provide for the highest and best use of 
the public lands and resources as a whole (see draft table 2-10 and chapter 4. 

The SJRMP Fails to Satfsfy Legal Mandates for Cultural Resource Protection 

"Sustained yield" for cultural resources is undefine,d. Cultural resources are 
a finite, nonrenewable resource. The draft states that potentially adverse 
impacts to cultural resources will be'mitigated through inventory, evaluation, 
avoidance, or site-specific measures (draft page A-27). BLM will hold a 
fonoal or informal consultation with the Utah State Historic Preservation 
Office and the Advisory Council On Historic Preservation under Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act before approving or implementing any 
action that may affect significant cultural resources; the text of the draft 
has been revised to clarify this (see revisions to draft page 2-6). 

The ACECs proposed in the proposed RMP have been extensively revised from 
those shown in the draft (see revisions to the draft sumnary, chapters 2, 3, 
and 4, and appendixes A. H and I). Specifically, the proposed'RMP proposes 
ACEC designation for Cedar &%a and the area around Hovenweep,to recognize and 
protect cultural resources, In addition to the previous proposals for Alkali 
Ridge and Shay Canyon (the previous proposal for Grand Gu'lch falls within the 
larger Cedar Mesa proposal). 

The draft provides for an ongoing inventory of SJRA for cultural resources 
(draft page 2-6). 

ks stated above, scarcity of any resource was not addressed in comparison to a 
national arena. BLM has no way of measuring this type of impact. 



suchas thosein%Rh SreextretWly%WCe relativeto othertypesof resourcesons national scale. 

They sre hiqhiy unique to the SJRA and limited to directly-sdjscent are88 This has been 

8cknovledgedinthe plan butthe resources have notbeentreated8ccordingly. 

--The long term public benefits of cultural resource protection have clearly not been weighed 

against short term gains. This is particularly true in the oil and gas, grazing and recre8tion 

programs. See8ddition8ldetail below. 

--Little attempt appe8rs to h8ve been m8de to coordinate BLM land use with the generally 

protection-oriented policies of Canyonlands Nation81 Park, Natural Bridges National Monument, 

ardItheGlenCanyon Nation81 Recreation Ares. 

Provisionsof FLPmsection 302~b~,constrsininq BLMfrom 'unnecesssryand unduedegred8tion' 

ofpubliclands,have not been met. Thedestructionofthecultural resourceiscertainly undue,and, 

8sdlsoussed belov,unwerr8nted by resoui-oeoonflictsand unsupportable under any "multiple use' 

mandate. 

The requirements ofseveral other legislative mandates requiring protectionof cultursl resources 

(e.y.,Antiquities Act,t&iorml Historic Preservation Act,Arch8eoloqical Resources Protection&t) 

are nots8tisfiedbythe proposed levelsndtypeofdestruction ofresources describedintheSJRMP 

for Alternative E. 

Culture1 ResourcesShould Have Beena PlanninylssueintheSJRMP 

The omission of cultural resource manaqementand protection as a planning issue in'the SJRMP 

constitutes 8 'fatal flau" which c8n only be corrected through prepsration of a revised draft 

document. Accordingto BLM'sowndefinition ofrequirementsfor issuedevelopment,thiaomission 

is clearly inappropriate. 

On page l-9,the RMP presents two criteria for identification of planning 'problems." Cultural 

resources qualifies es8 problem under ebch criterion because 1) management prsctices necesseru 

to protect cultural resources 8s required by lav (see above) would impose constraints on the 

management of other.resources,and 2) documented publiccontroversy regarding the destructionof 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 9 SOUTHERN UTAH NILOERNESS ALLIANCE 
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BLM is confident that the draft impact analysis properly estimated both the 
long- and short-term impacts from the alternatives discussed (draft page l-11 
and chapter 41. 

BLM initiated coordination vith agencies managing adjacent federal lands 
(draft chapter 51. See also the response to comment 3 from National Parks and 
Conservation Association, on this topic. 

BLl4 is required by law to manage public lands to prevent unnecessary and undue 
degradation (draft page T-9). An Rf4P establishes broad allocations of uses on 
r;bJc lands! but does not plan for management of illegal uses (draft page 

- . The Impact analysis did not indicate that any alternative assessed 
would result in unnecessary, undue 
[draft chapter 4). 

, or unwarranted impacts on public lands 

Cultural Resources Should Have Been a Planning Issue in the SJRMP 

Rnagement of cultural resources er se does not meet the definition of a 
planning issue (draft page 1-l). %- a result of public comnent, the discus- 
sion on planning issues and the treatment of cultural resources under the 
different alternatives has been expanded in this proposed RMP and final EIS 
(see revisions to draft page l-6). 



r I 1 

srcheeologicel resourcesend ELM's menegementprectices hesoccurred repeetedlyinrecent yews 

@lSA 4331-35). This hes been more then sufficient to indicate e serious concern over the 

menegementofthis resource. 

Opportunities to ctmngethe current management practices ofcultursl resources should have been 

diswsed in the RMP according to the criteria on page l-9 beoeuse: lkultural resource 

management problems ten be resolvedin elternetive (non-administrative) ways,and 2) current 

edministrative meesures to curb cultural resource destruction (e.g., monitoring, petrol end 

surveillance, inventories, N8tiOW3! Register Nominations, etc.) have been ineffective (M% 

4331-20). 

Itappeersesthoughthe statement in Chapter I that the "useand menegementofcultural resources 

is specifically governed by law and regulation" and therefore "beyond the discretion of BLM field 

office personnel'is intended es a justification for the failure to treet cultural resources es 8 

planning issue. While many aspects ofthe culture1 resrouce menegement program are,in feet, 

covered by lew,fhisisirrelevent tothelend use planning process. The goelofland use planning is 

not to provfde legal mend&-s, tether to minimize land use conflicts end identify the "highest and 

bes'useofpubliclands. By notincludingcultural resourcesas planningissue, tfn?opportunitYto 

Check OWpiiQ 663WCtiOtu v ~~~~~~~~ IY..ll. __ * -f *lll+l***l =-=urc*s by redlucing conflicting land use allocations is 

effectively lost. Many opportunities for reducing cultural resource destruction by reducing land 

useconflictsaredescribedinthe t-l% butare notcarriedforwardinthe RMP. 

Impact Analysisis inadequateand Incomplete 

for avariety of reasons theimpact analysis performed in the RMPis inadequate. Major problems 

include the following: 

--While the total number of sites to be effected by each alternative is presented in Chapter 4,the 

impacts ofspecrfic ections contained in the elternativesare never discussed. The reeder is never 

informed, for example, that the proposed chaining of nearly X0,000 acres in Alternative E ~111 

likely result in direct or indirect impacts to many thousands of sites. Thus it is impossibie to 

wgh the benefits ofthis chaining agslnstcosts tocultural resources. To sauthst theaggregate of 

proposedactionsinanalternativewitl result in 8 particular levelofimpacteis sninvalidspproech 

fo irnpactanalysis,vhich precludes meaningful evaluation of specific prograrnactions. 

w SOUTHERN UTAH WILDEF(IJESS ALLIANCE 
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BLH recognizes the need to protect cultural resources, and used the draft to 
examine options available for improving current management practices. lihnage- 
ment of cultural resources under BLM's management program 4331, Natural 
History/Cultural Resources Hanagement, was discussed in the draft. The policy 
and procedures for managing cultural resources are discussed in the draft on 
page 2-6 under t%nagement Guidance Comnon to All Alternatives. Ksnagement 
options under the different alternatives assessed were discussed on pages 
2-19, 2-20 (table 2-21, 2-31 through 2-39 (figures 2-7 through 2-11). 2-56 
(table 2-5), 2-60 (table 2-6), and 2-69 (table 2-7). The preferred alterna- 
tive provides several special designations for cultural resources (see draft 
table 2-2, page 2-20, and table 2-6. page 2-60, both as revised). Special 
conditions for use of public lands were developed to protect cultural 
resources (draft appendix A). 

BLIi is confident that the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework 
for management of cultural resources in the SJRA. 

Impact Analysis is Inadequate and Incomplete 

All impact analyses, inherently, are estimates of projected effects caused by 
hypothetical actions (draft page 4-2). When dealing with projected impacts 
upon an unquantified (unknown) resource, such as undiscovered cultural re- 
source sites, an agency must rely on a series of analysis assumptions. The 
assumptions used for cultural resource impact analysis are given in draft 
appendix Y. These in turn are based on the assumptions regarding the project- 
ed amount of surface disturbance estimated to occur under each alternative 
(draft chapter 4). 

The impact analyses presented in the draft were prepared using worksheets to 
quantify the estimated impact on every affected resource from each management 
prescription under each alternative. These worksheets, numbering several 
;;;dre;, are part of the planning record for this RHP and are kept in the SJRA 

. Impacts were aggregated in the draft in the interest of brevity. 
This is a valid, commonly used approach to impact analysis. See also response 
t0 comnent 30, State of Utah. Office of the Governor. 



--There is no meaningful analysis of cumulatiw or residual impacts to cultural resources. The 

long term importance of the loss of 16,000 sites to ongoing and future scientific and public Use RESPONSE TO COMMENT 9 SOUTHERN UTAH WILDERNESS ALLIANCE 

(Alternative E, 4-69) is never discussed. It is never pointed ovt that the majority of sites 

- 

impacted byvtlndalism 8re those riwst v8luable propertiescontaining stratifiedand &I1 preserVed CComnent page 501 

deposits. 
BLM has revised the text of the draft to clarify the meaning of cumulative 
impacts as applied to cultural resources (see revisions to draft page 4-69). 

--Procedures for estimating impacts (direct and indirect) 8s described in Appendix Y 8re 
BLil would be glad to review any data conssentor can provide regarding the 
characteristics of the majority of sites vandalized. 

8rbitr8try 8nd have little basis in f8ct. While obviously used to avoid inconsistency in assessing This conment disagrees with the procedures described in appendix Y. BLM would 
alternatives,theyshould not beconsideredaaubstit~te for inventory data. BLM is negltgent in not be glad to review any methodology comnentor can suggest. The draft provides 

for continued monitoring of cultural resources (draft appendix 6). 
administering 8n appropriate momtoring program to prtovide this type of information, given the 

extensiveconflicts betweencultural sndother resourcesinthe.SJRA. 
BLM has revised the text of the draft to clarify the critical thresholds 
applied to cultural resources (see revisions to draft table 4-l). 

The Preferred Alternative Does Not Provide Adequate Protection for Special 
--The conceptof 'critical threshold" appearsto be milsappliedfor cultural resources inthe RMP, 

Chapter 4. On page 4-5 the Critic81 threshold of imp8cts to cultural resources is defined 8s the BLM is aware of tine destruction of cultural properties through vandalism in 

"untrested disturbance to, or Toss of, 8 cultural property.' Using this definition, the critic81 
SJRA. The f&VP did not address management of vandalism because BLM does not 
plan for illegal use through land-use plans (draft page l-10). Impacts of 

threshold appearsto have been SUrp8Ssedlong 8go basedoninfornmtion presented inthe MSA. The vandalism were discussed in the draft (chapter 4). 

projected numberofsiteslost inAltern8tive E 'despite mitigation measures" (A-195) is 15,678 ‘ 

(4-691, exceeds the critic81 threshold by 8 factor of 15,678. The cultural resource 'critical 

threshold'as it now stands is probably not useful 8s 8 way of reilectingimp8cts to the resource 

base. Thesitespeciftc formst masks the real nature sndextentofcumulativeimp8ctsanticipated. 

The Preferred Alterndtive Does Not Provide Adequate Protection for Special Designstion Are8s 

Another management problemforcultural resources sppe8rsto be unsuthorized use,orvandalism, 

resulting in destruction ofcuTtur81 properties. This vandalism increases substantially in areas 

where 8CCess8nd useare iIKre8Sed8s 8 reSUlt Of Other program 8CtiVitieS. Two primary plsnning 

strategies commonly used toaddress this type. of conflict 8re 1) designation of specisl management 

areas,and 2) special stipulations and conditions for other progrsms. ldeslly acombination of the 

twoapproachescould be used. 

While special designations focus msnagernent attention on specific 8re8s, they result in greater 

protection fromother inCOmp8tible usesonly if8ccomp8nied by special stipul8tions. For culturcrl 

resources in the SARA two types of special designations are proposed in AlternatIve E: Nstionnl 

, 



Register NomiFwtionsard ACEC designations. Unfortunately hoowever,these designationsare often, 

intheSJRMP, not accompanied by protectivestipulations . Their ~811~8 88 protective tr@nsgement 

toalsisth8reforesubat8nti8lly r8dduced. 

The f8ct that 8 site or district is described 8s National Register eligible, or is proposed for 

nominstioninthe RMP&s not ~senth8tit till be protectedfromdestruction. Management 

practices described on A-27 csll only for 1) avoidance of impacts "to the extent possible without 

curtailing relid rights," 2) mitigation of unavoidable impacts, and 3) reclamstion ofdisturhance 

within 25O'of National Register or eligible properties. The first two of these stipulation8 8re 

standard procedureand required bylav,the lastwilldo nothing to protect the scientific values of a 

siteor district. All three relate to planned disturbances only. Noneaddress the increased potential 

for d8atruction through van&lism csused by such actions 8s geOphySic81 activites, chainim,ORY 

we,etc., nortt~cumuletive destructionofsitesthrough permitted actions. 

Protective measure8 for ACEC's identifiedin Alternative E sreinsdequate to prevent many sources 

ofdirectandindirectimp8ctsoncultural properties. Forexsmple: 

1. Grsnd Gulch ACECvould be open to geophysical exploration;special conditiom wuld not reduce 
h) 
i 1~. ----L-L:l:i..C--^..lr.(rn,i*l idi a..+ r,,,,,,,,e+j,,~ nr) rr+j,jrla) j,,,,,~t~ (A-02). x,be yru”o”,~tty I”, .?uL)~\o~~,,u, ,,,u~rrr,,~v,,,,,u...~ 8 ,,.. . “v.“v-. . . . r”‘.’ ,.. , 

:: 

2. Alkali Ridge ACECisop8n to minerslle8sing, &%phySiC81 exploration (vithsimilar inadequate 

special conditions), mineral materials extraction, miner81 entry with special conditions (sgain 

ir&equate),weofvoodland product:.,livestock use,h8bitatimprovements,ardORY use (A-79). 

3. North Abajo ACECwould beopen for mineralle8sing 8nd geophySiC81 work,available for rfnneral 

msterials extraction,open to mineral entry, available for use of woodland,products, availsble ior 

livestock use and land trebtments (excluding chaining), and avallable for habitat improvement 

projects 

Several 8reas of significant cultural resource values have not been identified as either cultural 

resource ALEC's or potent181 Nstional Register Districts. eecsuse soiev stipulationson other land 

uzs are imposed for either protective de8ignstion,lhey will probsbly not substsntially Incresse 

protectionofthese resources. 
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BLM provided special conditions for management of National Register sites, or 
sites eliglble for listing (draft page A-27). In preparing the proposed RMP 
and final EIS, BLM has revised these special conditions (see revisions to 
draft appendix A). 

Special conditions on managemnt of surface use were developed for the 
proposed ACECs to the extent believed necessary to protect values at risk and 
to resolve identified conflicts. Special conditions must also take into 
account legal requirements. 

BU4 has no means of closing an area to geophysfcal exploration under current 
laws and regulations. 

Public lands in Alkali Ridge proposed ACEC are currently leased for oil and 
gas production, and most leases are held by production. The new PNP would not 
serve to change the terms and conditions of existing oil and gas leases (draft 
page 2-l). A KGS falls within the area (draft figure 3-2). The ShaY Canyon 
proposed ACEC falls within an area thought to be favorable for oil and gas 
(draft figure 3-11). BLM managers have decided that to close these areas to 
leasing, or to impose no-surface-occupancy stipulations (see draft alternative 
D), would result in an unacceptable level of adverse impact to oil and gas 
production (draft page 4-49). BLM beljeves that dpplication of the special 
conditions presented under alternative E would be sufficient to Protect 
cult~~ral resources in the areas. The special conditions for 'the,proposed 
ACECs have been revised in the proposed fU4P and final EIS (see the revisions 
to draft appeod!x A!: 

No existing or potential conflicts were identified in the proposed ACECs due 
to niineral materials, mining claims, or use of woodland products (draft page 
A-64); therefore, no specific management prescriptions on these uses were 
thought to be required. Adverse impacts to cultural resources from proposed 
land trea08ents rould be determined through site-specific NEPA documents 
prepared at the time a specific project was proposed (draft pages 2-1, A-1, 
and A-29); land treatments would have to be performed in a manner that would 
meet management objectives for the ACEC. 

Additional areas have been proposed in the proposed WP for ACEC designation 
to protect cultural resource values (see revisions to the draft sumnary. 
chapters 2, 3, and 4. and appendixes A, H and I). Specifically, the proposed 
WIP proposes ACEC designation for Cedar N?sa and the area around HovcnweeP to 
recognize and protect cultural resources, in dddition to the previous pro- 
posals for Alkali Ridge dnd Shay Canyon (the previous proposal for Grand Gulch 
falls ritnin the larger Cedar Mesa proposal). 



The Prefarrad Alternative Does Not Represent Balanced Lbe Duetoa Lackof ProtectiveStipulations 

In a region such as the sJR.4 where nationally important resources occur in large areas,land use 

conflicts may be mast effectively controlled through limitations on other resource proqrams 

through management categories, special conditions, etc. In the SJRMP,opportunities for this type 

of protection are repeatedly foreqne. The preferred alternative is not ‘balanced,” in that while 

imps& or constreints on other resources sre few, the negstive impscts on cultural re3ources 8re 

projected to ba quite significant. Often, other resource values are not high, or tmportclnt on 8 

national level 83 are cultural resource values. The projected benefit of 8 particular action is low, 

slthough the. cost to the cultural resource base is high. 

Oil and gas resource potential is de%ribed as ‘unknown to low” and “low Jo moderate” for over 55% 

of the $JRA (areas C and D, Figure 3-2). Resource information indicates that any pockets of oil 8nd 

983 which might be located in these areas would be limited in extent. Yet &I 8rea3 received the “no 

lellse'classificationand only 14%ofth8 8creagevas placed under the no surfaceoccupancy (NSO) 

stipulations. 

IM 84-254 Chaga 2 (MW 4111-23) requires that Lxefore areas are closed to leasing, 

consideraiion ire given io oiher 1838 resiriciive ciassificaiions, inciuding EiW iiowever, iM 

84-415 (MSA 41 11-23) alsostates that stipulations (including Nso) 8re appropriate “...if there 

are re8ourc88...pr8sentttr8tc8nnotco8xistwithoil and pas operation8,cannot be managed...onother 

land%.., and would provide 8 greater benefit to the public than would oil and 98s operations.” The 

MSA has prmidedampleinformation to iheeffectthat i) outstanding cultural resource values exist 

in the are8, ii) oil and gas (including geophysical exploration) activities have resulted in 

sUbSt8nti81 impactstothese resourcesinthe p8St (MSA 4331-l to 4331-20). Therefore these 

resources cannot be said to coexist, nor c8n th8 BLM be described 8s "adequately managing" its 

cultural resourcevalues. 

Clearly th8 proposal in Alternative E to retain 86% of the surface acreage open to leasin(l with 

surface occupancy (4-62) is not "balanced," in that it will inevitably result in significant 

cumuiativeand residoaisdverseimpacts tocultural resources,whilest thesametime resulting in 

9 "relatively insignificant increase" (4-62) of exploration and development of oil and ~8s 

resources. 
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The Preferred Alternative Does Not Represent Balanced Use Due to a Lack of 
Protective Stipulations 

BLl! is confident that the proposed %!P provides for balanced use of public 
lands and resources in SJRA; that an adequate framework Is provided for the 
management of cultural resources; and that the highest and best use of public 
lands and resources is provided for. 

The text of tne draft has been revised to reflect probable potential for oil 
and gas (see revisions to draft page 3-7). 

The comnentor correctly notes that, under the preferred alternative, no areas 
in SJRA would be closed to oil and gas leasing. The reasons for this are 
addressed in the instruction memorandums cited in this comnent. Alternative D 
of the draft dSSeSSed the impacts to oil and gas production, and to protection 
of surface resources (including cultural) whicn would be expected to result if 
sensitive areas of SJRA were closed to leasing (draft chapter 4). After 
reviewing the impact analysis, BLM believes the surface resources prese?t can 
be adequately protected with less stringent management conditions, or, In 
extremely sensitive areas, with a no-surface-occupancy stipulation. 

Under the terms of a no-surface-occupancy lease, a lessee is not allowed to 
use the surface of the lease for any type of exploration or development. 
;;;;zfore, no surface impacts would be associated with the issuance of the 

. The minerals are still jeased, however, and could be developed from 
adjacent lands. 

The preferred alternative, in accordance with instruction menarandum 84-254, 
change 2, protects the surface resources present with a less restrictive 
classification than the no-lease category. Use of the no-surface-occupancy 
stipulations is also in accordance with instruction memorandum 84-415, quoted 
in this comnent. 

Under the preferred alternative as presented in the draft, about one-third of 
the surface of SJRA would be open to oil and gas leasing without application 
Of protective special conditions (draft table S-l). The special conditions 
range from slight to extensive restriction of the lessee (draft appendix A). 



Geophysical operations,vhich have also been dwmwnted in the t-l% (4331-9) aa leading to 

exterrsive damagetocultural rearurces,similarly have not been excludedin any area ofthe SJRA 

(Z-42). Although under Alternative Especial stipulations have been proposed for'slightly over 

two-thirds of the acreage involved, these are generally not effective in preventing secondary 

impacts to cultural sites caused by increased access to theareaand resultingvandalism. Extensive 

geophysical activity (1 1,250 miles) is anticipated during the life of the plan under Alternative E 

(4-62). #UJ8in, the high potential impacts on nationally significant cultura'l values are not 

warranted bythelov anticipated benefits for exploration oflow-quality oil and gas reseTye over 

much oftheSJPA. 

Conflicts between motorized recreation activities and cultural resource values are virtually not 

discussedduringthe presentationofRecreation,Affected Environmentinchapter 3 (3-66), nor in 

subsequent chapters. Opportunities to protect cultural resources and at the same time meet the 

acknovledged high demand for primitive recreation (3-66) are continually foregone in favor of 

motorized recreation even though the MSA documents a high level of oDnflict betveen cultural 

resourceprotectionand recreation u&+(4331-10) (4333-45). 

Clearlythis conflictialower inareas of non-motorized use dueto the reductioninthe number of 

individuals using an area andihe absence ofimpacis of motor vehicles. !n ihe MSA, recommended 

Recreation guidelines for both primitive (P) and semi-primitive non-motorized (SPNM) 

recreation areas callforthese areastobe closedto ORV use (4333-46). Totalsof 710,980acres 

inexiatirtg PandSPNMclessea and 70,180 acres of potential P andSPNMclassesare identifiedin 

the F!PIti ;3-XI), for a col&iid total of 781,160 acres in need or ORV closure to protect 

primitive values (and co-occurring highly significant cultural resorces). In Alternative E,less 

thanone-tbirdofthis potential acreage (273,840acres) (4-7O)isso protected. 

The only new Special Recreetlon M8h8geIneht Areas (SRMA's) proposed in Alternative E will 

provide "motorized recreation opportunities' (4-70). All three of these areas coincide with 

districts proposed for National Register nomination and increased protection (Indian Creek, Pref 

&sin and Fearson Canyon) inalternative D (Z-37) and describedas having superlativevalues in 

the MSA. Clearly, encouragement of motorized rfcreatlon in theseareas ~111 result in substantial 

increa~esinsitedestruction,sn impact which is never discussed. 
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Under existing laws and regulations, 
operations from public lands. 

ELM has no means to exclude geophysical 

Areas where ORV use was believed to provide conflicts with cultural resource 
management would have vehicle-use limitations imposed under the proposed RMP. 
The proposed RMP calls for about 20 percent of the SJRA to be closed to ORV 
use and an additional 30 percent to have ORV use limited to existing roads and 
trails. BW believes this would be sufficient to allow both motorized and 
norunotorired recreational uses to occur without substantial conflicts. 

Surface disturbance caused by ORVs (including damage to cultural sites) was 
assuned to be included in or overlapped by disturbance from other activities 
(draft pages A-185 and A-195). 



No mapsare providedshowingtt~llocation of acreages proposed for URVdesignations. Unecan only 

conclude,besedonlimitedevidence,t~tculturalr~urce values were nottakenintoaccountinthe 

distributionofopenandlimitedacreages. for example,ArchCanyonandCombWash,both noted for 

their outstandingcultural values,will bedesignated open. ‘...Damageto cultural sites,’ the RMP 

notes,‘wouldcontinue”(4-71). 

The impacts of destructive land treatments such 8s chaining, on cultural resource values have 

literally not been addressed in the document. (The discussions on impacts to cultural resource 

tontainedinchapter 4are notspecificastotypes ofactionscausinganticipatedimpacts.) Atotalof 

241,960 acres is proposed for "new land treatments" in Alternative E and 57,000 8cres are 

proposed for maintenance of existing treatrnents (2-68). Neither a feasibility or #t-benefit 

analysis of these actions is presented which takes into account i) the logistical difficulties of 

avoidingirnpacts to cultural properties in areas,which routinely have densities of upwards of 40 

sites per square mile;and ii) failing avoidance, the extreme costs of mitigating impacts to these 

properties. 

In conclusion, the treatmnt of cultural resource values and management practices in the SJRMP 

refle& 8 shocking disregard for the national significance of these resources, Snd a negligent and 

care?ess apprwh to their protection for future oenerationa. The deliberate omission of cultural 

resource management85 a planning issue has resulted ina bacument whichaddresses few ifsny of 

the issues and concerns identified in the MSA. The document is therefore seriously flawed and in 

need ofextensive revision. 

LOCATABLE MINERALS 

The RMP places eninappropriateand unnecessary emphasis on leaving areas open to mineral entry, 

tothedetrirnentof managementofothercritical resourcevalues. 

In Alternative E only 116,940 actes,or less than 7X of the SJRA, is proposed to be segregated 

from locatable minerals. This isonly 1 , 3 5YUacres more than are currently segregated under an 

outdated 15 year old pre-FLPMA planning document. 
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Alternative ORV use designations are listed in table 2-8 and can be derived 
from table S-l and figures S-l through S-4 in the draft. Arch Canyon and Comb 
Wash both contain county roads, which prevent ORV closures (BLM cannot close 
state or county roads). 

Under alternative E, the 241,960 acres represents the gross acreage with 
potential for land treatment. Of this total it is estimated that 126,800 
acres could actually be treated when cultural sites and shallow soils ate 
avoided, and visual resources are considered in project layout. The draft has 
been revised to clarify this (see revisions to draft pages 2-6 and 2-68). 
NEPA docmentation done at the time a project was proposed would indicate 
impacts to other resources, including cultural resources (draft pages 2-1. 
A-l, and A-29). Treabnent methods could include prescribed fire, herbicides. 
or mechanical means. 

Physical feasibility has to be considered in identifying these potential 
sites. BLM would canplete a cost/benefit analysis on each site-specific 
project before deciding whether to proceed. 

Site-specific costs and benefits of proposed land treatments'would be evalu- 
ated after the RtilP is completed and at least 1 year pri& to develownt of 
the applicable annual work plan (instruction memorandum 83-27): the Proposal 
would be coordinated through the annual work plan for the relevant fiscal 
rear. The potential for added cost due to the high density of cultural sites' 
In areas of SJRA would be accounted for during the site-specific cost/benefit 
analysis. 

Locatable Minerals 

ELM policy is to keep public lands open for minerals exploration and develop- 
ment unless withdrawal is clearly justified to protect the national interest 
WSA page 4111-48). Segregations or withdrawals from mineral entry could be 

made to resolve identified Conflicts between development of locatable minerals 
and protection of surface resources, if in the national interest. The draft 
identified areas where mineral segregations were believed to be the minimum 
level of IMnagement requited to protect surface resources. In tne reminder 
of SJRA, ELM is confident that other resource values can be protected without 
resorting to mineral witndrawal. 



A soaring rise of public interest in other important resource aroa values (wildlife, scenic, 

wilderness, recreation, cultural,etc...) coupled with a substantial decrease in the economic 

viability of the locatable mineral resource in the SJRA dictates that the SJRMP give more serious 

consideration to a larger proportion of area segregated from mineral entry in order to protect those 

other diminishing resources. 

Therefore, vhere significant recreationel, cultural, riparian, wildlife, scenic, or other values are 

identified in the MSA and RMP, and are known to be sensitive to surf=-disturbing activities, and 

especially vhere these are overlain by areas that are knovn to be of low or unknown mineral 

fevorclbility, the RMP should recommend withdrawals to the Secretary of Interior. 

For example, only the P and SPNM ROS classes throughout the R.4 are in high demand and diminihinq 

supply. Substantial acreages in areas {such as Indian Creek, long Canyon, Gravel Canyon, Deer 

Canyon, Burch Can&, Cheesebox Canyon, areas throughout Cedar Mesa, Dark Canyon Plateau, and 

Beef Basin and Butler Wash) have low or no production potential for locatable minerals, such as 

copper, y-old, vanadium, silver, or uranium, but very high recreational and other values. 

(The principal exception is lov to moderate uranium potential in the chinle formation in the White 

Canyon region. Howaver, etin the RMP recqnizes ttd ih& &pressed ecormck marka! in uranium 

took two-thirds of the mining industry jobs out of the SJRA between 1981 and 1983. Since 1983 

thosa figures have contined to plummet. The only real uranium mining- related employment in the 

SARA is at a rnill site that processes ore from outside the SJRA. The RMP acknowledges that there is 

no anticipated upturn in th=e uranium nmrket before the year 2000, or the life of the RMP. The 

RMPgoes so fsr as to predict thst “no production is projected by 2000’ (4-9). 

The RMP slso recognizes that the 103,000 acres currently segregated from locations “has 

apparently not affected mineral production since mineral potential in the segregated areas is low in 

all but about 2,300 acres” (4- 9). There is no identified rationale as to why similer segreqation in 

lov mineral potential areas, in order to preserve and manage significant and sensitive other 

values, would have any negative effect on potential mineral production. 

Alternatives C and D which maximize these other resource vslues such 8s recreation, cultural 

resources, wildlIfe, and other non-consumptive uses, identifies 239,400 acres and 1,047,550 



acres of potentially seqreqable land respectively, to enhance the protection and management of other 

critical resource values (Appendix S). (Also, see acreage error at 4-35: “In Alternative C, 

1,538,430 acres...vould be segregated from mineral location.‘) 

The RMP claims that a ‘...high percentage of the areas that would be segregated bsve mineral 

potential. Nearly 500,OOOacres vould be in m&rate or high mineral potential areas-( 4-51 ). 

Yet the RMP neglects to fairly contend with the over 444,000 acres of low mineral potential area 

with other high resource values. This is a grievous error that abandons substantial high-risk 

resource values to an egregious lack of planning for the seke of an artificial alternative. By only 

~ 
identifying another 13,000 plus acres for segretation, or less than 3X of the available lov 

I 
mineral potential vs. high other resource value areas identified in Alternative C and D, Alternative 

E neglects to fairly find a balance or adequately identify a reasonable resource mix in tbs SJRMP. 

(Statements such as the folloving conclusion in Environmental Consequences, Alternative E, 

Locatable Minerals (4-641, ‘There would be an unquantified decrease in production that could be 

significant to individual operators.’ are meaninyless to the general discussion of the reasonable 

T 
zl 

effect or consequences of an alternative or the significance to a resource as a Hole over the breadth 

VI of the SJRA.) 

OTHER HONENERGY LEASABLE MTERIALS 

Potash is the “only nonenergy mineral present in significant quantities in the SJRA’ and the RMP 

identifies that there has never been an expression of interest to explore or lease, nor is any 

anticipated during the life of the plan (4- 10). 

The moderate to high favorability areas for potash potential are identified over a 304,000 scre 

area. In Alternatives C and D the RMP identifies between 262,000 acres and 304,000 acre9 which 

could require more than standard stipulations to surface strip-rnining in order to properly protect 

And manage other identified significant resource values, including from 21,380 acres to 202,300 

acres in the most stringent No Surface Occupancy or No Leasing categories. 

Yet Alternative E, in spite of the clear need to provide a management umbrella for identified high 

valueother resourcesandanadmission oflow probabilityofeconomic resource, and nointerestin 
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Comnentot correctly notes an acreage error in the impact analysis for 
alternative C (see revisions to draft page 4-35). The text has also been 
revised to delete the reference to production. 

Other Leasable kterials 

BW does not believe that potash strip-mining is likely to occur in the SJRA 
(draft pages 3-27 and 4-61). The potash deposits in SJRA lie too far below 
the surface to be strip-mined; solution mining would probably be used. 



mineral leasing, the RMP ct#ea to only place 1,920 acres (or less than 1% of the critical 8cres 

identifiedinAlternstivesC8nd D.) inthe HoSurfece&cufmncyc8kgory. 

This eppeers to be 8 gross neglect of the need to provide a b818Wd and well-ressoned approach to 

the nmnagementofcriticelly identified re.WJrces thaf are,under Alternative E, unnecesS8rily left 

subjecttodisturbance. 

AIR QUAW’Y 

ke question the conclusion that there would be "IM change in air quality under Alternative E.' 

Given the imrnenSe acreages under this alternative th8t 8re left open to 8 range of developments, 

including potash Strip mining, tar sands Strip mining, Oil and 98s explOR.tiOn, Uranium mining, 

etc., it would sppesr that 8 worst-c&e scenario would h8ve to conclude that some air quality 

deqred8tion is possible under this Alternative. The RMP fails to address this likelihood or 

mibility. 

REALTY 

Corridors 

Since it is never specificslly statedwe 888um8 that the 85,7608cres identified for transportation 

and utility corridors (common to Alternatives B, C, D and E) 8re referent to the Major 

Transportation and Utility Rights-of-Way, Figure 3-19, and do not incorporate 8ny other 

unidentifiedcorridors. 

We concur with the statements "The resource has met the demand...existinq rights-of-way have 

found a de facto utility corridor through the resource 8re8..." (MSA 4211-21); and, "There is 

minimal &m8nd for communication sites, major changes to the transportation plan, or major 

otili?ysystems‘(MSA 4211-21). 

We do not telievt the plan has identified any need for utility corridors along other msjor 

transportation routesin the SJRA. one source ofconfusion is that there is no identiiicativnofthe 
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Under the draft preferred alternative (page 2-64). 251,980 acres would have a 
no-surface-occupancy stipulation placed on mineral leases. This acreage has 
changed in the proposed plan (see revisions to draft table 2-7). 

Air Quality 

Air quality impacts were based on the analysis assumptions given for each 
alternative in chapter 4. The impacts to air quality under alternative E 
would be the same as under alternative A. No development of sufficient magni- 
tude to change air quality is expected on public lands between 1985 and 2000 
(the analysis time frame). The analysis assumptions state that no surface 
disturbance is anticipated from the exploration or production of tar sand or 
potash. 

ELM recognizes that temporary degradation of air quality could occur as a 
result of individual projects. The significance of such impacts, particularly 
on adjacent class I air quality areas, and mitigation measures needed, would 
have to be determined on a case-by-case basis at the time a project 1s 
proposed (draft pages 2-1, A-l, and A-29). 

CEQ uidelines no longer require the preparation of worst-case analysis (40 
CFK a502.22, May 27, 1986). 

balty: Corridors 

Comnentor correctly notes that the 85,760 acres shown as designated corridors 
in table i-7 are tie 85,760 acres of existfng grotipings of major transporta- 
tion and utility rights-of-wa shown in figure 3-19. This is stated in the 
draft in table 2-5 (page 2-54 7 . 



location of '11,540 additional 8cres" cited 8s available for corridorsin Alternative B ( 4-29). 

Equally important, there is no locational identification of the'avoidance‘ and "exclusion' 8reas 

identified in all alternatives. This makes it impossible to under&& the full intent of those 

classifications,eventhouyhtheyaregenerallydescribedinTable 2-5. 

Bul Table Z-loidentifies rar$iesinaVOidance areas from 2,5508cresto 512,460acres (8 factor 

of 200) and8 ranyeof Oto 1,055,0208cresin exclusion 8reas. In order for this to tmveany 

mesninythoseareas must belocationallyidentifiedanddescribed. 

Wetherefore mustassume that the majorityof8VOidancesndexclusionsreasinthe 251,980acres 

soidentifiedin Alternative E 8re either inthe existing primitiveareas,or adjacent to, or neer,the 

existing de factocorridors. 

It would seem incumbent on the RMP to 90 further and tiress manyofthe primitive recreation, 

sc8nic,wildlife andother valuesidentifiedinA1ternativesC and Dand provide 8 reason or rationale 

for not identifying further avoidance and exclusion areas to protect these critic81 resourcesin the 

future,especially in light of the RMP's conclusion that 'demand has been met'.The RMP fails to 

then moveonto provideadditional protectionofidentifiedcritical resourcev8lueswithlowconflict 

on up to 1,016,660 acres. (seeTable Z-10, Z-98; 213,620 acre-s plus 1,055,020 acres minus 

128,810acres minus 123,170acres). 

Withdrawals 

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) powersite withdrawal of 23,763 8cres along 

teh SanJu8n River andoverl8pping theSsn Juan SRMAshould be revoked. Thetwo classifications 

, are inconsistent. Thereis no further likelihood of powersiteconstruction directly upstream from 

Lake Powell and thevithdrawalis unnwessaryfor powsersite purposes. 

Furthermore this withdrawal ConflictS with theidentification and potenti designationof the S8n 

Juan as 8 Wild and Scenic River. Additional withdr8wals should be,recommended to the Secretary 

foravarietyofresource needsaswe have identified throught theabovecomments. 

Disposals 
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The avoidance and exclusion areas can be derived directly from the sumnary 
(draft table S-l, and figures S-l to S-4). These have been revised in the 
proposed RMP. 

Withdrawals 

Review of the FERC withdrawals will be completed according to a schedule to be 
developed jointly by BlJi's US0 and the FERC. Unether revocation will occur 
will be decided through the ensuing review. This type of decision is outside 
of BUi's discretion and cannot be made through the RMP. 



Tha absent of any location maps of propped land disposals by alternative makes the review of this 

aspect of the RMPextremely time consuming. A simple location map with numbered spot indicators 

for general location, es used throughout the RMP for other resource programs, wuld,ltave served 

this purpose adequately. 

Therefore we must object that the RMP is difficult tojrack and incomplete absent such maps, given 

that a hundred or more separate properties 8re identified by township, range, section and aliquot 

part and are virtually impossible to compare in the various alternative withyout maps. 

We have only been able to identify several land disposal proposals in Alternative E (because of time 

constraints), that we believe are inappropriate in this plan. Other disposals have in all likelihood 

escaped our attention, and we request that BlM provide the public with an appropriate set of 

alternative maps. 

Specific disposals that are inapproprite include the Fry Canyon Store, Recapture lake, Devil’s 

Canyon, and a country landfill along U-263. 

1. The Fry Canyon Store is within a region of extraordinary scenic and cultural resource 
.z.__ signiiicuni%. Theit, t4 IN YbV,,,,.89 ,-....rV..- --;a - nl*nniM i~l*+ifir*tinn forexpandinq an existing S-acre lease in an *t-e*, 

entirely surrounded by public lands of high value, to a 25-acre land disposal. The RMP stetes that 

the purpose is for “community expansion’ (A- 125), though there is no community present except 

a single business. Such a disposal does not meet section 203 criteria, “outweighing other public 

objectives and values.’ 

2. Devil’s Canyon acreaye is continuous with other public lands, is not isolated, and is adjacent to 

an extensive and popular USFS public campyrOund. It is entirely erroneous to suyyest that this is 

an uneconomic and isolated tract that is difficult to manage and therefore suitable for sale or 

exchange. This is particularly so in light of the fact that the 8rea has notable scenic and 

recreational valuesandcould be readily managed inconjunction with the USFS for thosevalues. 

3. The Recapture Lake trac! is not on!y not isolated, but its disposal would subject other puoi~c 

lands to non-contiguous separation and actual isolation. There is no known or definitely proposed 

project for the land proposed, and it would not appear that any proposal would meet the criterion of 

“not more than is reasonably necessary for the proposed use.” &cause of the nature of Recapture 
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Disposals 

The lands proposed for disposal under the different alternatives were not 
mapped because the parcels are too small to be shown accurately on maps of the 
scale used in t&e draft. A complete legal description was given in draft 
appendix Q, and the tracts can be picked out in figure 1-5 (draft page I-15). 

Specific tracts mentioned in this comment are discussed as follows. 

F 
The area of development at the Fry Canyon store currently encum- 

ers approximately 17.5 acres, even though the existing lease is for 2 acres. 
The 25 acres identified in the draft is the smallest parcel possible to cover 
the current facilities, using aliquot parts. The proposed 25-acre disposal 
would cause no greater impact to scenic resources than the existing facilities 
now in place. 

Devil ‘s Canyon. 
legal criteria. 

The RJiP identifies land available for disposal under certain 
Suitability of a specific tract for disposal would be deter- 

mined through a site-specific EA and land report prepared at the time the 
parcel was specifically proposed for disposal (draft page A-125). If at that 
time the specific parcel was found to be more suitable for retention, because 
of legal encumberances or other resource values, disposal would not occur. 
The types of values mentioned in this conment would be considered at that time. 

- 
The area at Recapture Lake is Identified as available for 

1sPosa un er the Recreation and Public Purposes Act. not under authority of 
Section 203 of FLYIIA, as stated in this conment, because the area carries an 
exisitng Classification for this type of use. The classification was based on 
zddefinite, proposed project that subsequently could not be adequately fund- 

Disposal of this tract would be considered only for public recreation 
puiposes (draft appendix 91. 



Lake, the existing uses,the potential for commercial developement along the road, and the high 

potential for speculation and commercial development resulting in land uses incompatible vith 

current public land management intheimmediate area. 

4. A privately owned ED-acre landfill along U-263,a proposedscenic corridor,has absolutely no 

placeinthis plan. Thereis noidentified public objective. The prom site is over 70 miles from 

the nearest community. The National Park Service atGlen Canyon has not identifiedany need that 

the Recreationareaisincapableofproviding for. Ardtberearesignificantother existing re%urce 

vslues. It would be most inappropriate to createan isolated private inholdingin sucha large tract 

of uninhabited publicland. 

In tiitionseveral ofthe other disposal sites havea high probability ofthe presenceof significant 

cultural resource conflict. This is especially true of the Navajo indiand Reservation tracts, the 

Hatch Treding Post tracts, the Cedar Point tract, and all of the four previow tracts discussed 

above. A3 you are well evare, BLM is constrained from disposing of lands without proper 

mnsideration of ptential impacts on National Register or eligible properties. This RMP fails to 

discuss properconsiderationofcultural resourcevaluesinthedisposed process. 

FOREST ?lANAGEtlENT 

General Comments 

There are numerous problems inherent in the RMP discussion of forest products and forest 

management. These problems are severe and substantially hinder the public from gaining a clear 

understandingofproposed management actions, resourceconflicts,andtheimpacts ofuseallocatlon 

decisionscontainedinthe RMP. What does emerge, however,isan approachapparently incontlict 

+th resource condition assessments and sustained yield recxJmmendations contained in the MSA. 

These problems are especially disturbing in light of the intention to develop activity plans 

assigning all lands to one oi four management categories, sUm&%t lo Comp/tt~iw dlhe .PtVf 

12-5). 

Inconsistenciesin Acreage Figures 
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Landfill. Public land has been considered for a county landfill near Glen 
-RA. This is needed to acccmnodate NPS concessionaires with facilities 
in Glen Canyon NRA, on tne San Juan County side Of Lake Powell, and has been 
closely coordinated with NPS. Public lands are being considered because there 
are no NPS-managed lands available for this use. NPS has been forced to close 
the sanitary landfill within Glen Canyon NRA, which was previously used, 
because of lack of suitable soils and proximity to Lake Powell. The location 
on puolic lands was chosen because of the favorable soils, accessibility, and 
because it is outside the U-95 scenic corridor. 

The IVIP discusses the fact that shle of specific parcels may be precluded 
because of the presence of cultural sites (draft page A-125). RMP actions 
implemented will be in accordance with law (draft page l-10). During Site- 
specific NEPA documentation prepared at the time a specific tract is consid- 
ered for sale (draft pages 2-1, A-l, A-29 and A-1251, public lands found to 
have National Register eligible properties would be subject to cultural 
resource protection laws. Either the lands would be retained, or mitigation 
erasures acceptable to the State Historic Preservation Officer and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation would be performed. 

Forest Management: General Coninents. 

BLN uses a tiered planning process (BLM manual section 1601.12;. Activity 
lans are prepared after the completion of the land-use plan, in this Case the 

/&P (draft page A-29). 



Thereare manyircorrsistencies and muchconfusion intherrcreage figures presented indifferent 

sectionsofthe RMP. Theconfusion beginsviththecategories shown for Table 2-7 (2-G'). tlere 

it states that approximately 1,777,680 acres are currently available under Alternative A for 

private deadfuelwood tmrvest,ard 273,130 acresare limited toonsite collection ofdesd fuel& 

for campfires. Presumebly these figures represent separate categories, however their total 

exceeds public lard acreage in the SJRA. The meaning of all of the categories in the column is 

virtually impossible to decipher since ecres for dead fuelwood harvest are shown in each of tvo 

mainsets ofcategarits,andprivate andcommercial useacreageissimilarly mixed. Theend result 

isatablevhichisvirtually unintelligibleforallofthealterr~atives. 

Same clariftcationis provided on page 3-38,indicetingthat 1,504,550 acres arecurrently open 

for private harvest of 'vood products." (This figureis shovninTable 2-7 as available only for 

private 'dead fuelwood harvest'vithstandard conditions.) Areascurrently restrictedinclude f&ef 

Basin and two primitive areas, totalling 273,130 acres. Commercial operations to date total 

11,490~~ (designsted chaininpareas) but 'could be allmedinotherareesifdesignated' (up to 

1,506,06Oacrestotal). 

ltis somevhatsurprising,therefore,to note on page 4-66,underthe descriptionofthe preferred 

alternative,that 'theareaevailablefor privateand commercial fuelwood harvestandfor harvest of 

other forest productswould decrease to 361,liOecres." This issaid to represent adrop of 24% 

{or 173,720 acres) from Alternative A. Simple math tells us we are now addressing a total of 

534,830 acres instead of approximately 1.5 million. No mention is made of the 273,130 

restrictedacres mentioti earlie'r, howeverifwesddthoseinthetotalis 807,960 acres. 

This is roughly similar to the 638,700 acre figure for pinyon-juniper woodlands shown on page 

3-38,butthe relationshipis purely hypotheticalatthis point. 

bcordinq to mitigating measures listed in Appendix a (A-4) under Alternative A, 'woodland 

products may be harvested only in designated areas- yet there is no mention of where these arcas 

might be. Checking mitigation measures for Alternative E (A-24) we find that for hth P and 

SPNMclasses (totalling 701,740acres): "No private or commercial harvest of woodland products 

~11 be allowed, except limited onsite collection of dead fuelwood for campfires.' Incredibly, 

however, Table 2-7 (2-66) shovs us that nearly 1,528,OOO acres arc recommended open i;jr 

"private deadfuelwood harvest ondesignated sites." If one adds this figure to thearess suppos~lly 
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Inconsistencies in Acreage Figures 

This comment correctly notes an error in acreages in table 2-7 and on Page 
3-38 of the draft. lkder alternative A, 1,505,910 acres are currently avail- 
able for private harvest of woodland products. The text of the draft has been 
revised accordingly (see revisions to draft tables 2-7 and 2-10, page 3-38, 
and chapter 4). 

The figures for private fuelwood collection under alternatlve A have been 
corrected (see revisions to draft table 2-7). The areas available for private 
fuelwood harvest and for limited onsite collection for campfires, added to the 
area excluded, should have totaled 1,779,190 acres, the SJRA total area, as 
noted in this comnent. 

The impact analysis is based on the assumption that only about 35 percent of 
the SJRA acreage is forested (draft pages 3-38 and 4-13). There are about 
1.779,190 acres in SJRA (draft table I-3); as noted in this comnent, about 
638,700 acres (or about 35 percent of the total area) have pinyon-juniper 
forest cover (draft page 3-38). Under alternative, 1.505.910 acres are avail- 
able for forest product use; about 35 percent (or about 527,060 acres) of that 
area would actually be forested. The restricted areas (273,130 acres, as 
noted in tnis comment) were subtracted from the SJRA total area before the 35 
Percent factor was applied. 

The impact analysis for all other alternatives is comparative to'alternative 
A. As noted above, errors in arithmetic have been corrected in the proposed 
RKP and finai EIS. 

Specific areas to be designated for woodland product use would be identified 
through activity plans developed after completion of the RP (draft Pages 2-5 
and A-29). The RMP is intended to determine which broad areas would or would 
not be available for further consideration, based on the resolution Of con- 
flicts with other resources. Then, as sale areas are needed, they can be 
selected usfng a site-specific NEPA process (draft pages 2-1, A-l, and A-29), 
and designated, within the areas that are available for such use. As stated 
in the draft (page 3-38). some designations have already been made. The 
Comment correctly notes that the designated acreage open to forest product use 
Should meet the demand. 



I excluded from hsrvestass:!::YninAppendixA,we exceedthetotalacreaqeinthe SJRA hy 450,000 

acres. 

The imwtof this confusion is that the reader is unable to ascertain what types of management 

ectiom 8re proposed for vhetareas. The implications ofthis will be discussed further below. 

kmueteand Inap_pfipriate Manegement Approach 

For the sake of argument, we can infer from Table 2-7 that the acreage proposed for private and 

commercial use of woodland products under Alternative E is 1,527,130 acres. Clearly, this 

represents virtuelly no restriction on SJRA ecreege other than for specially designated arees 

(totelling 273,130 ecres). Even though under this alternative a total of 173,720 acreswould be 

removed frem 'forest prtiduct her-vest' (nearly 30% of the total pinyon-juniper 8creeg.e) due to 

surface disturbance, no shortage of forest products is anticipated: "...supplies of forest products 

should remainedequetethrovgh 2000'(4-66). 

This management approachisin starkcontradictiontothe resource essessmentand recommendation 

contained in the MSA. The critical threshold for sustained yieldofforest products is defined here es 

thet point vhere all dead wad in readily accessable at-# is collected (MSA 4310-18). The 

critical threshold, according to the M%, will be reeched within 10 years under current 

management. De-ad wood is being 'irretrievably removed" by public collection faster tbn it is 

regenerating. At the pointvhereall thedeadwoodisgone, 

'...BLM experience in other Utah districts showe that people start to cut green 

wood without a permit. When this happens, BLM can no longer manage for 

sustained yieldofforest resources" (MSA 4310-18). 

IntheSJRA, 

"The deadwood being harvested now is clearly a finite resource.' "Although these 

products are expected to be available through the next 10 years, needs pest the 

year ZOOOcanr& be ketwithout proper management now'(MSA 4310-18). 

Proper menegementisdefinedtoincludea system forlimitingareas available for use: 
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Inadequate and Inappropriate Management Approach 

Table 2-7 states that the acreage available for private fuelwood harvest under 
alternative E is 1,527,170 acres; of this, 930,860 acres (or about 60 percent 
of the available area) would have special conditions of use applied. These 
special conditions (draft appendix A) were applied to protect specific re- 
source values in specific areas (the special conditions for the proposed #!P 
have changed; see revisions to draft appendix A). Accordingly, use of SJRA 
acreage would not be unrestricted. 

As noted in this comnent, the MSA described the lack of funding currently 
available to manage forest products in SJRA. The lack of funding has pre- 
cluded a complete inventory of forest products present; therefore BLrl cannot 
detennine what level of management is needed to provide sustained yield 
throughout tne SJRA. BLH anticipates that, although wood products will remain 
available through the year 2000, easily accessible dead and down wood will 
probably be harvested prior to that tfme (draft chapter 4). 



"Tff~&ood gathering were limited to specific arm,desd wood could be 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 9, 

morefuTTy UtiTized. Proper mansgementiscurrentlylimitad by havinqthevhole 

resource area available for harvesting dead ti. tint+ of COnfiniT@ Use 

vouidircluck more direct control of the program and the Mood reSoUrCe' (f"k% [Coament page 631 

Isolated cottonwood or hackberry trees would not be subject to harvest. 
Fuelwood harvest and Christmas-tree cutting are limited to pinyon and juniper 
species, and Post cutting is limited to juniper (draft page R-5); virtually no 

That the programis currentlyoutofcontrolissuggested bya 704bdropin permitted ~sein FY 84, tnYon or juniper grow within the riparian corridors defined in the draft, 
ecause these trees do not tolerate rfparian conditions. Exclusfon of wood 

which oocurredvhen a fee systemwas initiated (MSA 4310-6). (Although manpower Timttattor@ cutting in SJRA's riparian areas is a moot point. 

prohibit adequate monitortrtq,it isarrrumedthat the pre-fee use level of 2500 cords per year has Conercial use of woodland products refers to any use that involves resale for 

been maintainedintrespass us&) 
Conercial use of woodland resources in SJRA for fuelwood, Christmas 

trees, or juniper Posts are all viable management options (draft page 3-38). 
Large-scale timber operations are not envisioned for SJRA. 

it appears as though private ahd commercial use of woodland products vouid be permisPable in This comnent questions analysis methods use to determine impacts under alter- 

Alternative E even for fragile riparian environments. The 1, 527, 130 acres proposed for this 
Because it is impossible to predict whether We various kinds of 

disturbance assumed to occur under each alternative (draft chapter 4) would 

category exceeds woodland pinyon-juniper acreage extsntinthe SJRA by nearly 890,000 acres. occur 00 forested or nonforested lands. loss of acreage from surface disturb- 
ance was determined first. The acreage that would remin not subject to 

Presumably this vould mean that ripsrian areas, or isolated cottonwood or hackberry ere all surface disturbance was then multiplied by 35 percent to determine the 
forested acreage still available, 

subject to harvest 8s well. Clearly thiscould not be contained inany forest management program 

&signed to achieve sustained melds. Indeed, the presence of any commercial use of woodland 
BLM is confident that the management scenario presented under alternative E 
would not endanger the forest resource. Easily accessible-, preferable 

productsintheSJRAappearstobeinappropriateinYievofthefactthat8lloftheVmdlandecreage Products (such as fuelwood or Christmas trees) will be used first,, but, 
r9 products would still be available. Competing resource values would be 
!4 isclassifiedas non-productive (3-38). Protected; in areas of conflict, under the special conditions provided. 

F; 1 

Overall,itsppears as tlmuqhthe approach recommend&in Alternative Ewill quickly result in an UkM ts confident that the RMP will provide a sound basis for subsequent 

irreversible downward trend in the condition of forest resources. This will result not only from a preparation of activity plans for forest management. 

failure to limit or control forest use, but from extensive veqetativetreatment projects. The RMP Specific acreages proposed for harvest of forest products will be developed 

has failed to bring forward critical information concerning forest management and condition trends 
after canpletion of the RNP based upon public demand. 

presentedinthe MSA,andisserio~slyflawedinthis regard. 

RMP Is Inadequate for Activity Plan Preparation 

for several reasons, the SJRMP is inadequste and severely flawed as a land use plan for forest 

resources, andcannot be usedas a basis frorn whichto prepare activity plans as suggested on palle 

z-5. The foTTowingaresomeofthe most serious problemsanddeficiencies: 

--Tackofcleer andfuc!ualdata (nncerrnnq propnsedacrrsoes for h8rVestinqofforest products; 



--contradictionsandirrconsistenciesintheinformation presented; 

--noststementofmanagementgosisandobjectives; 

--noinforrnationonlocationofpropo3ed managementcategorie3; 

--leckofinventoryand monitoringdate; 

--lack of information on conflictanalysis,competing re3ource3 uses,or impact3 of utilization Of 

fore3tproductsonotherre3ourcevalue3; 

--obvious sndclear incoraistencies\rrith MSA recommendation3 for sustained yieldand long term 

managementapproachesto preventdegredetionoftheforest resourcesintheSJRA. 

Clearlyitis prematuretoassign managementcategories and proceedvithactivity plan3 until these 

deficiencies arecorrected. Ein entire re-analysis ofthe approschto forest management mtlst be 

prepared,eddressing,ata minimum,theissuesdiscu%edabove. , 

MIMERAL IIATERIALS 

One ofthe greatakurdities of the RMP is examinedin itsanaly3is of mineral material 1easing;it 

is an absurdity that stands a3 virtually symbolic of the unwillingness of BLM in this RMP to 

properly eddress signficant resource values and conflicts, and provide a reasoned and balanced 

solution. 

Sand and gravel are perhaps the single most common resource in the region. Theyare also among 

th$ resources leastindemandin termsofquantity and signficance. Their primary use is relatedto 

large scale construction, principally road construction. A rural county such as San Juan has a 

well-defined and limited need for mineral materials. These are generally identifiable a3 point 

sourcesindirect relationto knownand plannedcorntruction projects. 

Theexcavationofsand andgravel isamongthe mostdestructivedisturbances, a highlyw:ibleslrip 
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Contradictions and inaccuracies have been corrected in response to this 
comnent. 

Managewrit goals and objectives are stated in table 2-5. 

As stated in the draft, management categories would be applied through acti- 
vity plans prepared after completion of the RMP (draft page Z-51. These would 
be established in accordance with plan decisions presented in the final RMP. 

The MSA acknowledged missing or incomplete data (tlSA page 4310-10). The RYP 
(draft appendix B) provides for inventory and monitoring to take place. See 
also the response to comment 27, Fish and Wildlife Service, page 1, on this 
topic. 

The draft discussed competing resource uses, 
use of forest products at length. 

conflict analysis, and impacts of 

The IBA indicated the need for forest inventories, a compliance program, 
consideration of use in areas of greatest need, and management to provide for 
sustained yield of forest resources (MSA page 4310-19). Fore'st inventories 
will be ccmpleted as time and funding permit. The other-items depend on 
CPmpletiOn of either an inventory or an activity plan (draft pa,ge 3-38). The 
MSA goes on to note that in me absence of an inventory, the RMP could be used 
to define areas excluded from use and permit areas; the MSA states that permit 
areas would be established through EAs after canpletion of the mfP. BLlf is 
confident that these opportunities would be met through me proposed RMP, and 
that the prefei=ted alternative would provide an adequate framework to manage 
woodland resources. 

Mineral I4terials 

Mineral Mterials are not leased, as stated In this comnent; rather, they are 
sold (draft page 3-18). 

The availability of, and demand for, quality materials is discussed on draft 
page 3-18. BLM would be pleased to review any data regarding San Juan 
County's needs. 



mine todepths of20 or 30 feet, removinyall surfacecharacteristics. Itthereforeshould require 

the clceest scrutiny when corrsideredin relation to other sensitive values of the public lsnds. Yet 

the RMP's approach to this easily resolvable issue istoleave fully 86%of the entire scenic and 

sen&iveSanJuanResourceAreaopentominera?leasiny. 

As the RMP notes, 240,000 cubic yards of material per year vas the previous high demand. 

However known projects demormtrate 8 20% decre88e in demand over t?m next 5 years, and a 

constantdem8ndthere8fter until theendofthe lifeofthe planin 2000 (4-9). 

In order to meet past high demand there have been 8 total of 9 pits in the SARA totalliny 2,247 

acres ofsurfsce use. The RMP predicts a future need oftwo additional pits (3-18). If the 2 new 

anticipated pits are no larger than the8veraqeexistinq pits (250 acreseach), then approximately 

500acres ofnewsurfacedisturbance can be reasonablyexpectedoverthe next 15 years,or 8 need 

for 2thousandthsof 1Xofpubliclandsinthe planninyarea. 

The potentialofimportent saurcesofneworaddition8l usab?e material (areas ofgossible resource 

conflict) are identified in Figure 3-5. This table shows three important points: 1) all of the 

existing materialssites are inclose proximity to the existing communities; 2) all of the 44,000 

23ciS kiiiGi !O k ff?.,,,,,, .-. =rahlafnr deve!opmen!sre in rcasormble proximituto existing communities; 

and 3) potential high to moderate favorabi?ity sites (97,OOOacres) are identified and mapped and 

allcccuralony existing rosdcorridorswhere future deffmndislikelyto be. 

This allows us to draw some conclusions: that the 141,000 scres of identified and potentially 

favorable sites andexisting .sites,constitute the known resource fromwhich any new sites would 

bederived; thatthisis 300timesthe identifieddemand for material source in thelifeof the plan; 

that even this acreage of favorable areas is about 9% of that which is irnproperly left open to 

leasing in Alternative E (which other 91% could clearly be closed to mineral leasing without 

impairing resource availability);thateven in the most protective scenario, Alternative D, fully 

75% of the knovn high favorability areas (33,000 acres) would largely be open to leasing; that 

another 10% (9,000 acres) of potential favorability areaswould be open, as well as all existing 

This wouldlead us to conclude that over 45,0008cres (or PO times theanticipated area ofdemand) 

vould be available for leaslnq and u8e under the most restrictive of 811 identified management 
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Under the preferred al.ternative as presented in the draft, 596,310 acres 
(about one-third of SJRA) would be available for the use of mineral materials 

without restrictions applied to surface use. This does not mean that all of 
this area is physically suitable for extraction of mineral materials. Site- 
specific impacts from a specific proposal would be assessed at the time the 
proposal was considered (draft pages 2-l. A-l and A-29). 

Only a small portion of the 2,427 acres of comnunity pits within the SJRA 
actually have surface disturbance occurring at any one time (about 180 acres 
at present). Use witnin the comnunity.pits is a continuing process of extrac- 
tion followed by reclamation of mined out areas. Since mineral materials 
extraction affects such a small percentage of the total SJRA acreage (less 
than 1 percent, as noted in this comnent), it does not present a major risk to 
other surface resource values throughout the SJRA. 

BLW policy is to keep public lands open for minerals exploration and develop- 
ment unless closures are clearly justified to protect the national interest 
(MSA page 4111-48). Areas could be excluded from mineral-materials use or the 
conditions of use could be limited to resolve identiffed conflicts between 
development of mineral minerals and protection of surface resources, if in the 
national interest. 

Because the draft applied the least restriction neccessary to resolve con- 
flicts, lands would be designated as available for mineral-materials use 
unless there was a documented resource conflict. Where a resource conflict 
was identified, use would be restricted under the special conditions (draft 
appendix A) uniess closing tie area to minera?-materials use was the on?y way 
to resolve the conflict. 

The draft identified areas where exclusion from use of mineral materials was 
believed necessary to protect surface resources. In the remainder of SJRA, 
BLW is confident that other resource values can be protected without resorting 
to exclusions. 

. 



scenarios. Alternatives C and D legitimately identified other sensitive and signficant resource 

values in need of protection from surface disturbing activities. There is essentially no economic 

effectofclosureafor materialssowidelydistributedandwhichdeemandislocalizedand predictable. 

A reasonable planning approach must closeall areas without identified mineral materials. It must 

also limit open areasto those that do not have any identifiedsignificant resource conflictsin any 

alternative unless the need for acommonresource suchas mineral materialsclearly overridesthe 

conflicting resource. Failuretodothis unjustifiably invites future resourceconflictsanddamage. 

TAR SANDS 

This element in the RMP providesanotkr clearexample ofthe inappropriateanalysis andabsence 

ofconflict resolutioninthe RMP. Alternative Adescribesthecurrent situation regardingtarsands 

i! the following manner: 

"No expressions of interest inleasingtk area have ever been received,and the 

UtahStatewide Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for tar sand ieasing (BLM, 

1984(c) ~t~luded that there would likely be no production from the White 

Canyon STSA or anywhere else in the SJRA in the foreseeable future (before 

2000)‘(4-9). 

Additionalcommentsinthe MSAcorroboratethelimitedvalueoftarsandsintheSJRA: 

"The Utah Ceologicaland Mineral Survey hasdesignatedthe area azone of 

weak petroleum shows. * "Industry has not shown interest inthetar sand within 

theSJRA"(M%4114-2). 

After designationasaSpecia1 T&Sands Area (STSA)in IYRO, 'noapplicationsforconversionwere 

received for the White Canyon ST%" the MSA notes (4114-l to 3). Further, 'The White Canyon 

depostisthoughtto beofmuch poorer qualitythanother Utahdeposits." 

In Appendix 1 of the actual Utah Combined Hydrocarbon Regional Draft EIS referenced above 
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Tar Sand 

ELM agrees that tar sand is expected to be of limited value within SJRA. 



0iZL/EIS), it is stated that on March 23-24, 1983, a meeting w8s held in the Utah State Office 

for the purpose of setting final estimated production levels for the various STSA’s in Utah. This 

special report determincd for White Cenlpn STSA ?hast “There is no projected tar sand development 

in this STSA because of lack of interest in the tar sand resource. Also the limited dhysical data 

available indicated that the quality of the resource is probably not of commercial grade’ 

(207-208). It seems clear that the lar sands resource in the SJRA could not be concluded as being 

anything bu! marginal. Yet in the preferred alte&ative BLM weakens the lease category of some 

areas. 

As the Hydrocarbon EIS noted, ‘STSA’s must be reanalyzed and revised category designations 

established...’ andaccordiw lo the EIS notes regarding the White Canyon STSA that land use plsns 

will be amended to reflect ttre new leasing categories.” 

01le of the objects of the RMP is to determine the need for recategarization of the STSA. We 

therefore find it somewhat appalling that while an enormous amount of informeiton regarding the 

specific nature of other resource values and conflicts as wetI 83 tar =nd marginality appear 

throughout the Hydrocarbon EIS, this data and its analysis iS literally non-existent in the 

RMP/EIS. 

With one brief exception, (a reference hidden in an appendixj ii was impossibie io find any 

refereme in the RMPto the Highway U-95 ScenicCorridor andits affect on tar sands leasing. One 

single 8entenceinAppendix Aalludestothe potentialimpactonscenicandvisual resource. 

There isno discussioninthcfinal RMPofthatscenic corridor,its orgin,its purpose,or thegoals 

and objectives in its maintenance. In Alternative E of the RMP, the provision for retention of 

scenic and visual values simply dissappears, or is at least not discussed, even though the 

Hydrocarbon EIS Preferrred Alternative places restrictions to preserve scenic values on 29% of' 

the STSA. 

The Hydrocarbon EIS s1resses the visual resource conflict, stating: 
i 

"The U-95 Scenic Corridor category 2 area would piace significant rrsiriciions 

on potentisl development within the U-95 viewing area. All visual impacts iorrn 

far sanddevelopment could not be feel1 from the higtrr/ay. This restriciton would 
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The analysis of the White Canyon STSA through the Combined Hydrocarbon Leasing 
Regional EIS [BLM, 1984c1 was incorporated into the draft. The category 
determinations resulting from that EIS are the current leasing categories 
described under alternative A (draft pages 2-63. 3-1 and A-2). The acreage 
shown in leasing category 1 under alternative A reflects the special condi- 
tions developed for the U-95 scenic corridor through the Conbfned Hydrocarbon 
Leasing Regional EIS (draft figure 3-1 and table 3-2). (The leasing category 
system used in the proposed F!NP and final EIS shows this acreage as category 
2.) 

The scenic corridor was discussed in the draft [page 3-81). In the proposed 
plan, the scenic corridor has been proposed for designation as an ACEC, and 
nanagemnt prescriptions altered accordingly; in the proposed RMP and final 
EIS the scenic corridor is assessed under alternative 0 as well as under 
alternative E. Under the proposed plan, the corridor would be closed to 
leasing for either oil and gas or tar sand (see revisions to the draft 
sumnary. chapters 2, 3, and 4, and appendixes A, H and I.) 



limit miningactivities onapproxmately 2, 340acres."(VolIl-plOi-21 

In addition the Hydrocarbon EIS goes on to state the following regardingother resource vlaues and 

conflicts. 

'Major is3uw relatedtotar 3anddevelopmentinclude visual resource degradation. 

Highvay U-95, Utah's Bicentennial Highvay,wasconstructedinthis area because 

of tha high visual resource values. Desert Bighorn sheep habitat destructionalso 

causes concern because development could eliminate the sheep form thearea.‘ IV 

II- p 3) Yisualand cultural resources are outstsndingin the area. Sitesare of 

high prehistoric and historic value and probably contain numerous pristine 

cultural resources. " "Any mining and development could disrupt and eliminate 

desert bighornsheep." 

"Visual resources could be modified and destroyed on 38% of the STSA. 

Archaeoological valueson 43 percentoftheareacould belost." (V II-p.3). 

Hone of the above is reflected in the resource analysis of the RMP/EIS,and in fact Alternative E 

veakenscurrent ~~mentbylo~ri~?~leasi~~tegnriesofsomepcr~. 

This total avoidance of resource description and legitimate analysis of competing resource values, 

confHcts,and conflict resolution~underscores the limited utility oftha draft RMPasit is presently 

writtenin addressing significant resource allocation. The WhiteCanyon STSA, due to its marginal 

economic viability and well-established conflict with other significant resource values should be 

reclassified and the designation dropped. Barring reclassification, proper stipulations must be 

imposed to provide for 8 clear opportunity to manage successfully for competing resource values. 

Theentire STSAshould at a minimum bein Category 2, NoSurfaceOccupancy,andthe msjorityof 

theSTSA managed under appropriate guidelinesforthe WhiteCanyonConservation ACEC(d~~ussed 

~ below). 

OIL AND GAS 
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Because the draft identifies a conflict for bighorn sheep only if mineral uses 
disturbed the animals on crucial habftat areas during critical periods (draft 
page 3-42). the special conditions (including seasonal restrictions) attached 
to oil and gas leases would afford ample protection. It is not believed 
necessary to exclude the areas from leasing or to apply no-surface-occupancy 
stipulations. As noted in this comment, tar sand development in SJRA is 
considered unlikely (draft analysis assumptions, page 4-61). 

As stated earlier, BLM policy is to keep public lands open for minerals 
exploration and development unless closures are clearly justified to protect 
the national.interest (MSA page 4111-48). The draft applied the least 
restriction necessary to resolve resource conflicts. 



Thapurposeoftheoilandgasleaaingcategorie3istoprovidethe BLMwith83ystemthatallow3 for 

'the wed to resolve surface resource conflicts’ (A-99). Thus there is a continuum of lea3o 

categoria3 from lmt restrictive (standard operating procedures) to most restrictive (no leasing). 

5tipulstions are justifiable if there are resources, values, uses, or.usars 

present that cannot' arts? r&k oil 8ti e upmfhzs, cwtmf be &g.wftf~ 

~~~1.~~~~~ono~~~I8~ortheduration ofoilardgasoperations, 

8lm' bVUt)d pt-Oki& 8 9r&Y b6Wflf i0 f/E pUi+tfC i&i. could Oil 81#j pdts 

o,r8f?im.'(4111-24) (empha'3isadded). 

And further, more stringent categories (or stipulated leases) may be used if exi3ting stipulations 

'weredaterminedto beinadequatetoprotectthepublicinterest" (4111-23). 

The San Juan Resource Area is noted throughout the MU and RMP for exceptionalsnd varied 

environmental vatue3, many of which are considered unique and even of national significance. 

Spacific resource program3 repeatedly detail surfaca disturbing activities by oil and ga3 

exploration83 potentiallyamornythe m&destructive ofall activities affecting those resources (see 

-*&ral re~urce,recreation,vildlife, riparian,andvisual). I-"*.".- . e 

Thereforeitis surprisingto findthatunder AlternativeEinthe RMPthereare~gacres propoeed 

as closed to oil and gas leasing. This is doubly troubling vhen it becomes apparent that over 

155,OOOacres arecurrently clkedtoleasing, but would be decategorized to a less restrictive "110 

surfaceoccupancy"category by the RMP. 

The actual total acreage in the two most restrictive lease categories is 6% greater under current 

management (269,340 acres) than under the preferredalternative (251,9EOacres)...and?hisis 

occurring under an outdated 15year-old menagement plan that predates many of the resource 

concerns andissuesthat have surfacedinthe SJRAinthelastdecade. 

Atthough there has been a substantial increase in the acreage covered by 30me form of 3peaal 

stipulation (314,OOOacre Increase) thisappears to be aninadequate response to the management 

needsof some resources,as repeatedly identifiedinthe MSA. This unwillingness to restrict oil and 

gas activities -where it is in well-defined conflict with other resource vslues becomes yet more 
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Oil and Gas 

No areas are closed to oil and gas leasing under the preferred alternative of 
the draft. BLM believes that the surface resources present can be adequately 
protected with less stringent management conditions, including the no-surface- 
occupancy stipulation. 



I indefensiblevhentheoilandgas potential ismmparedtothevariouscompeting resourcevalues. 

I 
RESPONSE TO COMIIENT. 9 

The oil and 9as potential appears to be markedly overstated in the SJRMP. Table As-l, Fluid 

MineralsClassifications (A-147), providesachart ofoil and gas potential. This chart presumably 

addresses the spectrum of potential for oil and gas much like the matrix methodology for 

determining the character of mineral values in validity examinations. That matrix covers a 

four-part range of knovn, economic, subeconomic, and unknown values. The oil and ges 

classification covers Known Geolcqic Structures, Prospectively Valuable, Not Prcrspectively 

Yaluable,and Unknown categories. The RMP claims thatthere are no areasin the SJRA in the Mot 

Prospectiv;ly Valuable or Unknown categories. To some extent the restrictive categories for 

leasing must correspond to the basis of the apparent presumption of value of the oil and gas 

resource. 

I While the RMP does not provide us vith any technical definitions for the categories in the Fluid 

Mineral Classification (what precisely it is that distinguishes prospective value from no 

prospectivevalue), it isinterestingto notetheterminolo9y used indescribingoil and gas potential 

inchapter 3ofthe RMP: 

"Theeastern partofthe SJRA has proven potential for oil andgas reserves; 

potential is unknovninthecentralandwestern portions'(3-7). 

The western portion referred to is portrayed in Figure 3-2 (Oil and Gas Potential) andappears to 

comprise about 170,000 acres of public lands. The central portion appears lo cover about 

840,000acresofpublicland. That would mean that BLM'sactualdata on potential may reflect that 

over l,OOO,OOO acres,or 55%,ofthe SARA might logically be placedin tire Unknown category. 

While the le*nd on Fiyure 3-2 describes the central partion of the SJM as low to n&rate in 

potential (in contradiction to the text at 3-7), the RMP provieds little data to support this 

conclusion. 

This central area, also known as the Monument Upwarpor Uplift, has been drilled. However "Its 

only known fields,Mexican Hat and Lime Ridge,are both very small" (3-10). Just how small is 

probably worth noting. Table 3-3 (3-8) shows that as of 12/83 the cumulative oil productmn 

within the entire Monument Uplift to be 56,948 barrels. However this cumulative pr6dUCtl6n 13 
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Under the USGS classification system, used in draft table AS-l, land is 
classified as prospectively valuable if it contains at least 1,000 feet of 
sedimentary cover above basement rocks. 

All lands in SJRA meet this criterion; therefore, all,are classified as 
Prospectively Valuable. BLM specialists realize that when used alone, this 
presents a simplistic look at the geologic situation in SJRA. Accordingly, 
the SJRA was further refined into areas of greater or lesser potential, based 
on geologic conditions present and their similarity or dissimilarity to areas 
of known production within SJRA (draft chapter 3). 

The draft provides a technical definition of the fluid mineral classifications 
used in table AS-1 (draft page A-147). 

The text (draft page 3-7) quoted in this comnent has been revised to conform 
to tne infonation presented in figure 3-2 (see revisions to draft page 3-7). 

kch information on oil and gas resources in SJRA is on file atMD0 and SJRA. 
The RMP summarizes the longer discussion on resources present which is 
contained in the MSA (part II, section 4111). . 

Classifying over 55 percent of the SJRA as "unknown" for oil and gas potential 
would not reflect the data presented in the draft or the MSA, nor would it 
reflect the definition of "unknown" on draft Page A-147. Data available for 
tne central portion of the SJRA (the lgnument Uplift) are sufficient to clas- 
sify the area as Prospectively Valuable for oil and gas based on the strati- 
graphic section and sedimentary characteristics present, and the numerous oil 
and gas shows in plugged and abandoned wells (draft page 3-10). The available 
data also allow BLM to characterize tie area as having a low to moderate 
potential for the discovery of new fields (draft figure 3-2). 



lessthon 15/1000of a per centofthe total production intheSJRA. In other words morethan 

6,000 times as much oil vos produced in the Known Geologic Structures in the high potential 

Blating Bosinthanintheentirecentrolandwestern portionsoftheS&!A. 

All the knovn oil production spread over one million acres in the% western ard central portions 

(vhich are clsssified as Potentiallu Valueble)c&ne out of one small oil field. It vould seem 

hyperbolic to claim that that million acres is in fact Potentially Valuable,whenin fact they are 

mare properly classified es Unkrmwn or Hot Potentially Valuable. The issue is further confused 

when descriptions such 85 'probable potential' (3-i') We invented which compromise the 

integrityandmeanirqoftheentiresystem. 

The justification provided in the RMP for not imposing stricter leasing categories cwer more 

sreogeinorderto protect other negatively affected resourcevolueswos: -AlWqhthe majority of 

these ereo-s (909,OlOocres,or 86%) occur in the Monument Upvarp sectionofthe SJRA,there 

would bea negative trend in long-term production" (4-49). if one belid the are&s foregone 

in&d hod potential value,8 neyativeeconomiceffectcould infect occur. Butthereisat~lutely no 

data anywherein the RMP tosuggest that thisis the cose,or that mOre protective lease categories 

necessorilyvouldle8dto a negative-trendinlong-termoil andqas production. 

It is contentions such as these which allow this RMP to abandon the obvious need to protect 

significent threatened resources, by glossing over the unaddressed need vith the perception of 

mmpetinq resource values that do &exist. The RMP must readdress specific other resource 

conflicts with oil and gas leasing and exploration. In those instam whore the greater public 

interest resides in the protection of other resources, and where Oil and gas potential is highly 

$uspect,o1lardgasle8sir~9 should be properly restricted. 

GRAZING 

Livestock management is one of the two key resources the SJRMP/EIS addresses. In 1974, a 

site-specific yrazirto EIS was ordered by the US District Court asa result ofalawsuit brought by 

the Natural Resources DefenseCouncil. The RMPstatesthat: 

RESPONSE TO CO#IENT 9 SOUTHERN UTAH WILDERNESS ALLIANCE 

[Comnent page 711 

The classification used in the draft for the western and central portions of 
SJRA is not "potentially valuable," but rather "prospectively valuable", which 
is defined on draft page A-147 in the discussion of the classification 
system. The presence or absence of oil fields is not a determinant in making 
this classification. The classification is instead based on the amount of 
data available, which is used to characterize geologic conditions present in 
an area. 

In the central and western portions of SJRA, data are scattered, but enough 
information is available to characterize the area and to show that conditions 
similar to tnose in the Blanding Basin are present in the the Fbnument Up- 
lift. This is verified by many noncormaercial shows in wells drilled on the 
tinument Upwarp, indicating the presence of hydrocarbons and verifying geo- 
logic characterizations made. 

ICny wells in the high-potential Blanding Basin were plugged and abandoned 
with noncotiercial shows. In many instances, these,wells are within 0.25 mile 
or less of producing fields. Therefore, data available through drill holes 
and geologic analyses indicate the low to moderate potential for the central 
and western portions of the SJRA. See also the MSA discussion on this topic 
in part II, section 4111. 

BLW agrees that the term "probable potential" is misleadiqg. It has been 
removed from the text (see revisfons to draft page 3-7). 

Respondent questions the use of the phrase "negative trend" in relation to the 
Fbnument Upjarp. As noted above, BLf{ relied on known data and geologic infer- 
ence to determine production potential. Oil and gas encountered in a drill 
hole, which might be presently noncommercial, may later be of commercial 
interest if oil prices increase. This cornnent's analysis of oil and gas 
potential does not appear to be reasonable, based on the data presented in the 
MSA and draft. 

BLM is confident that the preferred alternative'would protect the surface 
resources present with a less restrictive classification than suggested in 
this comnent. 

Grazing 

Rather than being llone of tne two key resources" that the draft addresses, 
livestock management is one of the two purposes for preparing the EIS (draft 
page i-1). 



7he grazing EISis neededto determine managementof forage andother livestock 

needs, to provide for wise allocation of public lands and resources for grazinq 

us2.'(1-1) 

'AnanalyslsIs needed,onanallotmentbasls,todetermine lfchangesare neededin 

stockinytrends,in season ofuse,orin range management practices.'~l-21 

In order to fulfill the EIS requirements and ststti. needs for rangeanalysis, livestock trmna(rement 

waschos-enasa planningissueandframedinthefolloti~ manner: 

What stocking levelsand periods of use should beacheived on rangelands within 

theSJRA."(l-2) 

The m&effective meansto answer this question and meet the needs of both the ElSand RMP,is to 

have quantitive data that provides an objective analysis of present range conditions and trends. 

BLMfails to provide suchquantitative range conditiondatain the RMP/EIS. iniaci, it lists thisss 

oneofthe 'data gaps"inthe MS&. 

"Ew~loqical site trend in the ie3cdti area has Inot beeen determined. " (M% 

4322-36) 

Under 'Present Demand andCapability to Meet Demard',the &states: 

"These estimates of the resource area's capability to meet [pre%nt] demand for 

livestock forage are bssed solely on profession881 judgement of the resource area 

range staff and are not based on monitoring. Monitoririg will be used to establish 

forage production figures basedonlivestock titilizationofforage and range trend." 

(MSA4322-28) 

and thenconcludes,under "AdequacyofCurrent Managernent'that: 

"Theconditionofthe rangeinthe SJRAcannot bedetermined priortoevaluationof 

monitoring studies over the next 5 to 10 years (prior to 1990 or i995). 

However, in some aspects, current grazing management does not appear to be 

RESPONSE TO COf@!ENT 9 SOUTHERN UTAH WILBERNESS ALLIANCE 

Komnent page 721 

BU4 agrees that quantitative data are preferable to projections. That is why 
certain grazing decisions must be deferred until monitoring studies can yield 
this type of information (draft pages 2-6. 3-57, A-31, and appendix J). 



adequste.' (Msp 4322-40) 

Thus,theinfornmtiontwr3e uponvhichthe M8Aand RMPconcludetheir analysisof rangecondition 

contain3 no harddstsand f& Sk? ~~?~~~~~uIRPJOT~~?~~~~~(P~~~ Instesdthe analysis is 

b33ed solelyonthe subjective judgemntof BLM staffin conjunction vith range permittees (RMP 

2-6, MSA 4322-38).Clearly,then,BLM hasfailed tosatisfsctorily providethe site-specific EIS 

required by the 1974 District Court decision, and will not be able to do so until 1990 at the 

earliest, 2 years aflertheCourt'sdesdline of 1988...andsixteen yearsaftertheoriginaldecision. 

Additionally, BLM has no data upon which to base any of the livestock manayernent decision 

presented throughout the RMP, including Alternative E. Even without hard data, and with the 

cooperation of grazing permittees,BLM currently classifie3 95% of the rangewithin the SJRA in 

the "imprwe" category (3-54)(2-6),implying poor range condiiton. Someof thecriteriathet 

describethiscategoryinclude: 

'Presentranyecondition is unsatisfactory. 

'Resource production potential is moderate to high and present production is at 

lovto rmder3televels. 

'Pre3entm3neyementsppeers unsatisfactory.'(A-47) 

BLM acknowledges this pour condition of the range in its' decision to resolve the livestock 

management issue under Alternati\re E by continuing current rmneg-ement. (Z- 11) Altermtive E 

&es not reflectthis. Detailsofthe livestock management actions proposeddemonstratea number of 

changesfromcurrent management do take place. Theseinclude: 

--livestock uz will increasse under Alternative E by 2258 AUMS. [The RMP 

misrepresents ihe AUM increase figures. The present five year aversge 

(1979-1984) licensed use level i 3 54, 844 NM3 (4-15, j-54). Cut the 

clversge uselevel given for Alternative A is 56735,already an increaseof 1761 

AUMsabove presentaveraye u3e. It is ba3edonthisinflatedfiyureforAlternative 

4 tha! FILMstates under Alternative E livestock use would increase by only 367 

AUMsto57,102AUMs (4-68~,wheninreslitytheincrease is 2258AUMs.l 

--Potential Lsnd Treatments leap frorn the pre3ent 21,000 scres to 241, 900 
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Ecological condition is stated and predicted in draft appendix T. Trend is 
not, because data are not available; however, trend will be analyzed on the 
basis of monitoring studies now being conducted (draft pages 2-6, 3-57, A-31, 
and appendix Jl. Unless based on conflicts with other resources, changes to 
grazing cannot be made until monitoring data have been collected; this is part 
of the a 
comment 9 

reement stemning from the court-ordered grazing studies cited in this 
draft pages I-l and A-31) and is also BLN policy (see instruction 

memorandum 82-650). 

Placing a grazing allotment in the I category does not indicate poor range 
condition, nor do the management prescriptions developed for livestock grazing 
under alternative E. (See also the response to cooroent 3, National Wildlife 
Federation, pages 8 and 9, on this topic.) As stated on draft page 2-5. 
changes in livestock use may be rcade either in response to resource conflicts 
identified througn the RMP process, or in response to range monitoring studies. 

Grazing management under alternative E would indeed vary from that shown in 
alternative A. In response to the concerns raised in this comnent: 

The impact analysis is structured so that the change caused by different 
management scenarios under the different alternatives is canpared to the 
change that would occur in the baseline management under alternative A 
(draft page 4-2). The 367-AUM difference noted in this comnent is the 
difference between alternatives A and E at the end of the analysis period, 
in the year 2000. Livestock use is not limited to the 5-year licensed 
average, It coy?d decrease below this average or increase up to total 
active preference, but this is not likely for all allotments. The in- 
creases shown in alternatives A and E are the estimated total AUMs 1 i- 
tensed in the year 2000. Asstnaptions for these estimates are stated in 
draft appendix X. 

- Land treabmznts improve livestock forage condition by increasing the 
quantity and quality of livestock.forage plants. This is demonstrated 
most obviously in a treatment that converts pinyon-juniper vegetation type 
to a grass type. Land treatments generally set back ecological condition 
by converting vegetation to an earlier seral stage of development (see 
draft glossary). As noted earlier, land treatments shown in the draft are 
areas with physical potential for treatment. At the time a project was 
proposed (draft page 2-1. A-l, A-29), site-specific NEPA documentation 
would address any impacts to, or mitigation for, other resource values 
such as cultural resources. 



acres or more than a factor of 1 l-plus under Alternative E. No quantitative proof 

existsthatland treatments improve rangecondition or forage. Additionally,many 

ofthese arevithin thaidontifiadGrand Gulch Plateau SRMAand National Register 

District, as veil as crucial riparian habitats (such as Comb Wash). Land 

Traatmentsareincompatible withthagoalard objectives ofthoseareas. 

More importantly, BLM never clearly~knovledqea thatitis precisely this "current monaqemant" 

that has producadtha 'unsatisfactory'conditionofthe ranqathatexiststoday. Tocontinuathasa1~~ 

managmantisindafensible. TheTaylor Grazinq Act claarlystataathata declining range condition is 

unacceptable. How can BLMdamonstratethisis notthacasa undercurrent managemant\dithoutany 

quantitative data? 

The currentmenagemant situation is discussed in draft chapter 3 and at length 
in the MSA (part II, section 43221. Current management and climate have 
produced the present ecological and livestock forage conditions. Grazing 
management would not continue under alternative E as at present, but would be 
intensified witll grazing systems, developed under AMPS, to correct current 
problems (draft appendix Ul. Where range condition is declining, it can often 
be corrected with range improvements and grazing systems that allow rest for 
plants during critical growth periods and provide for more uniform distribu- 
tion of grazing use (producing a median use level rather than heavy or light 
use). 

FLPMa clearly calls for sustained yieldof all renavable resources "in perpetuity' How can BLM 

Unless made in response to conflcits with other resource values, adjustments 
to grazing preference, either upward or downward, cannot be made until 
monitoring data are sufficient to determine a need for adjustment. Until 
monitoring determines a need for change, grazing levels will be allowed up to 
total active oreference. 

I 

gmrantee this for ranga forage production u&r current manayemsnt without any quantitative 

data? Hnlaaa BLMcanadcqu&elyansver thesequestions manayemantdecisions under-Alternative E I 
RLkI believes that the grazing exclusions identified in the proposed RHP would 
resolve the conflicts noted. 
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m&demonstrate no further degradation ofranqacondition until monitoring studies arecompleted. 

Only than, with anobjective data base, can BLM make accuratedecisions on livestock management 

actions. 

Gr,a oftha actions that must be considered under Alternative E is substantial rrnjuctionin livestock 

t.rsaofthe range (ALU%). Nowhereintha RMP isover grazing sariouslyaddrcssedas one oftho 

iasm contributing to poor range condition. Tha only livestock restricitons developed under 

Alternative E ere meaningless and ~111 heve little impact on improving range condition. They 

ilIClU&: 

--Grazing exclusions on 136,120 acres, or a mere 7% of the 2 rnillion acre 

alloted range. Mostofthese exclusions arein crucial wildlife habitat,ecoloyically 

sensitive areas,and approximately one-half are currently not yrazed and some 

are currently grazed vary little due to limited accass by livestock and a lack of 

water. 

--Only four allotments have had any season of use change made,despite calls for 

this type of mansgernent action in the MSA. ELM appears to ignore,or at least 

contradict itselfin its discussion of the use of seasonal limits to improve forage 
/ 



I I I 
by reducing threats to v8g8tatton during the critical spring grosring Season. It 

scknowl8dge8 this 8s sn effective me8n8 to improve rang8 condition in the M% 

(43X-43)and RMP(4-6B)butonlyimplementsseason8lus8limitsonfourof 

the tw8nty-threesllotm8ntsvithspringgr8ting. 

More substantial livestock reductions must be considered in Alternative E if BLM is to prevent 

further depredation of current poor range condition?. The present RMP/EIS is not in conformity 

withthed8cisionofthecourtin NRDCw.Morton. 

AREAS OF CRITICAL ENYIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

Gcn8ralGomm8nts 

The. identification and designation of Areas of Critic81 Environmental Concern (ACEC's) 8ssum88 

priority in BLM's resource planning program according to Section 202(c)(3) of FLPl%; we 

anticipate th8tACEC designation wtllcontinueto be 8ddressedintheSJRA planning pr@Xss. 

I 
^ ~'1 4 *ha Dotentia! KEG's identified in 

Y 
The Southern Utah Wiiderness iriiiance (SUWA) ~idh& ott 0, ,IwI 

s 
the RMP that have beendetermined to rneetthe requisite identificstioncriteria. We hav8conclud8d 

that,tithsome alterations in bound8ries 8nd in management prescriptions, these potent181 ACEC's 

are necesssryand cannot beadequstely protecteddhrough another formofQsign8tionalon8or under 

star&d procoduros,noraresltern8tive usesappropriate. 

I Nominsted ACEC's 

Inaddition tothe above potential ACEC's,SUWAwishes to nominate several additional ACEC's which 

we have appended to those comments. We anticipate thst these nominations will be analyzed, 

evaluated, and reviewed according to BLM policy 8nd Guidelines, and a determination of their 

eligibility as a potential ACEC be made withinsix months, presumably prior tocompletion of this 

current pl8nningeffori. 

WhiteCanyonConztrvstionCICEC 
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ELM is confident that the draft conforms with the court orders under NROC vs 
Morton. 

-L 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern: General Comments 

The ACECs proposed under the proposed WtP have been exten- sfvely revised from 
those shown in the draft (see revisions to the sumnary, chapters 2, 3, 4, and 
appendixes A, H and Il. 

BLM is aware of the FLPMA requirement to give priority to the designation and 
protectjon of ACECs. 

Draft appendix H has been clarified to present BLH's rationale for either 
carrying these areas forward as proposed ACECs or not considering them further. 

Nominated ACECs 

Each nomination presented in this cotmient has been considered in the proposed 
RHP and final EIS and reviewed fn accordance with ELM policy and guidelines 
(manual section 1617.8). 

I I I 



SUWA nominates this srea for analysis and evaluation as a potential ACEC, and consideration and 

designation through this RMP. We consider this #&EC to be of more-then-local significance, 

becsvSe of S?Ver81 individu81 vulnersbte 8nd sensitive resources, and the exceedingly r8re 

combination co-existing vithin an exemplary and unusual natural system of high integrity. This is 

an opportunity to conserve an 8re8 of nation81 importance. 

F!eleY8n#: 

This 'conservationares can be found to be relevant because it contains notonlyone, but several of 

th8 resource3 notedin FLPMA's definition ofsn ACEC, including important cultural, scenic, 8nd 

vildlife resourc~,8svell8s8nimport8ntex8mpleofathrestened naturalsystemor process. 

Importance 

Each of these resources is singularly important. As a scenic valu8,this is 8n 8r88 of noteworthy 

quality 8nd high visu81 sensitivity. This sensitivity has been documented most clearly in the U- 95 

Corridor Study (a joint agency evaluationincludiny state,federal and local government entities), 

vhich concluded that the White Csnyon are8 adjacent to the Bicentennial Scenic Highway ~8s of 

paramount importance to the visu81 inteqrity of the scenic highw8y designation. This visvsl 

sensitivity is further underscored by the fact that the #&EC surrounds Natural Bridges Elation81 

Monument. 

In addition,there is concern for significant arch8eoloyical values that 8re vulnerable to loss or 

bmdge becauseofincreasinyaccesssbility. 

Third, th8re is the irreplaceable crucial habitat of desert bighorn sheep 8nd their lambing and 

rutting lands vhich 8re particylarly sen?JtiV8 todisturbance,as well 8s Criiic81 to msint8ininq 8 

viable population. 

nndlast,the factthatthe Nation81 ParkService h8sidentifiedtheentirelengthoftheWhite Canyon 

system from Natural Bridges National Monument to Glen Canyon Nation81 Recreation Area 8s 8 

potential qualifying candidate for wild and scenic designstion 8s a r8re and unique example of 8n 

ephemeral desert stream,slgniflesthis carqonsysternasan irnportantl8ndformor natural system 

or process. 

RESPONSE TO COMHENT 9 SOUTHERN UTAH WILDERNESS ALLIANCE -- 

[Cornnent page 761 

White Canyon Conservation ACEC. This nomination is based on cultural, scenic, 
and wildlife resources, and states that the area is an example of a threatened 
natural system. 

BLM accepts comnentor's nomination and has considered this area as a potential 
ACEC in the proposed RNP and final EIS. although the area does not qualify on 
the oasis of cultural values. The White Canyon area assessed under alterna- 
tive D in the proposed RIP and final EIS is larger than the area nominated in 
the comnent, to accomnodate other public comments (see responses to comment 6, 
Sierra Club, Cache Group). A smaller area is included in the proposed RMP as 

.part of ttie Scenic Highway Corridor proposed ACEC along U-95. (See revisions 
to the draft sumnary, chapters 2, 3, and 4, and appendixes A. H and I.) 

The conraent nominates the area in part to protect significant archaeological 
values, but does not identify specific values as important. BLM's review of 
the area nominated did not identify cultural values present to be in need of 
special protection beyond that stated in appendix A of the draft; therefore, 
the area.nominated was not found to have potential for ACEC designation based 
on cultural resources. 

The comnent nominates the area in part to protect crucialbighorn sheep 
habitat. BLM coesidered the entire crucial habitat area for bighorn sheep as 
a preliminary potential ACEC (draft appendix H), but did not conclude thdt the 
area warranted further consideration under this designation. 

The text of the draft has been revised to include reference to the NPS pro- 
posal for iihite Canyon, which had been inadvertently omitted isee revisions to 
draft page 2-7). BLM prefers that any wild and scenic river study effort 
conducted be focused on the San Juan River. 
National Park Service, on this topic). 

(See the response to comnent 28, 

BLM does not believe that overgrazing occurs in this area, or that grazing 
tnreatens the resource values mentioned in this cocmient. Grazing is managed 
for proper utilization of forage, and there is no present conflict between 
cattle and oighorn sheep (draft page 3-581. 



In the current RMP these values alone and together srethreatened by potential road construction, 

upto 15,OOOofpotential forestchsining, potential strip mining,surfaadisturb8ncefrom oil and 

gasexploration,nev rangeimprovdments,andwergrazing. SUWA kwvsofnoother singlearesin 

tizS8nJuan Regionso unequivoc8llyexemplaryinitsqualific8tionforACECdesign8tion. 

(See discussionintheVisua1 Resources Section for more details.) 

TheValleyofthe G&area meetsthecriteria for ACECdesignationforthe following re8son8: 

Relewtce: 

TheYalleyoftheGodsis relevant bec8useitcont8insoutst8ndingscenicv8lues. 

Importance: 

The. Valley of the Gods contains outstanding and irreplaceable scenic values. The high degree of 

visu81 sensitivity and rrwe thsn local significance of the are8 is demonsiraied by ik nuinkr of 

people who visit this are8 each ye8r for its scenic values. Both the Draft Grand Gulch Plsteau 

Man8gernent Plant (GGPMP) and the U-95 ScenicCorridor Study acknowledge the unique Values of 

thisarea. The scenicV8luesare threatened by surfsce disturbance from potential development of 

mineral materials axioilandg8s'exploration anddewlopment asidentifiedinthe RMP. 

TheScenic R@adedCorridorACEC 

(Seediscussioninthe Visual Resources section for more details.) 

TheScenic RoadedCorridor rneetsthecriteriafor ACEC designationforthefolloving re8sons: 

Relevance: 

The Scenic Eoaded Corridor 13 relevant because of the high quality scenic values it contains. 

RESPONSE TO COMENT 9 SOUTHERN UTAH WILDERNESS ALLIANCE 

CComnent page 771 

Valley of the Gods. This nomination is based on scenic values. 

BLM accepts conmentor's nomination. The draft has been revised to consider 
the Valley of the Gods as an ACEC under alternative D and as a special empha- 
sis area within the Cedar Mesa ACEC under alternative E (see revisions to the 
draft suemary. chapters 2, 3, and 4. and appendixes A, H, and Il. Based on 
another comment (see the response to conment 97, &en Severance). BLM has 
revised the VRH class for the Valley of the Gods (see revisions to draft table 
3-14, figure 3-111, and pages 4-43, 4-57, and 4-71). 

Scenic Roaded Corridor. This nomination is based on scenic values. 

BLfl accepts comnentor's nomination. Based on the U-95 corridor study, the 
area qualifies for consideration as an ACEC. The draft has been revised to 
consider the Scenic Highway Corridor ACEC under alternatives D and E. The 
White Canyon viewshed has also been considered as part of the Scenic Hi$way 
Corridor ACEC under alternative E (see revisions to the draft sumnary, chap- 
ters 2. 3, and 4, and appendixes A, H, and Il. (See also the response to 
comnent 93 fran &en Severance.) 



Importance: 

The 5cenic RI&& Corridor is important because of the outstanding and irreplaceable values it 

mntains. Themrridor is distinct becauseofthe variety of scenery--mesas,buttes,dense pinyon 

juniper forests,sweeping vistas and canyonviews--that can beappreciated in a variety of roaded 

settinqs,from a paved highvay toa remote track. It is ofmorethan local significance because it is 

one of the largest areas of relatively undisturbed high quality scenic values in the southwest. 

Support for this nomination is demonstrated in the draft GGPMP, GGPIMP, U-95 Scenic Corridor 

Study, and the Eicentennial Highway designation. The corridor is threatened by potential 

exploration and development oioil and gas products, locatable minerals, mineral materials, and 

coal,moutlinedintheSJRMP. 

GrandGulcb-Cedar Mesa ACEC 

TheGrandGulch-Cedar Mesaarea meetsthecriteria forACEC:designationforthe following reasons: 

Relevance: 

Theareais relent primarily becauseofits outstanding cultural resourcevalues,andalso because 

of its natural values as they pertain to recreation, wildlife and visual resurces. Each of these 

valuescanindividuailyqualifyandreafor ACECdesignation under the FLPMAdefinition. 

Importance: 

Each of the values listed above is singularly noteworthy. The cultural values of the Grand 

Gulch-Cedar Mesa area are distinct because of the high concentration and level of preservation of 

Basketmaker and Pueblo archaeological s,tes,vhich provide the area with a nationally significant 

reputation. Thecultural resourcevaluesofthis areaareirreplaceableandcurrentlythreatened by 

intentional vandalism, ignorant degredatiori from recreation use, large areas of potential chaining 

on the me&, potential mineral development,and potentiel oil and gas exploration and development, 

all outlined in the MS4 and the RMP. Support ior this designation is demonstrated by the arpa's 

proposed National Register Oistrictdestgnatlcln, the draited GGPMP, theGGPIMP, and ifs national 

reputation for high-quslitycultural resources. 

RESPONSE TO CM~IMENT 9 SOUTHERN UTAH UILDERNESS ALLIANCE - 

[Comnent page 781 

Grand Gulch - Cedar Mesa. This nomination is based on cultural values and on 
natural values pertalnlng to recreation, wildlife, and visual resources. 

BU4 accepts comnentor's nomination and ha&considered this area as a potential 
ACEC in the proposed RMP and final EIS. The entire Cedar Mesa SRMA is con- 
sidered for ACEC potential under alternative 0, and a modified area under 
alternative E. (See revisions to the draft sunmary, chapters 2. 3, and 4, and 
appendixes A, H and I.) 



The natural valucsea they relete to recreetion are importent because of the reletiwly undisturbed 

and primitive character of mast of the spctscular canyon cxintry, BS veil e3 the unique 

opportunity to vkv cultural resources in thissetting. This combination is rare vithinthe nation 

w e Mole. Such wluet ere demonstreted by the high prtvete, educationel, and COmnWCiel u5e of 

the ma, vhich in themselves threeten the nature1 values. kiditionally, these netural values are 

threetened by the wne activities m tti listed foe cultural values. The Grand Gulch-Cedar l%sa 

area also umteim vildlife wlues in riperian habitat, home to threetened and edmgered species. 

Wittonally, highquslityscenicvaluesareal~fourd within thisares. Thesewlware threatened 

by similar wtititiu as time listed for the Scenic F!cded Corridor &XC. The end. 

RESPDNSE JO CDW!Eh'J 9 

[C0mllent page 791 

The only known habitat for T/E wildlife species within the nominated area is 
in the San Juan River and related riparian area. 

CliZiiUFtm Yes. _- 
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CmENT 10 

UTAH NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY 

Reply to: P. 0. Box 1’555 
Salt Lake Cltv UT 84110 

September 30. 1986 

Ed Scherlck. San Juan Resource Area Manager 
Pensremon Bureau of Land Management 

~ urohensis P. 0. Box 7 
Montlcel lo, Utah 84535 

Re: Draft resource management plan 
May 1966 EIS 

Dear Mr. Scherlck: 

The designation of Lavender Mesa and Brldger Jack Mesa 
as research natural areas under the preferred alternative of the 
above-identified draft resource management plan is an 
appropriate measure that should be included in the final EIS. As 
noted in the draft. these areas involve relict or near-relict 
plant communltles and they are therefore b!ologicsllv 
important. In addition. Echlnocereus trlplochldlatus var. 
lnermis (a species listed under the Endangered Species Act) is 
believed to occur in or near the proposed Brldger Jack Mesa 
RNA. The habitat of this species should be identified by the 
BLfl and included in the potential RNA designated area (it may 
also be appropriate to amend page 3-37 of the draft to include 
this species). 

In connection with table 2-5 contained on paqe 2-58 of 
the draft. it is recommended that the language for subactivity 
code 4352-Endangered Speclrs Management be amended under all 
alternatives as follows: 

“To protect and preserve all officially listed. proposed 
and sensitive plant and animal species and their habitats *...” 

A definition of sensitive plant species is included on 
appendix page E-11. By definition these plant species require 
protection and preservation and they should therefore not be 
excluded from the amblt of “endangered species management.” 

Erlogonum humlvauans was officially proposed for 
endangered status on April 7. 1986. In view of the critical 
status of this species. a specific management @Ian’ should be 
included in the resource management plan for the protection of 
this species. There is at least one occurrence of this species 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 10 - UTAH NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY 

CComnent page 11 
BLM appreciates this support for designation of Bridger Jack and Lavender 
Mesas as RNAs. In the proposed RMP, because of a shift in BLM policy, the 
areas would be designated as ACECs rather than RNAs (see revisions to draft 
table 2-7. page 2-68, and appendix H.) However, management goals would be the 
sanm as indicated in the draft for the RNAs identified under the preferred 
alternative. 

The text bf the draft has been revised as suggested to include the species 
mentioned in this comnent (see revisions to page 3-37 of the draft). (See 
also the response to comnent 4, The Nature Conservancy.) The boundaries of 
the Bridger Jack Mesa ACEC encanpass the plant habitat mentioned. 

Table 2-5. The wording of this section of table 2-5 has been revised, but not 
as suggested in this comment (see revisions to draft page 2-58). The term 
"candidate species" is understood to include sensitive species, the change 
suggested in this comnent (see revisions to the glossary). 

Page B-11. BLM recognizes that the provisions of the Endangered Species Act 
have been extended to cover sensitive species (see revisions to draft. page 
2-8). (See also the responses to comnent 4, The Nature Conservancy, and 
conment 27, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.) 

BLM is awdre of the status 
protect it and its habitat. 

of Erio onum humiva ans and is required by law to 
H%i%&%??-RMp%not meant to provide ac- 

tivity planning or recovery plans. BLM will coordinate with the appropriate 
agencies to determine if a recovery plan is needed. 
conmmnt 27, U.S. Fish and w:'?d?ife Service.! 

(See also the response to 

occurs entirely on USFS-administered lands. 
The pOpulat!O!! on Brumley Ridge 

%ncre to the EIS? Yes. -.. _..~_._______ 



I 

on ELM administered land in the r&source area. Further. the 
species may occur in the Brumley ridge area. Through 
consultation with the Fish & Wildlife Service. an appropriate 
plan should be included in the final EIS to ensure the survival 
of this species on federal lands. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We would 
appreciate receiving a copy of the final EIS. 

_ 



721 Second Avenue 
Salt Lake City 
Utah 84103 

Mr Ed Scherick 
San Juan Resource Area Manager 
P.O. Box 7 
Yonticello, Utah 84535 

18 October 1986 

Dear f'r. Scherick: 

In responseto the draft resource management plan/environmental impact 
statement for the San Juan Resource Area, Moab District of the Bureau 
of Land Management: 

The Issues Committee of Utah Nature Study Society strongly urges the 
Bureau of Land Management to administer the lands in the San Juan Resource 
Area primarily for the preservation of the cultural resources. AS many 
people know, the San Juan Resource Area is one of the richest areas in 
Utah and in the Intermountain Region with respect to the Anasazi culture. 
All uses of the Resource Area must be subserviant to the cultural 
uses. 

Thus Utah Nature Study Society recommends that no vegetative manipulation 
occur. In the past, chaining of the pinyon-juniper ecosystem has resulted 
in the destruction of a multitude of prehistoric sites. Further at least 
one chaining may have resulted in the destruction of a 500 year old 
pinyon-juniper forest. Such vegetative manipulation is no longer to 
be tolerated. As a guideline for future manipulations. a total cultural 
inventory must be determined before approval of the manipulation is to 
occur. Second. the pinyon-juniper trees must be cored to determine the 
age of the forest stand. If the forest is older than the historic settlement 
patterns of the region, then the forest should not be manipulated (cleared). 

Since Grand Gulch is rapidly becoming a very popular place for dispersed 
backcountry recreation, and since again the region has very high value for 
the cultural resources, Utah Nature Study Society recotmnends that the 
Bureau of Land flanagement implement a policy of registration/reservation 
for entry into the Grand Gulch region. Further, it is urged that the 
Bureau of Land Management investigate the possibility of requiring 
licensed guides (licensed in archeological/anthropological/ ecological 
values of the region) for all visitors to the region, including the 
dispersed backcountry users. This policy is presently in existence for 
Park Service caves, many Indian Reservation, Park Service archeological 
sites, and other places where unique values are being protected from 
visitor abuses. 

~!!%%&ll~rnan 
Issues Committee 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11 UTAH NATURE STUDY SOCIETY 

[Comment page 11 
BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources. The policy and pro- 
cedures for managing cultural resources are discussed in the draft on page 2-6 
under Management Guidance Comnon to All Alternatives. BLM is a multiple-use 
agency and cannot subordinate all other uses of public lands in SJRA to 
cultural resources, as suggested in this comment (draft page l-9). 

It is true that in the past, destruction of prehistoric sites has occurred due 
to pinyon-juniper chainings. No new chainings have occurred on public lands 
within the SJRA since 1972 (draft page 3-58). Under current policy, a cul- 
tural inventory would be conducted rior to any surface disturbance for vege- 
tation manipulation (draft page A-5 P . 

DLM was not aware that a chaining resulted in the destruction of a 500-year- 
old pinyon-juniper woodland. This comnent does not indicate the location nor 
provide details of this event. Core samples of pfnyon and juniper trees in 
the SJPA have shown an age of 200 to 250 years for mature trees. There is no 
BL:l policy relating to protection of trees due to age. The age of a stand 
would not preclude manipulation (chaining) or harvest of forest products. 

Visitor use would be regulated through registration, reservations, or access 
restrictions at the activity plan level, not through the RMP (draft page 
A-29). As a multiple-use agency, ELM's mission is quite different from that 
of NPS, a single-use agency. kcordfngly, procedures that are appropriate for 
the NPS would not be for the BLM, and vice-versa. 

Uiiige to the LlS? No. ___-- 
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COtMENT 12 

Utah Professional 
Archeological Council 
2212 South West Temple, 1121 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84115 

August 27, 1986 

Mr. Ed Scherick 
San Juan Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 7 
Monticello, Utah 84535 

Dear Mr. Scherick: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft resource manage- 
ment plan for the San Juan Resource : Area, >foab District, BLM. We are pleased 
to see that cultural resources were addressed intHe?lanning document. We 
feel that the cultural resources, both historic and prehistroic, are the 
greatest assests of the region. They are certainly one of the most impor- 
zadtandvaluable resources under BLM control. Since Alternative D offers the 
greatest protection for cultural and other irreplaceable natural resources, 
we feel that D is the best management alternative. Other alternatives pro- 
posed in the RMP/EIS, such as Alternatives A and B, are not acceptable since 
they entail increased destruction and negiect of vanishing cuitural resources. 

In response to some specific items in the RHP/EIS, we would like to com- 
ment on Table 3-8, page 3-63. This is a list of sites and districts poten- 
tially eligible to the h'ational Register of Historic Places. While we agree 
that all of these sites and districts are eligible, we feel that this list 
is incomplete--the number of nationally significant sites and districts in 
the San Juan Resource Area is far greater than this one page list. Perhaps 
the reason the list is so short is the lack of cultural resource inventories 
in the region. Given BLM's mandated responaibilttytoinventory and asldeas 
its cultural resources (cf. page 2-61, we feel that BLM's greatest plnnning 
need and management tool is for cultural resource survey and assessment. 
In the absence of a CornprEhensive survey and inventory, the BLM does not have 
the baseline data from which to make projections and plans for the forth- 
coming years. Consequently, we recommend increased support of the cultural 
resource management program. The district and area archeologists are to be 
commended for working within their limited budgets and for accomplishing as 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 12 

CConment page 11 

UTAH PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL COUNCIL 

I 

DLM appreciates this comnent, but notes that the public comnent period was not 
intended to solicit votes for any alternative presented in the draft. 

I 
Paqe 3-38. Table 3-8 was not intended to be a comprehensive listing of all 
cultural resource sites potentially eligible for nomination to the National 
Register (draft page 3-60 states that table 3-8 lists "some of the more 
important sites"). Given the rich supply of archaeological sites within the 
SJRA, a listing of all significant sites known to ELM would be too long to 
include in the RMP/EIS. 

In addition, new sites are constantly discovered as culturalresource inven- 
tories and clearances are conducted. The draft (page 2-6) states that any 
eligible site may be nominated to the National Register: this includes sites 
identified by organizations such as the Utah Professional Archac ,logical 
Council that are deemed to be nationally significant. 



Utah Professional 
Archeological Council 
2212 South West Temple, #21 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84115 

much as they do given a lack of support from higher levels of management. 
In the absence of increased cultural resource inventory and adequate baseline 
data, Alternative D which somewhat limits off-road vehicular traffic. devel- 
opment and disturbance, is the only legitimate alternative. 

Utah Professional Archeological Council 



I COWlENT 13 

Utah Wilderness 
Association 
455 East 400 South B-40&R Lake Gty. UT 84 I I l/(801) 359. I337 

November 2, 1986 

Ed Scherick 
San,Juan Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
P. 0. Box 7 
Monticello, Utah 84535 

Dear Ed: 

Here are our long awaited comments on the draft Ri%’ and EIS for the San Just, Resource Area. 
Frankly, I am not sure who has waited for them longer--your office or ours. True to 
the theory that the longer you have to prepare a comment the more likely the cment 
will still be finalized and sent off just under the deadline, we offer you our suggestions. 

Lhile it is true theBLMsubsta<Jively lengthened the ccnment period, and the agency is 
to be strongly coinzended for that action, the RMP still fell within comment periods of 
numerous other BLM andForest Service plans and EISs, both draft and final. It is our 
hope that someday the interagency coor&ination will include not just a few formal or 
informal exchange of ide&or memoranda but a serious discussicndfhe timing involved in 
releasing a number of major documents and asking for public cmnt or review during the 
same basic time frame. TO have to ccxnnent on the BI.M wilderness review, at lest two BLM 
RMps ( the final recommendations ), three Forest Service forest plans ( final review ) 
and a host of other ,najor EISs or @.s during the saqe five to six mmth prid rakes 
public review a bit hectic. We certainly aren’t asking for longer reviews of RMPs, 
particularly this one, but I hope you understand our broader concerns. 

Onto the cants on this RMP. In many ways it is the best RMP our office has seen. It 
appears to represent a solid and comprehensive view of the resource area. One can’t 
complain about the array of alternatives ( for the most part--there is one major 
discrepancy in the grazing array of alternatives ) as they seem to clearly depict 
different management strategies. And certainly, as I’ve already noted, the time was 
made available to understand the thrust of each alternative. Many of the other RMps 
we’ve commented upon have had rather silly and canned alternatives. 

On the other hand the RMP is punctured with both the specific and generic inconsistencies 
which seem to plague the ELM planning effort. In part it appears to be simply the mass 
of data gets lost during the writing process. In other instances it appears this RMP 
is so dedicated to meeting absolutely every constituent ca;nems that it is a plan 
for all concerned at all times regardless of whatthe data base maintains. At other 
times the plan simply makes no resource sense and fails to explain the direction it is 
attempting to take. 

For example, Alternative E (the preferred alternative) makes a nlanber of ACEC reccmnend- 
ations for areas that in Alternative D or C receive ONA recommendations. It is never 
clearly stated whjj the difference in special management area designation, Thus in 
some instances we are being asked to compare apples and oranges in terms of designation, 
despite the fact the land base is the same in each alternative. This, needs a clear 
policy statement. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 13 UTAH WILDERNESS ASSOCIATION 

[Conment page 11 

BLM appreciates this support of the draft RMP and its array of alternatives. 

Appendix H of the draft has been revised to clarify the rationale for select- 
ing or not selecting areas for proposed ACEC designation. Because of a change 
in policy, BLM has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC desig- 
nation. 



Nov. 2 
page 2 

Furthermore, even with the special designations which are carried through the altem- 
atives ( C,D,E ) there is not a clear explanation of why the different acreages 
exist or more importantly what tradeoffs are made within that special desiyCnation 
based on the different acreage allocations per alternative. The best example, of 
course, is Alkali Ridge. It is a proposed ACEC in each alternative, recognizing 
special cultural valueswhibmitigating development activities to protect such 
cultural values. The preferred alternative proposes only abut 25% as much acreage 
as the Alternatives C and D. What is lost as a result of such a small ACEC proposal 
in the preferred altemdtive? 

Another intele&ing concern that makes its appearance in the plan is the discussion 
of soil loss in the plan as reviewed in sunmary of alternatives charts. It is noted, 
for example that soil losses would decrease over the planning horizon from Alternative 
A. This is h sically attributed to a reduction of grazing in some sensitive-areas and 
on some mesa tops. Such grazing reductions are needed and to be ccmaended. It is 
obvious from the soils discussion and the range discussion grazing is being conducted 
at the expense of other resources ( see discussion on grazing ). 

However, it seems the soil loss chart fails to consider impacts to soils based on other 
significant surface disturbing activities which are being allowed to increase in the 
preferred alternative. For example, mineral leasing in categories 1 and 2 will be 
allowed on an additional 150,0COi acres. Ironically, it is assuned this additional 
acreage will produce an unquantified, but insi nificant, amount of oil and gas. However, 

T&-r- if full development were to occur on this a ltiona acreage-and that is a possibility-- 
any other planning assumption could lead to an underestimationof environmental impacts 
tiich vould jeopardize other resource outputs contained in the preferred alternative. 
5cil loss is a classic example--soil loss would likely be much higher as both the pian 
-and MSA note significant problems exist with soils on the resource area. 

Also, the soils chart likely fails to consider the loss of soils due to ORV use 
even though the RMP reduces the nun&r of acres open to ORV use ( and that 

is one of the strong points in the RMP! ) it still fails to actually consider the impact 
to soils as a result of ORV use. 

Another inconsistency is the treatment of the five mesa tops identified as important 
to bighorn sheep. To assure such large undisturbed tracts of land the RMP makes a 
positive allocation of excluding grazing. However, ironically the RMP preferred altem- 
ative doesn’t eliminate the potential for major mineral development. Study after stdy 
has shown ( many of them are actually cited in the RMP and MSA ) such extensive 
hunan activity as mining has a significant and detrimental impact on every phase 
of bighorn sheep survival. Restrictions are placed on the bighorn sheep habitat ( and 
some of the habitat is closed due to ACEC or CNA proposals, depending upon the altem- 
ative ) and appear to follow seasonal restrictions. Ihis fails to address the problem 
of development based upon exploration work, which is actually restricted, as noted on 
a seasonal basis. Furthermore, seasonal restrictions fail to look at the habitat 
as a whole. With respect to sheep it has been noted that even minor disturbances may 
move the population to alter&J ve habitat ( if it exists ). It seems only lo ical 
that if the area is closed to grazing due to conflicts with domestic animals 7 disease 
and social aggressiveness, etc. ) and the huaan presence associated with such domestic 
grazing that all of the mesa tops identified in the RMP and the rest of the crucial/ 
critical habitat not protected through some other allocation should be closed to mineral 
development. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 13 - UTAH UILDERNESS ASSOCIATION 

CComaent page 21 

BLM appreciates this comnent's support for grazfng reductions and ORV use 
lfmitations presented in the preferred alternative. 

The estimated changes to soils loss between different alternatives were based 
on the assumptions given in draft chapter 4 under each alternative. Although 
the nutier of acres open to lease would increase under alternative E, it is 
asslrmed that the special conditions presented in appendix A would be applied 
(draft page 4-Z). Soils loss depends on surface disturbance (draft page 
4-11). The acres of surface disturbance caused by oil and gas lease develop- 
ment was assumed to be the same under alternative E as under alternatfve A 
(draft page 4-611, although the acres of disturbance caused by geophysical 
exploration was assumed to be less (draft pages 4-61 and 4-65). 

ORV use may be either recreational or nonrecreational. Minerals exploration 
and development is the major nonrecreational use; off-road use was considered 
in the total surface disturbance estimates for minerals. Surface disturbance 
caused by ORVs off existing roads or trails was assumed to be included or 
overlapped by disturbance from other activities (draft page A-185). The draft 
analyzed only measurable changes (draft page 4-2). 

The draft sumaary inadvertently indicated that seasonal restrictions would be 
applied to development under alternative D instead of alternative E (see 
revisions to draft table S-1). The intent of the preferred alternative was to 
fp~ly seasonal restrictions to all developmental activities in crucial wild- 
,f,c habitat (draft figure S-4). The bighorn sheep habitat was examined under 
the different alternatives to determine what level of restrictions mfght be 
necessary to protect the sheep (see draft chapters 2 and 4). BLM is obligated 
to apply the least restrictive level of stipulations to oil and gas leases 
necessary to resolve resource conflicts (76 IBLA 395 (1983)); the draft impact 
analysis (chapter 4) did not justify the need for a higher level of restric- 
tion (closing bighorn sheep habitat to mineral development). 
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‘Ihe same irony and inconsistency exists in the grazing program as it interacts with 
the bighorn sheep populations. Though the preferred alternative professes a desire to 
increase the bighorn populationby about 200 animals it also proposes to increase 
livestock use “in the crucial habitat areas, which would increase competition for forage 
on winter range, possibly decreasing bighorn populations.” This revelation raises two 
substmtive problems. First, it seems a logical inconsistency to prevent grazing on 
17% of the crucial habitat ( five mesa tops identified in the preferred alternative ) 
and argue this small action will increase the populations of bighorn in the 
region. On the other hand, and after a good discussion which does show grazing is a 
“threat” to bighorn populations, the preferred alternative increases livestock grazing 
on other artant components of the crucial habitat. ‘Ihe implication being increased 
grazing or rnaintainence of grazing will occur on.83% of the crucial habitat and 
possibly reduce populations. How can this be? 

Second, it does also reveal one of the substantive problems of the whole planning 
process which we have already raised. ‘Ihat is many of the actual decisions seem to 
be pulled out of thin air. What data exists to actually show the 200 sheep will “cone 
atoutl’ given the fact that increased grazing on crucial habitat will take place and 
given that mineral activities will be allowed to take place? 

The RMP does a ccmnendable job in providing an array of alternatives discussing menage- 
mentofwildemess study areas that do not receive congressional wilderness designation 
( assuming Congress does not designate all & them ). However, the RMP makes a fatal flaw 
.lere as it generalI, ass-s no other tracts of land deserve any special protective 
~mechanlsm similiar to CNA or ACEC designations. Areas such as Mikes Canyon or Nokei Dome 
shouti be considered for actions which would maintain the undeveloped character of that 
area. The R&P should not worry that such a management recamrendation would indicate the 
BLM wilderness review was insufficient as the RMP and planning process is outside and 
more important than the wilderness review. 

With respect to the wilderness study areas we make this suggestion which wiii ease and 
consolidate the RMP effort and direction. Since the BLM has made a preliminary suitable 
designation for San Juan Resource wilderness study areas we suggest these areas 
be proposed to be managed under the primitive ROS. Mineral management would be constrained 
based on the natural values identified ( and for the most part identified as having low 
mineral values as identified in the wilderness EIS, this FNP and the &AS ) and limited 
to no surface occupancy or hardrock mineral segregation. It is clear from the plan and 
i+&S this would have negligible social/econanic impacts due to the limited volumes and 
supply of oil and gas and the very small quantities of an already terribly depressed 
uranimum market. Other surface dishrrbance activities such as grazing would be constrained 
by dictates from other multiple use resources such as riparian quality, bighorn sheep 
habitat and conflicts with other user groups such as backcountry users. 

‘Ihe areas not recommended as suitable but identified as wilderness study areas should 
be managed under the semi-primitive non-motorized ROS. Based simply upon the ROS 
this would allow a management intensity a bit less than the primitive allocation. Since 
:he areas harbor no appreciably different mineral values mineral management would be 
~0 less restrictive. Grazing management could be a bit less restrictive as long as all 
;rmltiple use resources were considered equitably in the allocation process. Under no 
Gonditions would these two allocations change the proposals the RIM has made and we 
nave augmented with respect to grazing and mineral developments upon bighorn habitat. 

‘Ihe logic of such recommendations is exceedingly obvious. These areas have been long 
identified ( sane much longer than the present wilderness review ) as harboring impor- 
tant nautral values which should not be subjected to any significant development 
proposals. Any other allocations cast a doubt on the integrity of the entire planning 
process. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 13 - UTAH WILDERNESS ASSOCIATION 

CConment page 31 

Under the preferred alternative, the draft does not express a desire to reach 
a given bighorn sheep population goal, nor does it propose to increase llve- 
stock use in crucial habitat areas, as stated in this comnent. The inmediate 
and potential impacts from grazing are only one of many positive and negative 
impacts to bighorn sheep, When all increases and losses are cotiined, the net 
result is an increase of 200 animals in the bighorn sheep population (draft 
page 4-66). As a result of public comments, the population impacts have been 
revised (see revisions to draft table 2-10). 

As noted earlier, this comnent cites impact projections rather than proposed 
plan decisions. The assumptions used to project impacts to wildlife popula- 
tions, given in chapter 4 under the different alternatives, represent applica- 
tion of field data, the studies cited in the draft, and professional judg- 
ment. All impact analysis. by nature, involves projections and assumptions. 

The draft indicates that under alternative E, management to protect P and SPtfd 
ROS classes and seasonal restrictions of surface-disturbing activities would 
be responsible for the majority of the increase to bighorn sheep populations; 
livestock would be excluded from mesa tops and the Dark Canyon ACEC. or about 
36 percent of the bighorn crucial habitat area. The draft indicates (page 
3-501 that there is currently no conflict between cattle grazing and bighorn 
sheep. No actual loss of animals has been projected due to the possibility of 
increased livestock use in part of crucial habitat areas; this has been clari- 
fied in the final EIS (see revisions to draft page 4-66). 

BLM appreciates this support of the array of alternatives for management of 
areas under wilderness review. Based on this comnent, BLM has re-evaluated 
the Nokai Dome area for ACEC potential, and analyzed the area as a potential 
ACEC under alternative D (see revisions to the draft surnsary, chapters 2, 3, 
and 4, and appendixes A, H and I). 

The draft (page l-2) discusses managenent of WSAs and ISAs if released from 
wilderness review by Congress. It is assumed that areas released by Congress 
from wilderness review would be managed for nonwilderness purposes. There- 
fore, BLM did not attollpt through the RMP to protect wilderness values in 
areas released from wilderness review, even those found to be preliminarily 
suitable for wilderness designation in the statewide wilderness EIS, or to 
protect wilderness values through application of ROS classes. 

BLM appreciates the suggestion regarding application of ROS classes to wilder- 
ness review units, depending on preliminary suitability recomnendations. 
However, BLM prefers to apply management prescriptions to protect P and SPNM 
ROS clases where indicated in alternative E, regardless of wilderness suita- 
bility. This level of management is believed adequate to protect existing 
primitive recreation values and related scenic values, and would retain the 
integrity of the planning process. 
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Of course. inherent in this recommendation is the suggestion that all of these 
areas be closed to $I ORV use, including ORV use on eristing trails. It simply is 
an impossibilitj- 10 leave these areas open to OR\’ constrained to the trail 
system -once on the trails there generally is no controlling indiscriminaie ORRI’ 
trxel. As importantly. many of the areas are subject to travel only in 
cttnjonn/wash bottoms and if opened to OR\’ use a consistent and continuation of 
the user conflicts will occur. The goal of this planning process is to mitigate 
those problems as much as possible. Since the areas in this discussion have no 
roads and fex 0RV:resource values other than the natursi/cuiturrtl raluea no 
significant tradeoffs tie likely-. 

Grazing/LivesmcL Management 

One positive aspect of the SJRMP is the identification of F;ildlife and livestock 
grazing as major issues. They are important resources needing J thorough 
analysis in the RMP. 

One of the biggest omissions in the RMP and EIS is the lack of artakjsis ol ;t 
no-grazing alternative. The rationale given on page Z-9 is because other 
alternuries consider where grazing use conflicts with a-ildlife. recreation use or 

There is no analysis in the EIS or RMP 01 restricitng grazing based upon cuiiurdl 
resources. These resources are significantly alfected bg livestock grazing, 
particuhtrly where physicti damage occurs to structures. Also. many %3liliife 

areas are not free Zrom grazing. Virtually every allotment (see appendir U) has 
some grazing under every alternative. Figures 3- 11 asnd 3- 12 show thai near;? 
the entire resource area is habitat for wildlife -- the F;est is used estenskely b! 
bighorn sheep and the east by deer and antelope. 

The refusal to analste the no-gwing alternative was premature and based 
upon faulty assumptions. Such an alternative is valuable in assessing the 
impacts of domestic grazing upon other resources. Without that baseline, iI is 
impossible to telI what potentials the other resources have. It is particularlj 
critical to have such a baseline in a resource area, like the San Juan. that is so 
important for a-Wife. recreation and cultural resources. (Note. The SJRX h.ts the 
most desert bighorn in Utah. page 3-42; 480 miles of riparian tones. page 3 -49, 
and one of the “richest locales” for archaeological resources under BLhl 
management, page 3 -60 I 

I RESPONSE TO COMMENT 13 UTAH WILDERNESS ASSOCIATION 

EComnent page 41 

ELM has no data to indicate that indiscriminate ORV use occurs within wilder- 
ness review areas. The P and SPNM ROS classes cover the majority of acreage 
under wilderness review. Under the prefered alternative. P areas would be 
closed to ORV use; SPNM areas would have ORV use limited to designated roads 
and trails within SRMAs, and to existing roads and trails outside of SW4As. 
Riparian areas, which include canyon/wash bottoms mentioned in this comnent. 
would also have ORV use limited to existing roads and trails. BLM agrees that 
it is the role of the planning process to mitigate potential adverse impacts 
as much as possible. 

Grazing/Livestock tianagenent 

A no-grazing alternative was not analyzed because it was not thought to be 
reasonable. As noted in this comnent, exclusion or reduction of grazing was 
analyzed under each alternative in response to specific resource conflicts. 
ELM is under no obligation to assess a no-grazing alternative where livestock 
arazina is a historic use in the area, and where this type of alternative 
would be infeasible and unreasonable (Natural Resources-Defense Council Inc., 
et al. v. Hodel, 624 F.Supp. 1045 (O.Nev. 19&l). kurther, alternative A 
oresents thevirotunental baseline asainst which impacts are measured. Where 
past grazing has already occurred, a no-grazing alternative does not present a 
baseline, as suggested in this comnent; rather, it presents a speculative 
scenario based-on the abolition of an existing use [Ibid). 

Impacts to cultural resources from current grazing management indicate that 
about 4 percent of cultural resource site damage is caused by livestock 
trampling or grazing management (draft page 4-16). The relationship between 
grazing management and cultural resource site damage was discussed in the 
draft: the impact analysis for alternative B (page 4-27) indicates an in- 
crease in grazing-related site damage; for alternative D (page 4-561 a de- 
crease in grazing-related site damage. Alternative D specifically provides 
for the maximum protection of cultural resources (draft page S-4 and table 
2-5). Pccordingly, grazing disturbance was reduced under this alternative to 
the greatest extent needed to protect cultural sites; however. a complete ban 
on grazing was not believed necessary to achieve this. 

Wildlife and livestock use the same areas in much of SJRA. This does not 
necessarily mean Mat there is a conflict between the two. Where conflicts 
are known to occur, or wllcre the potential for conflict exists, the impacts 
were projected in the draft (page 3-5U, as rcviseti). In the EIS alternatives, 
options for resolviny these conflicts include grazing exclusions, seasonal 
restrictions on grazing, range improvements. land treabnents, and management 
under AMPS to mitigate or avoid potential adverse impacts. 
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The alternatives selected do include some positive and inwativt steps what 

could be adopted in the preferred ahernative a-ithout significantly change. For 
example. the Natural Succession Area &could be applied to alternative II 
in many areas. Much of the terrain slated for Natural Succession Areas is. in 
fact, ungrazed at present due to rugged topography, inaccessibility etc. Using 
sound range mxragement principles coupled with a-hat appears to be a slablr 

or decreasing demand for livestock forage could improve range condition in 
maxj area through natural succession. 

Although the goals of the alternatives are, in many cases. comolendable, the EIS 
and plan are flawed b-; inconsistencies in management direction. These 
problems are found thrclughout the document. 

The gnal-jsis concerning ecological condition is confused and misleading. The 
goal for alternative D is to increase ecological condition through natural 
sucession. However, the ecological conditions projected for important allotments 
in succession areas are lower for alternative D than they are for alternativs C 
uhich maximizes grazing resource use (see Slickhorn Allotment, appendir T). 
How can this be? The only logical answer is the BLhl’s confusion in substituting 
the amount and quality of forage available to livestock (an example would be a 
crested vheatgrass seeding which is technicaIJg in the earliest possible seral 
stage because it is got part of the native biota) for ecological condition, which is 
an indicator of successional stages, not the amount of forage. A similar problem 
is repeated in ahotments in alternative E which are slated for livestxk 
reductions. 

Page 4-2 indicates that alternative E has the highest reduction in livestock 
grazed acreage yet more forage wiiJ be provided and ecological condition -GlJ 
increase overall (page 4-661. How can this be? 

It will take vegetation manipulation projects to increase forage for livestock and 
alternative E has the second highest amount scheduled. a whopping 24 1,960 
acres (page 2 -681. However, ah. E (page 2 -5 1) has the second lovest 
management cost for grazing and for range improvements xhich is less than 
1 OX of alternatives C and D! This canno~ be given the number of acres ideniified 
for range improvements in alternative E. 

Esen the acreages for range improvements are inconsistent. Th? figure givvsn on 
pages2 -47 and 2 -68 is about 40 times higher than the cumulative total for nex 
Iand treatments under alternative E found in appendix U (24 I.960 acres Y. 
6.600 acres1 and different again from the numbers found on page A-193 in 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 13 UTAH WILBERNESS ASSOCIATION 

[Conment page 51 

BLM agrees that the natural succession concepts presented fn alternative D 
could have sane merit in application under alternative E. and they may be 
incorporated under activity plans. These concepts are probably in effect at 
present because of minimal disturbance, from huaan activities-or livestock 
grazing, in many remote areas. ELM believes it would be difficult to apply 
these principles to broad areas under the preferred alternatfve; management of 
P ROS class areas under alternative E is very similar to the management pre- 
scriptions for the natural succession areas (appendix A). 

BLM has revised the ecological condition discussion in the proposed RMP and 
final EIS (see revisions to draft table AT-l). 

The potential land treatments shown in the draft are areas that are physically 
suitable for land treatments, not scheduled projects. The draft has been 
revised to clarify this, and to indicate that priority would be given to 
maintaining existing land treatments before new treatments are made (see 
revisions to draft page 2-6 and table Z-7). 

The estimated management costs shown in the draft for grazing and range im- 
provements were in error and have been corrected (see revisions to draft table 
2-4). See the response to comment 9, Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, 
comment page 4, on this topic. 

The figure 241,900 acres is the total gross acreage with potential for land 
treatment under alternative E. The 126,800 acres is net the amount assumed to 
be treatable when areas are deleted to mitigate adverse impacts to poor soils, 
cultural sites, or visual resources. This figure has been changed to 121,880 
acres in the proposed f&VP and final EIS (see revisions to draft page A-193). 
The 6,340 acres is the area estimated to be treated by the year 2808 (the 
analysis tiam frame), or 5 percent of the 126,800 acres (draft chapter 4 and 
appendix U). Please note that 6,340 acres has been changed to 6,090 acres in 
the proposed RMP and final EIS. BLM does not believe these figures are 
inconsistent. 

. 
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appendix X t 126.800 acres and 6,340 acres). All of these inconsistencies cast 
serious doubt on the credibility of the RMP and EIS. 

Other problems exist with the proposed land treatments. Page Z-47 shows the 
majority of them located on Cedar Mesa, an area of extreme archaeological 
importance. This is contrary to the direction and goaIs of alternative C. which 
has identified culturlll resources as particularly important. In addition. land 
tre;itments appear to be schedueld in areas that have been left for bightirr 
sheep (north of NaturaI Bridges National hIonumcntI. Why? 

The problem is simple, there is not any consistent indication of where 
vegetation manipulations projects are indeed planned and therefore, no analy;sis 
of the impacts to other resources. 

A big problem with the grazing discussions revolve around use figures. Now-here 
in the RMP are figures given for actual use versus licensed use. Without a 
baseline of what real demand there is for public rangeland forage, it is 
impossible to fairly anaIyze and ahocate the important forage resource between 
livestock and wiIdIife. What is the past rrctual use for the past 5 years? Is it 
different than licensed use? 

This problem becomes more apparent as one Iooks at the “benefits” to wiIdIife 
from closing certain areas to livewtock. For example, the XUhl loss for lives&% 
(appendix X page 193. ah. I3 is listed as t64. However, there is no indication 
these areas such as Dark Canyon have had any actual livestock grazing the past 
few years or that the actusl use by livestock was 264 AUMs of forage. 
Therefore, any benefit to wildlife from “closing” an area to livestock use. which 
may not haie actua.IIy been used, is dubious. The reality is stated on page 4 -66 
regarding bighorn sheep. 

“livestock use would increase somewhat in the crucial habitat 
areaswhich would increase competition for forage on winter range. 
possibly decreasing bighorn populations,” 

The analysis on alternative E masks the real impacts of the ahernative. The 
evidence points to no real benefit to wildlife, Although protecting ROS P and 
SPNhl recreation areas in bighorn habitat is commendable, most of these areas 
currently receive little or no disturbance. Therefore. this alternative mtin~ 
the current situation for bighorn sheep, it does not improve it. 

The analysis of forage allocation is lacking. The RMP does note, and rightly so. 
the impacts of domestic stock on wildlife. However. it does not compare forage 
demands between wildlife and livestock. We are not told the “allocation” of 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 13 UTAH WILDERNESS A-SSOCIATION __ 

[Comment page 61 

As noted above, the draft shows areas that are physically suitable for land 
treatments, not proposed projects. Land treatments would be possible over 
much of Cedar Mesa. (Management prescriptions for most of Cedar Mesa have 
changed due to the proposed Cedar E&a ACEC; see revsions to the draft'sum- 
mary, chapters 2. 3. and 4, and appendixes A, H and I.) It is assumed that 
the NEPA document prepared for a specific project (draft pages 2-1, A-l and 
A-291 would identify mitigation for adverse impacts to other resource values, 
such as cultural resources. Potential mitigation measures might include using 
herbicides or fire to accomplish land treatments, or leaving buffers (islands) 
around cultural sites if mechanical means were used. On Cedar Mass. it was 
assumed that up to approximately half of the potential acreage could poten- 
tially be treated if mitigation for cultural resources was applied. 

The map of potential land treatments for alternative E (figure 2-151 incor- 
rectly shows potential treaiments on part of the mesa tops designated for 
protection as desert bighorn sheep habitat (see revisions to draft figure 
Z-15). The incorrectly mapped areas include approximately 700 acres on Jacobs 
Chair Mesa and 1,200 acres on Found Mesa. Acreages shown in the tables and 
the narrative of the draft did not include these areas, and So have not 
required revision. 

Actual use figures were not available for all allotments for the 5-year period 
used for licensed use (draft page 3-54). In most cases, actual use is the 
same as licensed use. Present demand is discussed on draft page 3-54. 

&t of the areas excluded from livestock grazing under alternative E have 
been grazed in the past. The mesa tops used by bighorn sheep, along with 
Bull, Imperial and Fable Valleys in the Dark Canyon Primitive Area, are pres- 
ently grazed by livestock. Therefore, closing these areas to grazing would 
not maintain the present situation. Instead, this would cause a loss of AUMs 
available to livestock; it is assumed that this would result in a beneficial 
impact to wildlife (draft chapter 41. The statement from draft page 4-66 
quoted in this comnent has been revised (see discussion above). 

Wildlife use of existing forage is shown for big game species by number and 
season in table AO-1. Wildlife AU& can be derived from this table. However, 
even if table AO-1 did list AUMs for wildlife as well as livestock, the deter- 
mination as to whether a "fair" balance exists is a subjective judgamnt. The 
final 01.14 determination of allocation of forage to livestock will be based on 
the S-year range monitoring studies (draft page 2-G and appendix Jl. 
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forage to wildlife yet we are given the licensed use for livesto& How clces the 
public know there is a “fair” balance in forage allocation without the data? 

Riparian area management to exclude livestock in alternative E is excellent 
(page A-20, appendix A). However, there is no indication how livestock a-ill be 
excluded from these areas. Will all riparian areas be fenced or what other 
management tools will be used to prevent livestxk from utilizing riparian 
areas. 

A real problem in the resource area is the season of use. It has been recognized 
by the DLM as contributing to deteriorating range conditions in some areas. 
Summer use would be allowed on 24 allotments, yearlong use on 4 allotment: 
and spring use on 35 allotments. HOW can conditions improve a-hen grazing use 
will be allowed on so many allotments during critical phenological periods? 

The allotment categorization is a cause for concern. Decasue the resource arca is 
so important for many natural values, no allotments should receive a C 
classification. AD allotments should be either in the M or I category. A good 
exampie is the Church Rock Allotment (0. It is heavily visited by tourists going 
to Canyonlands National Park and is not in good condition as noted in appendix 
T. 

Economics 

The analysis of recreation economics is commendable by the fact it appears as a 
significant factor in the RMP. There is no doubt recreation is an important 
industry as is admitted on page 3-100. However. the attractions of the San Juan 
Resource Area do not only benefit San Juan County. but neighboring areas as 
well. This should be noted in the analysis. Other resources (ten percent of the 
livestock permittees reside outside of San Juan County) receive this type of 
analysis and so should recreation, 

Table 3-19 is confusing in its recreation analysis. It shays a great deal of 

income generated from recreation in San Juan county vet. allocates only 7% d 

this to the resource area even though it covers most of the county. U’ith 
attractions like the Grand Gulch, San Juan River and U-95, why is this figure so 
lo%? The analysis on page A - 140 (appendix R) admits the unreliability of ELM 
recreation figures. U’ithout accurate RVD figures and appropriate values 
assigned them, the recreation analysis lacks the detail of other resources. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 13 UTAH WILDERNESS ASSOCIATION 

[Comment page 71 

Draft appendix A incorrectly indicated that grazing would be excluded from all 
riparian areas under alternative E (see revisions to draft appendix A). 
Grazing may be excluded in selected riparian areas, under AMPS (to be devel- 
oped) for improved riparian condition. Where required. exclusions would be 
accomplished using fencing, natural topographic barriers, or grazing systems 
that would allow periodic rest and recovery of riparian areas. 

Season of use is a problem only if grazing occurs each year on the same area 
during periods of critical plant growth. Where grazing is rotated so that 
part of the allotment receives rest regularly during the critical period, 
plant vigor can improve; however, the allotment as a whole would show use 
during that season. 

As noted on draft page 3-54, only 2 percent of the allotted acreage in SJRA is 
in category C. (The criteria for categorizing grazing allotments were given 
in draft appendix D.) Generally, allotments in the C category are small (some 
have little federal acreage) and have no serious resource conflicts or prob- 
lems. The Church Rock allotment, although seen by visitors to Canyonlands HP, 
contains only 160 acres of ELM-administered land. The incidence of tourists 
traveling the highway to Canyonlands NP would not constitute a serious use 
conflict in this area. The remaining 4,500 acres are private or state lands, 
over which BLM has no control. 

Econanics 

The draft discussed only significant or potentially significant economic 
effects (draft page 4-19 and appendix RI. The criterion for significance was 
a 1 percent change to an economic indicator (such as employment, income, or 
tax revenues) for an individual, business, industry, community or region. 

Recreation-related and grazing-related economic effects cannot be be treated 
in the same way. Livestock operators who use the public range in SJRA but 
live outside the resource area were included in the economic analysis because 
they could be siqificantly affected. The counties in which these operators 
live were not included in the analysis because the counties would not be 
significantly affected. Expenditures associated with recreational use of-the 
SJRA extend beyond the boundaries of San Juan County; however. these expendi- 
tures do not meet the significance criterion for the outside area and so were 
not included. 

Nonpublic land areas in San Juan County that receive significant recreation 
visitation include Canyonlands NP, Natural Bridges WI, Hovenweep Md, Glen 
Canyon NRA, Manti-LaSal NF, and Monument Valley Tribal Park on the Navajo 
Indian reservation. These areas are federal lands, but are not part of the 
public land base assessed in the draft (page I-171. In addition, an estimated 
50 percent of the visitors traveling through the area are en route to a desti- 
nation outside of the SJRA (draft page 3-100 and appendix R, page A-1401. 

As noted in this conment, recreation use figures are unreliable; nowever, they 
are the best figures available. Data availability and reliability varied by 
resource (see MSA, Iota Gaps in edCh section of part II). Consequently, the 
amount of detail in the impdct dnalyses varies by resource program. 

.., 
..; .’ 
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The economic analysis of livestock operations make one important point the 
capitalization value of grazing permits (page 3- 1001. Although not recognized by 
BLhl lit should be) this points out the publics’ subsidy of certain uses of the 
public lands by the the dollar values attached to BLhl grazing permits. This 
underscores the need for land managers to make decisions in the publics’ 
interests. 

Cultural Resources 

One of the major failures in the plan is the omission of cultural resources as an 
issue. U’e base detailed this in previous letters to the San Juan Xcousrce Area 
office. Although cultural resources are mandated to be manged under applicable 
laws (the ELM’s justification for not selecting them as an ibsue). the agency does 
have discretion on how to interpret the laws and manage the resource. There is 
no question cultural resources meet the definitions of planning issues on page 
i-1, reach a aiticti threshold in ten gears (MSA 433 l-2 1) and meet the 
“Problem ID” under numbers 1 and 5 (page I-9). It is ironic alternative D iy 
based upon cultural resources even though they were not identified as an issue. 

‘No one disputes the imporiance of the CUliUi;il resources in this area. However, 
the managment of this important resource has been lacking. It is apparent the 
present activities are not sufficient to meet the needs of the resource. 

Although greater expense may be involved in managing cultural resources 
under alternatives C and D. it is still less than half of the grazing managment 
funds for those two alternatives. Cost saving measures can be taken to protect 
cultural resources. Past suggestions have included hiring local people for 
horseback patrol (less expensive than the cost of motorized equipment, 
particularly helicoptcrsb 

It is important to recognize that just because an area has been selected as a 
National Historical Register Site or selected for special protection for cultural 
resources does not mean it will be protected. Management prescriptions must 
be planned and implemented for these areas. 

Several important areas need protection for their cultural values. Of course. the 
U’SAs in Cedar Mesa and surrounding terrain are important forcultural 
resources. The SRhlAs. ACEC’s. ONAs and national register properties identified 
in alternative D (see pages 2-27 and t-37) and additional terrain between U-75 
and Dark Canyon need management emphasis for their cultural resources . 

RESPONSE TO COMENT 13 UTAH WILDERNESS ASSOCIATION 

[Comment page 81 

BLM agrees that land managers should make land-allocation decisions in the 
public interest. 

Cultural Resources 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources. ManagetXnt of cultural 
resources per se does not meet the definition of a planning issue (draft page 
l-l); however,management of cultural resources was noted as a managment 
concern (draft page l-6). As a result of public cofzaent. the discussion on 
planning issues and the treatment of cultural resources under the different 
alternatives has been expanded in this proposed Rf4P and final EIS (see 
revisions to draft page l-6). 

Estimated grazing costs shown in table 2-4 were in error (see revisions to 
draft table Z-4). The estimated costs for grazing management are less than 
the estimated costs for cultural resources management under all alternatives 
except B. 

BLM agrees that specific management prescriptions are needed to protect 
National Register sites. These prescriptions were developed in the draft and 
are presented in appendix A for each alternative (appendix A has been revised). 

BLM has re-evaluated the areas suggested in this comment for ACEC potential 
The potential ACECs considered 1n the final EIS 

to, 
protect cultural resources. 
under alternatives D and E have been extensively revised (see revisions to the 
draft sumnary, chapters 2, 3, and 4, and appendixes A, H and I!. 

Cedar Mesa is considered as a potential ACEC under alternative D, and a 
slightly smaller area as a proposed ACEC under‘alternative E. The area be- 
tween Dark Canyon Primitive Area and U-95 is considered as part of the White 
Canyon potential ACEC under alternative D, and part of the area is within the 
proposed Scenic Highway Corridor ACEC under alternative E. The area around 
Hovenweep NM is proposed for ACEC designation in the proposed RMP. Special 
conditions have been developed for all potential ACECS. These are considered 
to provide the greatest level of restriction necessary to protect the values 
at risk. 

Other areas mentioned in this comncnt (shown in revised figure 2-5) are pro- 
posed for ACEC designation under the proposed IUJP to protect values other than 
cultural. Part of the Lockhart Dasin potential ACEC has been proposed as the 
Indian Creek ACEC to protect scenic values. The two potential RNAs shown in 
figure 2-6 are proposed for ACEC designation. The Alkali Ridge potential ACEC 
shown in figure 2-5 was not revised; the smaller area shown in draft figure 
2-G remains a part of tne preferred alternative. 

BL;1 has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC designation. 
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Stipulations (such as NSO leasing and vehicle restrictionsJ should be established 
to protect the cultural resources and other,values. In addition, ONA and ACEC 
designations should be made on ti of these areas. 

A maior concern is the threat of vandalism to cultural resources. Much can be 
done by restricting vehicle access in areas that contain cultural resources, 
refusing to permit chainings or vegetation projects that destrov cultural sites 
and not whoa-ing surface distrubing mineral activities to take place through 
segregation. %ithdrawl and NSO leasing ktipulations or no-lease provisions. 
This must be done because alternative E projects damage to 15,678 sites (page 
4-68)l 

Of great concern are the potential vegetation proiects (chainings) &G-n on page 
2 -47. The majority of them (Cedar Mesa. terrain surrounding Natural Cridges. 
AkaIi Ridge and areas adjacent to Hoveweep) are in great conflict with 
cultural resources. Potential land treatements should not be proposed for areds 
with important cultural resources. This is not the only serious conflict facing 
cultural resource. Oil and gas interests coincide with critical cultural resources in 
the Alkali Ridge Area/Montezuma Creel; Area (compare pages 3 - 1 I and 3-6 I). 
These areas need protection through strict leasing stipulations. 

Conchsion 

The SRhlAs, as identified in alternative D. are good positive steps in recreation 
management. The plan for mangement of the San Juan River is highly 
commendable for this popular resource. If the suggestions we have offered and 
the positive points of alternatives C and D are incorporated into the preferred 
alterantive. the recreation managment in this resource area will be a model for 
others to follow. 

As we have indicated much in the plan is commendable. However. it scefPr that 
there is little consistency between resources. It is true many resources are 
separated by geography (For example, oil and gas interests are located east of 
Comb Ridge and recreation and Gldlife concerns are found mainls west of Comb 
Ridge), and this is a good argument for incorporating many of the positive 
points of alternatives C and D into alternative E without any impact. However. 
the plan tries to be too much for everyone. As page Z-15 notes. (aft. El 

“The goal of alternative E is to manage public lands for multiple use of 
public resources, as long as grazing use is maintained at existing 
levels. certain primitive recreation opportunities are protected, 

RESPOHSE TO COMMENT 13 UTAH WILBERNESS ASSOCIATION 

[Comnent page 91 

By definition, the REIP cannot plan for vandalism or other illegal uses of 
public resources (draft page l-101. BLM recognizes the problem but sees it as 
an administrative concern idraft page I-5, table I-2 and flgure I-3). The 
potential for mitigation of adverse impacts to specific cultural sites would 
be considered as part of ongoing management (draft page 2-6pand under the 
NEPA documentation prepared as part of specific proposals (draft pages 2-1, 
A-l and A-29). tiany areas of relatively pristine cultural resources would be 
protected from surface disturbance under the special conditions developed to 
protect P and SPNM ROS classes (draft appendix A). 

The special conditions developed for the additional proposed ACECs to protect 
cultural values under alternative E are projected to reduce damage to cultural 
sites by an additional 678 sites (see revisions to draft table 2-10 and chap- 
ter 41. The EIS makes no attempt to project tine size or significance of sites 
that may be damaged (draft appendix Yl. 

Conclusion 

BLM appreciates this support of the XMAS. The SRkiAs under the preferred 
alternative are essentially identical to the SRMAs shown for alternative D 
(draft figures 2-10 and 2-111. Managenmnt of the Cedar Ekasa SRilA has been 
revised considerably because of the management prescriptions developed for the 
proposed Cedar Mesa ACEC; other mfnor changes have been made to codine sever- 
al smaller SRMAs (see revsions to draft table 2-31. 

BLM has tried to bring consistency to the management of various resources in 
SJRA by applying certain levels of management conditions across the board. 
These are shown in figures S-l to S-4. By contrast, current allocations vary 
so greatly among management programs that they cannot be mapped in sumnary 
fashion (see draft chapter 3). BLll is confident that the proposed RMP takes 
into account, and resolves, the conflicts discussed in this comment. 

..__ - : ..__ : .,-: 
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certain wildlife habitats are protected. and mineral uses are otherwise 
allowed to increase.” 

Conflicts between cultural resources and oil and gas (the Alkali Ridge area and 
Indian Creek), the admitted conflict between livestock and bighorn sheep and 
concerns about recreation cannot be ignored by failing to make the “hard” 
recommendations and illlocation decisions. 

Ec do appreciate the opportunity to comment. Thanks very much. 

Cordially. 

Coordinator 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 13 UTAH WILDERNESS ASSOCIATION 

[Comnent page 101 

BLI4 is confident that the planning decisfons proposed in the final EIS provide 
a reasoned balance among conflicting land uses. 

Lndnse to tPiFR9 Yes. I 



COMrlENT 14 

~WIcst511North,folt LeksCitg,Dtmb 141.3 

The Was&h Hountain Club (WMC) is a recreation club of approximately 1000 
individuals or families primarily living in the State of Utah. Our membership 
includes both long-term State residents and others who have been attracted to 
Utah by the State’s unique recreation, education, and employment opportunities. 
Club members engage in e variety of recreation activities, to include hiking, 
camping, boating, skiing, cycling, and mountaineering. Club members make 
frequent use of the San Juan Resource Area in persuit of these activities. Some 
Club members are writers, artists, students, scientists, or recreation 
specialists who use these lends directly in their work. All Club members will be 
affected by land use decisions. The WMC Governing Board submits this document 
to the BLH es an official WHC comment on the draft San Juan Resource Area 
Management Plan. 

WHC Management Plan comments are guided by the following principles: 

1. BLtl lands should be managed to achieve sustainable NON-DESTRUCTIVE 
multiple use. 

2. BLM lands should be managed to benefit the public at large and not 
solely for commercial users. Exclusionay uses that destroy habitat, degrade 
recreation, or cause unacceptable contamination of water and air must be 
avoided. 

3. Viable communities of indigenous wild plant and animal species in 
sensitive areas existing on BLH lands must be maintained. Human uses must be 
regulated to protect these communities. 

4. The cultural resources and antiquities existing on BLH lands must be 
effectively protected from further pillaging, vandalism, and inadvertent 
destruction. 

5. The limited existing high quality water resources on BLM lands must be 
monaged to maximum public benefit. 

Guided by the above principles the WMC Governing Board believes that 
some use restrictions are needed for certain BLM lands. The Board has specified 
these areas below, following a discussion of the basis for our major concerns. 

. . 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14 

CComnent p-age 11 

WASATCH MOUNTAIN CLUB 

BLM management is guided by a nutier of legal mandates. The requirements of 
FLPMA that pertain to land-use planning are g&en on draft page 1-9. 
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The WMC is concerned about the accelerated rate of soil destruction, and 
the attendant erosion and decline in water quality, on BLM mngeland. Forty to 
sixty percent of the soils on Utah’s rangelands ore covered by a mixture of 
lichens, algae, mosses, and fungi known collectively 8s cryptogams. Cryptogams 
form a rough, crusty textured mat that stabilizes the soil in open areas between 
shrubs. Cryptogamic soil crusts anchor the soil and protect it from erosion by 
slowing and absorbing runoff. Cyptogams also fix nitrogen that is eventually 
made available to vascular plants, and provide a microtopography where seeds 
and moisture collect, These become germination sites for vascular seeds. 
Cyptogams are unable to perform these vital functions when crushed or 
trampled. 

Utah’s first ranchers saw abundant grasses growing out of this 
cyptogamic soil base and assumed that sheep and cattle could be simply turned 
out to graze on these rangelands. Eventually, the fragile cyptogams, trampled 
by countless hoofs, no longer provided II cradle of soil for the grasses, and much 
of Utah’s mngelond became unproductive. Off-road vehicles (ORVs) have recently 
entered the scene, accelerating destruction by crushing cyptogamic soils. One 
ORV travelling at 10 miles per hour con crush 2 l/2 acres of soil per hour. 
Recovey from this damage requires many yetrs. 

Because of the recent acceleration in soil destruction, due principally to 
increased popularity of ORVs, the BLM must limit access to its mngelands. The 
WflC recommends that ORV use on all sensitive BLfl mngelands be restricted to 
established roads end trails. Hikers and mountain bicycles should also be 
restricted to trails through fragile cyptogamic soils. Herd size limitations and 
herd rotation are also recommended to allow recovey on impacted rangelands. 
In BLfl WSAs, the needs of fndigenous wild specfes must be given prime 
consideration, with appropriate domestic herd size reduction and access 
limitations (including recreational access) commensurate with the carrying 
capacity of the land. Herd limitations would also help controlGisrdia infestation 
of surface water. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14 UASATCH‘ 

EComnent page 21 

BLM is aware of the importance of cryptogamic soS1 crusts (draft page 3-28). 
In SJRA cryptogamic conunities occur virtually everywhere, but are developed 
to the greatest degree on highly gypslferous soils and on some shallow soils. 
Gypsiferous soils are among the sensitive soils to which special protective 
conditions were applied in the preferred alternative (draft page 3-28 and 
appendix A). Areas excluded from grazing use or surface disturbance are shown 
as having reduced soils loss; this would be largely due to the further 
development of cryptogamic comnunitfes already present in these areas. 

The proposed RMP would limit ORV use over about two-thirds of SJRA (draft 
table 2-B, as revised), which would in turn help to protect ~011s. Current 
use patterns indicate that most hiking takes place in dry wash bottoms, and 
most mountain bicycling takes place on existing roads and trails. Recrea- 
tional use will be monitored over tinm (draft appendix BJ, and provisions to 
restrict hiking or bicycling use in certain areas would be applied if 
necessary to protect other resources. 

Livestock reductions may or may not be necessary to allow recovery of 
rangelands. This would be determined by monitoring. Initial Jfvestock 
adjustments would be made during the monitoring period following completion of 
the PMP (draft pages 2-6, A-30, and appendix J). The preferred alternative 
provides for various grazing management options, such as herd rotation, for 
most allotments in SJRA. under AMPS (draft appendix UJ. Herd rotation would 
provide rest periods to allow recovery of soils and vegetation. 

. 
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Associated with rangeland destruction is erosion and increasing amounts 
of dissolved solids in Utah’s rivers. A recently published report on the Colorado 
River by the Conservation Foundation and John ttuir Institute for Environmental 
Studies discusses opttons to hold down Colorado Rivet salinity and the 
consequences of ignoring the problem. The current standard for water at the 
Imperial Dam is 879 ports per million of dissolved solids, nearly twice the 
amount recommended by the EPA for drinking water. By 1993 the Bureau of 
Reclamation predicts that this standard will be violated. By 2010 the Bureau 
estimates losses of $267 million per year due to salinity. 

The Colorado River sevrYes more than 20 million people in 7 western 
states and Mexico. The San Juan Resource Area lies entirely within the Colorado 
River drainage. Agricultural use accounts for more than three-quarters of Utah’s 
Colorado River water allocation. The options facing Colorado River water users 
ore (11 to accept higher salinity levels and the attendant damage, (2) invest 
nearly 1 BILLION dollars in salinity control projects, (3) impose water use 
limitations ?o control salinity. Building more dams is not a solution to this 
problem. Dam construction is followed by rapid silting, sidewall deterioration, 
and increased evaporation in the Colorado River drainages, all of which have 
unfavorable impacts on water quality. Appropriate alternatives include 
cessation of ‘Irrigation in oreas of high-saline pickup, improving irriga?ion 
efficiency, limiting the scale of water-dependent development, restricting 
reservoir evaporotjon, and limiting grazing on public land in July and August. The 
incremental cost of improved BLM range management is minor in comparison to 
the billion dollar salinity control alternative or salinity damage costs. 

Given the above options, 11 fs clear that development tn the San Juan 
Resource area Is severely limited by water use constraints. Retaining qualified 
reglons of the Colorado River Basin 8s wfldemess and improved management of 
remaining range lands would help stabilize soils and reduce Colorado River 
salinity, relieving taxpayers of billion-dollar desalinization projects or 
unacceptable damage to vital croplands. 

RESPONSE ,TU COMMENT 14 WASATCH MOUNTAIN CLUB 

CComnent page 31 

The draft provided an extensive analysis of the estimated effects of various 
management scenarios on the sediment and salt yields to the Colorado River 
system (see, for example, draft pages 4-12, 4-19, and 4-20). -Retaining parts 
of the watershed of the Colorado River as wilderness was not assessed, because 
the draft deferred discussion of the impacts resulting from wilderness 
designation to the statewide wilderness EIS (draft page l-2). 

The preferred alternative is expected to result in a net benefit to the water 
quality of the Colorado River system, in that salt and sediment yields from 
SJRA would be reduced. The major benefit in this regard would result from 
livestock management (see impact discussion, draft chapter 4). The special 
conditions that would be applied to development on sensitive soils and 
sensitive slopes are also expected to mitigate potential soils loss (draft 
appendix A). 

i- ..‘_-’ 

.I 
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Erosion and increased river salinity is only one consequence of 
inappropriate lend use policies. Destruction of wildlife habitat is another. flany 
biologists believe that this planet is poised for a mess extfnction of species due 
to disruption of habitat through human intrusion. There is considerable concern 
about the consequences of this reduction in biological diversity es e threat to 
life on this planet. Utah’s unique basin-end-range physiogrephy hosts relict 
plant end animal communities found nowhere else. These small, isolated 
communities are very sensitive to disturbance. The San Juan Resource Area 
riparien zones are smell end attractive to recreation users. Recreation use must 
be managed to minimize adverse dffects on sensitive plant end animal 
communities. 

The San Juan Resource Area contains a rich treasure of Native American 
culture1 resources, including habitation sites end rock art. Visiting cultural 
resource sites is e major motivation for WflC trips into the San Juan Resource 
Area. This cultural heritage must be protected for scientific study end the 
enjoyment of future generations. Unfortunately, current BLtl regulation end 
enforcement have failed to curtail the epidemic of looting end destruction of 
these resources. 

There is e strong relationship between ease of vehicular eccess in 
undesignated/unprotected BLM areas end cultural resource vandalism. Rock art 
panels have been shot in senseless acts of wanton destruction. Other vendels, 
determined to leave their marks on the world, have written over some of this 
priceless Native American art. Still others have apparently taken a fancy to the 
art end removed slabs. Looting end destruction hes also occurred et burial end 
habitation sites. Many sites in the Grand Gulch region, accessible by ORVs or 
motorized trail bikes, have been potted. Rare Besketmoker antiquities, unique to 
the eree, have been stolen from BLH lends end sold on the black market. The 
major deficiency of the draft San Juan Resource Area Management Plan is its 
lack of focus on this resource management problem. 

The BLM has also inadvertently contributed to culture1 site destruction by 
cereless!y chaining rufns while chaining juniper trees south of Highway 95 near 
Ceder Mesa. No chaining sould be done without e thorough site evaluation. 
Chaining should not be permitted on cultural sites or in juniper stands that 
pre-date historical development. 

RESPONSE TO COl%lENT 14 - WASATCHMOUNTAIN CLUB 

CConment page 41 

The draft makes provisions to protect wildlife habitat and riparian areas 
(draft chapters 2 and 4, and appendix A). 

BL14 is aware of the relationship between access and cultural resource 
vandalism. 

It is true that in the past, prehistoric sites have been destroyed due to 
pinyon-juniper chainings. No new chainings have occurred on public lands 
within the SJRA since 1972 (draft page 3-58). The chaining referenced in this 
comsentmay not have been on public land. Under current policy, a cultural 
inventory would be conducted prior to any surface disturbance for vegetation 
manipulation (draft page A-5). There is no BLH policy to protect woodland 
stands that predate historical development; the age of a stand would not 
preclude land treabnent. 
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It is obvious that current regulations end enforcement ore insufficient to 
prevent the continued destruction of our Native American herftege. WtlC 
members who have monitored cultural sites note e direct relationship between 
site eccessebility by mad end the degree of damage. One obvious solution is to 
limit damage by limiting eccess. Reasonable eccess to e majority of the sites is 
possfble only through non-motorized travel. The WflC recommends no 
uncontrolled ORV access to National Register end potential National Register 
cultural resource properties. Motorized eccess to some sites could be achieved 
through construction of well-defined vehicular ways. Some carefully regulated 
beck-country travel could be allowed through 8 permit system. A useful addition 
the this Management Plan would be e set of criteria for such motorized site 
eccess. 

Although WMC members have strong interests in conservation for habitat 
end cultural resource protection, the Club is primarily e recreation organization 
end its major interest is in the preservation of high quality recreation 
opportunities. Utah is no longer 8 collection of smell, self-sufficient, isolated 
communities. The majority of the population is concentrated in urban areas, end 
this is where the WHC derives most of its membership. Many Club members ers 
in high stress professional occupations, end are interested in the beneficial 
stress reduction achieved through recreation in undisturbed natural areas. The 
psychological end physical health benefits of such activities are well known. 
Therefore, eccess to ‘primitive’ or ‘undeveloped’ recreation is very important to 
WHC members. 

The San Juan Resource Area is 8 region frequently visited by WHC members 
on hiking/backpacking ttips. The WHC alone sponsors et least five trips each 
year, with Grand Gulch, Fish/Owl Creek, Hule Canyon, end Cheesebox Canyon es 
popular destinations. Club members enjoy hiking the narrow canyons, viewing 
rock art, end exploring ercheeoIogicel sites. With the increasing popularity of 
well known areas, such es Grand Gulch, Club trips move further afield. As use of 
the Grand Gulch increases, the BLM may need to ‘establish 8 
registration-reservation system to limit visitors. Exploration of surrounding 
sites will then increase. Consequently, we encourage preservation of the 
primitive end semiprimitive non-motorized recreation areas in the central 
portion of the San Juan Resource Area. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14 WASATCH MOUNTAIN CLUB 

CCoiunent page 53 

The draft includes criteria for establishing ORV desigations (draft appendix 
El and explains where these desipations would be applled to protect other 
resource values (draft table 2-8 and appendix Al. The approach taken in the 
draft was to apply the least-limiting level if restriction neccessary to 
resolve resource conflicts. In areas with documented resource conflicts, ORV 
use would be limited unless closing the area to ORV use was the only possible 
way to resolve the conflict. 

Visitor use would be regulated through registration, reservations, or access 
restrictions at the activity planning level, not through the RMP (see draft 
appendix 8, page A-291. The proposed RMP recognizes the scenic and other 
values that lead to recreational use near Grand Gulch through the proposed 
Cedar Mesa ACEC (see revisions to the draft sumnary. chapters 2, 3, and 4, and 
appendixes A, H and Il. The Cedar Mass area is proposed for ACEC designation 
because of supporting information provided in other comments. 

__ ._ ..,, . . * 



The WtlC also recognizes the need for developed recreation sites. 
Established campgrounds are frequently full, indicating the need to expand this 
type of recreation facility. At present, an tnordinate share of public recreation 
funds go into the Lake Powell area at the expense of development in the 
surrounding communities. The WMC supports a re-allocation of funds to suport 
motorized recreation site developments near towns as an equitable way to 
stimulate the local economy. However, motorized recreation site development 
must be bounded by the prfmay need to protect cultural resources, soils, and 
water resources. 

In summary, the WMC is not opposed to development in the San Juan 
Resource Area, but requests that development plans be tempered by the need for 
cultural resource protection and mitigation of water salinity impacts. ORV use 
restrictions figure prominently in reducing adverse soil, water, and cultural 
resource impacts. We find the draft document generally deficient in cultural 
resource management and suggest a re-write to correct this deficiency. 

The Wasatch Mountain Club wishes to thank the BLM for the opportunity to 
comment on the draft San Juan Resource Area Management Plan. We hope that our 
suggestions will lead to improved management alternatives. 

&~hphi A &hyt 

Christopher A. Biltoft 
Conservation Co-Director 

~c~~f~ 
Conservation Co-Director 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14 WASATCH MOUNTAIN CLUB 

I [Comnent page 61 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources and is confident that 
the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for management of 
cultural resources in the SJRA; this comnent offers no specific information to 
the contrary. As a result of public comnent. the discussion on the treatment 
of cultural resources under the different alternatives has been expanded in 
this proposed RMP and final EIS (see revisions to draft page l-6). 

/ CfSiiie to tne EfF No. .--.-2 
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AmoooProductionCompany 
Denver Region 
1670 BroalwaY 
PD. BOX 800 
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September 3, 1986 

Mr. Ed Scherick 
Area Manager 
San Juan Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 
P. 0. BOX 7 
Monticello, UT 84535 

File: NWA-549-031 

San Juan Resource Management Plan/ 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Amoco Production Company! a subsidiary of Amoco 
Corporation, is very active in oil and gas exploration 
and production in the western U.S. We appreciate the 
opportunity to provide comments on the San Juan Resource 
Management Plan Environmental Impact Statement. 

It is very encouraging to see the level of analysis and 
documentation given to energy and mineral resources. We 
compliment you and your staff on this effort. However, 
there are several areas of concern regarding BLM manage- 
ment decisions and data gathering which could affect 
mineral resources through implementation of this plan. 

One concern wa* the placement of primitive recreational 
lands in leasing category 2. This categorization is too 
restrictive. Eliminating surface use to these areas is 
not justified when there is evidence that oil and gas 
operations can be conducted in a manner that will not 
cause serious impacts on recreational use. Instead of 
eliminating these areas, consideration should be given to 
reviewing the proposal of an operator on an individual 
basis relative to impacts on recreational use. Mitigating 
measures could then be evaluated to determine whether the 
operation can be conducted in a manner compatible with 
preserving recreational values. This policy should be 
particularly implemented in areas of high potential for 
oil and gas. Therefore, we are requesting that flexibil- 
ity be incorporated into the plan allowing for oil and 
gas activities in these recreational areas. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15 AMOCO PRODUCTION COMPANY 

[Comment page 11 

BLM understands the concern regarding placement'of public lands in a no- 
surface-occupancy category for minerals leasing. However, BLM believes that 
surface use of a lease would be incompatible with the P ROS class. ISee 
response to comment 5. from Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association. on this 
topic.1 

BLM is obligated to place public lands in the least restrictive category for 
oil and gas leasing (76 IBLA 395 (1983)). Closure to lease is reserved for 
areas where less stringent measures. such as leasing with no surface occu- 
pancy, would not adequately protect other resources (BLM bnual Section 
1624.211. Under this guidance, BLM did reclassify some areas from category 4, 
closed to leasing, to category 3, leasing with no surface occupancy. 

This comzcnt questions the analysis of changes to wildlife populations. BLM 
recognizes that all numers associated with impact analysis are projected 
estimates (see draft pages 2-50 and 4-21. The draft attempts to gauge the 
effects that would be caused by the different management alternatives 
assessed; therefore, things such as predation, illegal harvest, weather 
patterns, and disease cannot be factored into the analysis (see draft pages 
l-10 and 4-2). However, some changes to wildlife impact numbers and analysis 
assumptions in the draft have been made (see response to comment 5 fran Rocky 
Mountain Oil and Gas Association, on this topic). 

Chanqe to the EIS? No. .-___ 



Mr. Ed Scherick 
September 3, 1986 
Page 2 

It was noted that "no-lease" 
We support this proposal. 

areas are being eliminated. 
However, it appears that much 

of these lands are being placed in category two leasing 
resulting in no surface occupancy. This will not prove 
advantageous for the oil and gas industry and will only 
discourage exploration. Access for those areas with high 
potential for oil and gas must be assured. If not, the 
mineral potential and economic gain from these resources 
will probably never be realized. 

Another area of impact presented in the RMP deals with 
numbers associated with the loss of big game wildlife due 
to development activities. We have serious reservations 
about the numbers presented. The figures included in the 
document state a total loss of 497 deer due to the distur- 
bance of critical habitat. To be able to determine popu- 
lation impacts is a complex and difficult task. This is 
mainly due to a number of factors which could affect any 
quantitative figures presented. Examples of these factors 
would be illegal and legal harvesting, weather patterns, 
sex and age of the animals and availability and distribu- 
tion of habitat. Therefore, any prediction on population 
size (especially to the year 2000) is a complex detennina- 
tion with likely inaccuracies, As a result, we recommend 
that the wildlife impact analysis on populations be quali- 
fied to recognize the difficulty in assessing such numbers 
and that the figures be represented as estimates only. 

In conclusion, we endorse alternative B of the draft 
resource management plan because it allows maximum poten- 
tial for realizing the oil and gas resources of the San 
Juan Resource Area. Since the San Juan Resources Area 
has oil and gas potential, any alternative to encourage 
exploration and development of these resources should be 
implemented. 

Thank you for considering our comments to the draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

Regional Administrative Compliance Coordinator 

DRB/kew 
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September 3. 1986 

Mr. Ed Scherick 
Area Manager 
San Juan Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 7 
Monticello, UT 84535 

Dear Mr. Scherick: 

Re: Resource Management Plan 

Celsius Energy Company ("Celsius") is an oil and gas 
exploration company headquartered in Salt Lake City, Utah. From 
its headquarters Celsius explores the infermountain states for oil 
and gas deposits by, among others, drilling test wells. Celsius 
is, therefore, vitally interested in any activities of the Bureau 
of Land Management ("Bureau") which will restrict the availability 
of lands for oil and gas development. 

Celsius has reviewed the proposed resource management plan and 
draft environmental impact statement regarding the planning process 
for the San Juan Resource area of Utah and appreciates this 
opportunity to present its comments. The majority of the lands 
affected are in San Juan County, Utah where Celsius conducts much 
of its activity in the Bug and Ucolo fields. 

Alternative B presents a better balance of uses and appears 
the preferred alternative to E. Celsius believes that the 
placement of primitive recreation lands in leasing Category 2 
pursuant to Alternative E is not in the public's best interest. 
Oil and gas development can be accomplished with a minimum of 
interference with recreational activities. Stipulations con- 
trolling surface use are a mechanism for minimizing impacts. 
Foreclosure of oil and gas activities by denying surface use will 
effectively withdraw those lands from contribution to the federal 
treasury. Celsius therefore urges the Bureau to reconsider 
completely restricting surface use on primitive recreation lands. 
Performance standards are a preferable alternative to absolute 
prohibition. 

It follows that a "no lease" scenario for any area is a 
mistake. Dii and gas revenues are important not only to the state 
but to the continuing viability of worthwhile federal programs. 

RESPONSE TO COWiENT 16 CELSIUS ENERGY COMPANY 

[Conment page 11 

BLM appreciates this comnent, but notes that the public comment period was not 
intended to solicit votes for any alternative presented in the draft. 

BLM understands the concern regarding placement of public lands in a no- 
surface-occupancy category for minerals leasing. However, BLM believes that 
surface use of a lease would be incompatible with the P ROS class. (See 
response to comment 5 from Rocky Ebuntain Oil and Gas Association on this 
topic.) Closure to lease is considered to be an acceptable land management 
practice at times (BLM Manual Section 1624.21); the econanic effects of 
closing areas to oil and gas leasing were assessed under alternative D (draft 
page 4-58). 



Mr. Ed Scherick 
September 3, 1986 
Page 2 

According to the Bureau much of the San Juan resource area has 
an unknown potential for oil and gas. It is better for the Bureau 
to adopt a flexible approach as in Alternative B to allow that 
potential to be quantified than to forever foreclose such knowledge 
by adopting the more restrictive Alternative E. 

Very truly yours, 

Pw 

cc: Alice Frell Benitez 



COkU.iENT 17 

Colorado Outward Bound School 
945 Pennsylvania Street l Denver, Colorado 80203-3198 

303-837-0880 

Eslabllshsd 1961 

November 3, 1986 

Bureau of Land Management 
San Juan Resource Area 
Box 7 
Monticello. UT 84535 

Dear Sirs: 

I am writing you on behalf of the Colorado Outward Bound School (COBS) with 
comments on the draft San Juan Resource Management Plan (SSRMP). COBS runs 
experiential education courses throughout much of the year in all of the 
major locales of the San Juan Resource Area. In 1986 over 400 students 
hiked, rafted, and climbed in the mountains, rivers, and canyons of Southeast 
Utah. In the process COBS and these students.contributed to the tourism in- 
dustry and hence the local economies. It is of utmost importance to us and 
our past and future students that the SSRMP protect Southeast Utah's outstand- 
ing cultural, scenic, recreational, and wilderness values. 

My major points are: 

1) I urge you to place a high priority on the protection of wilderness 
scenic and recreational values in the SJRA, especially in primitive, 
semi-primitive non-motorized and semi-primitive motorized areas. 

2) Lands adjacent to National Park units should be managed in ways that will 
fully protect park values. 

3) A strong program to protect the SJRA's archeological resources needs to 
be established. A cultural resource plan if developed as part of the 
SJRMP would highlight to Congress the need for more funding for this 
critical and threatened resource. Please expand the SJRMP's strategies 
for protecting thls unique resource. We on our courses have seen numerous 
damaged sites; It is obvious without stronger management we will lose much 
of this priceless archeological heritage. 

More specifically, I urge the SJkMP to: 

1) Designate the following areas as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACECS) and/or Outstanding Natural Areas (ONAS): 

a) Canyonlands Basin 
- We suooort an ACEC to orotect scenic values for all lands which are 

visible from Canyonlands National Park or the BLM's Needles and 
Canyonlands Overlooks. 

- Also we support an ACEC to protect cultural values in the Canyon- 
lands Basin. 

- All these lands should be designated an ONA. 

Colorado Outward BoundSchool is B non-profit, tax-axempt educationaiorgenization 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 17 COLORADO OUTWARD BOUND SCHOOL 

[Comment page 11 

BLM agrees that the RMP should recognize cultural, scenic, and recreational 
values. 

In response to comments regarding wilderness designation and protection of 
wilderness values, see the response to conment 13 from the Utah Wilderness 
Association. 

Congress did not direct that public lands adjacent to NPS units be managed to 
protect park values. Regarding protection of lands adjacent to NPS units, see 
the response to comment 2 from the National Parks and Conservation Association. 

The draft (page 2-6 and table 2-7) provides for the development of CRMPs. See 
the response to comnent 35, University of Arizona, Arizona State kseum, for a 
fuller discussion of this topic. 

BLM accepts the nominations for ACEC designation presented here (see revised 
appendix H). The proposed RMP proposes ACEC designation for several areas 
mentioned in this conznent. See the response to comnent 2 from National Parks 
and Conservation Association for a discussion of all areas suggested in this 
comment (see also revisions to the draft sumnary, chapters 2, 3, and 4, and 
appendixes A, H and I). The BLM has dropped the ONA designation in favor of 
the ACEC designation. 



Bureau of Land Management 
November 3. 1986 RESPONSE TO COMMENT 17 COLORADO OUTWARD BOUND SCHOOL 
Page 2 

b) Beef Basin [Comnent page 21 
- We support an ACEC for scenic values for lands south of Canyonlands 

National Park. 
- An ACEC is needed,for cultural values for all lands between Canyon- 

The public cement period was not intended to solicit votes for any 

lands National Park and Dark Canyon. 
alternative presented in the draft. 

c) Natural Bridges 
- n ACEC is needed for scenic values. Boundary should include 

Harmony Flat.and the lands between the monument and the National 
Forest. 

d, %FF sta lsh an ACEC to protect cultural and scenic values. 
- Alternative D should be adopted. 

e) Glen Canyon N.R.A. 
- We support an ACEC to protect cultural 

for all SJRA lands that lie within Glen Canyon National Recreation 
, scenic, and natural values 

Area. 

f) Cedar Mesa 
- n ACEC is necessary to protect cultural, scenic and natural values. 

An ACEC boundary consistent with the archeological district proposed 
under alternatives C and D is most appropriate. 

- Also we support an ONA for all roadless lands in the Cedar Mesa ACEC. 

g) ,lkWali Ridge 
e support an ACEC with the boundary proposed under Alternative 0. 

h) While Canyon Corn 
- We support an that would protect cultural and scenic values for 

the area north of Highway 95 and south of the Dark Canyon Plateau 
and the Manti La Sal National Forest. This area includes Cheese Box, 
Gravel, Long, Fortknocker Canyons and landmarks like Jacob's Chair. 

- We also recommend an ONA for this area. 

1) Moki-Red Canyon Complex 
- n CEC is needed to protect natural, wildlife and cultural values. 

The boundary should Include the upper ends of Red, Cedar Lake, 

- Eventual recreational use overflow from more popular areas e.g., 
Forgotten, and Moki Canyons plus North Gulch. 

Dark Canyon, Grand Gulch could be directed toward this complex. 

j) Dark Canyon and Middle Point 
- We recommend an ACEC to preserve scenic, natural, and cultural 

values. Middle Point should be included. 
- An ONA is alo needed for the entire area. 

, 



Bureau of Land Management 
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Finally. I urge the Bureau of Land Management to limit the size of commercial 
and non-commercial groups to 10 to 12 people. Larger groups severely impact 
the fragile soils, plants and wildlife of this country, as well as the experi- 
ence of other recreationists. Economies of scale can be easily reached with 
groups of this size; the impacts of larger groups far outweigh the economic 
benefits. 

Other points we would like to make include: 

ORV USE: The plan only drops 214,000 acres from ORV use. This figure 
shouldbe quadrupled. 
- On semi-primitive motorized areas, a plan should be developed to monitor 

and control vehicle and ORV use. Otherwise, the possibility exists that 
this use will spill over onto semi-primitive non-motorized and primitive 
lands. 

- In the plan all roads and trails should be described as designated as 
opposed to existing. Further, all designated roads and trails should 
be marked both in the plan and on the ground to provide a structure for 
management of the areas and for the edification of the general public. 
This will cost a little more but will allow better long-term management. 

RECREATION OPPORTUNITY SPECTRUM CLASSES (ROS's): These in general need to 
to be more detailed and meaty. The concept is a good one, but in order to 
provide real management utility, the specific classes must have more sub- 
stance. 

Thanks for considering our input. Please keep us apprised of further 
developments. 

Sincerely. 

Mark Udall 
Executive Director 

MU:ag 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 17 COLORADO OUTWARD BOUND SCHOOL 

EConrnent page 31 

Limits on recreational use needed to meet the objectives of recreation manage- 
mentwill be addressed at the activity-plan level. not in the RMP (draft pages 
A-29 and A-36). 

The draft applied the least restriction neccessary to resolve resource 
conflicts. Accordingly, lands would be designated as closed or limited to ORV 
use only where this was the only way to resolve the conflict. 

ORV designations will be implemented in accordance with BLM 8341 and 8342 
manual guidance (draft appendix E) and monitored in accordance with draft 
appendix B. The limitation to designated roads and trails is considered more 
restrictive than the limitation to existing roads and trails, and would be 
applied only in those situations where this level of management is warranted. 

The ROS system is a bureauwide inventory system and classification tool (draft 
page 3-66 and appendix F) described in DLM manual 8320. It was not developed 
by this EIS team. ROS classes are developed from a specific set of inventory 
criteria and cannot be enlarged unless inventory conditions change. 



COWENT 18 

&xAhern Rocky Mountain District 
Exploration United States 

August 25, 1986 

Hr. Ed Scherfck 
Manager, San Juan Resource Area 
P. 0. Box 7 
Monticello, UT 84535 

Attn: R. H. P. 

Dear Sir: 

Re: Comments on Draft Resource 
Management Plan 

The Plau does a commendable ?ob of addressing mineral resources. 
There is a problem, however, with minerals being considered a ranaga- 
ment concern and not a planning issue. This very positioning of 
minerals automaticalPp subordinates minerals to other resources 
instead of considering them on an equal basis. 

Since the document represents a long-range, planning tool, we 
feel that,the vildernees question on BLM administered lands vi11 be 
settled bp the year 2000, hopefully. In light of specific designation 
of BLIi wilderness areas, it is felt that Category 2 leasing should not 
be utilized for primitive recreation areas, especially when oil and 
gas potential exists. As exhibited on Figure 3-2. even areas deemed 
low to moderate have KGS’locations within them. 

In regard to the affected environment. Chapter (3). there are 
ooncerns with the stated impacts from oil. gas. and geophysical 
activities. 

On Page 3-28. “compressor engines for oil well reinjection 
systems snd natural gas pipelines. u are considered major polluting 
snmces. Is this based on s cumulative emissions analysis or on a 
site by site analpsis’l 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 18 

[Comnent page 11 

BLM does not agree that treatment of minerals as a management concern instead 
of a planning issue relegates the subject to a subordinate position (see 
revfsions to draft page l-6 for a discussion of planning issues as related to 
management of cultural resources). I 

The RMP decisions, including designation of oil and gas leasing categories, 
are to be applied regardless of eventual wilderness designation (see draft 
page 2-9). BLM has determined a need for the no-surface-occupancy category 
based on conflicts with other surface resources, and does not agree that 
application of no-surface-occupancy stipulations to oil and gas leases should 
be deferred until after wilderness designation. Existfng leases would not be 
affected by RMP leasing category decisions (draft page l-2). 

iP=? 
The determination of a major polluting source is made by the Utah 

ureau o Air Quality based on a site-specific analysis. The amount of emis- 
sions frcnn compressor engines depends on the size of the injection well opera- 
tion; consequently, not all compressor engines would necessarily be major 
pollution emitters. The Bureau of Air Quality maintains monitoring data 
showing that some operations and pipelines are major polluting sources. 



Mr. Ed Scherick 
August 25. 1986 
Page 2 

What historic basis does the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 
(UDWR) use for the prior stable numbers for herds in the resource 
area? There is no management level objective for the number of deer 
on Page 3-49. 

Concerning the Environmental consequences. Chapter (4), certain 
questions arise. 

On Page 4-15, it is stated that seasonal stipulations would not 
adequately protect deer habitat. Why have stipulations if they do not 
provide flexibility and protect the intended species and area? 

It is questionable how geophysical activities, which are 
temporary in nature, could remove habitat and directly result in 
mortality. These two previous concerns also arise under alternative 
B. Page 4-26. 

Besides mitigation through lease and activity stipulations, 
operating practices should be considered as being compatible vith 
wildlife. 

In conclusion, alternative B. as presented, is our recoumend- 
ation. If alternative E were made more flexible and incorporated 
minerals as s planning fseue s it sould demonstrate the trade-off among 
resources and could possibly be supported. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document. 

I Sincerely. 

($-&&+A p,, 

Bradley G. Penn 
Land/Environmental Coordinator 

BGP:mg 

CC: R. li. Sims, Jr. 
'H. E. iatersen 
R. C. Nelson 
D. E. Brooks 
J. D. Polisini 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 18 MARATHON OIL COMPANY 

CComnent page 21 

w 
The UDUR caculated prior stable nutiers for each herd unit using 

e r s ndard formulas for estimating big game populations. UDNR formulas 
and worksheets are on file in their office and in BLM's Moab District Office. 
Estimated prior stable population numbers for deer were inadvertently anitted 
from the draft, and have been provided (see revisions to draft page 3-49). 

Win effect 
The section referenced discusses the impact of seasonal stipula- 

As stated under the impacts of alternative A (draft page 
4-151, the existing-stipulation is believed inadequate because it is applied 
to an area different from the current crucial habitat area (compare.figures 
3-l and 3-12). and the seasonal protection extends only to March 31 (draft 
page 3-49). For these reasons, the seasonal stipulation under the preferred 
alternative was revised to cover the current crucial habitat area and to 
extend until April 30 (draft page A-22). The intent of revising the stipula- 
tion is, as the comnent notes, to protect the intended species and area. 

Page 4-26. See response to Comment 5, Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association, 
regarding the effects of geophysical operations on deer habitat. BLM is 
confident that the draft adequately supports the need for seasonal protection. 

BW appreciates this conment, but notes that the public comnent period was not 
intended to solicit votes for any alternative presented in the draft. 

_ _,_ _ ._ - 

. . . . : 
.I 



COMMENT 19 

The National Outdoor 
LeadershipSchool 
I10.8oxAA 
LandPr,\Vyomin~P25?0 
307.3324973 

October 23, 1986 

Mr. Ed Scherick, Manager 
San Juan Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. BOX 7 
Monticello, Ut. 84535 

Dear Mr. Scherick: 

The National Outdoor Leadership School (NOLS) would like to thank 
the BLM and San Juan Resource Area for this opportunity to 
respond to the San Juan Draft Resource Management Plan. Presently 
NOLS is the second largest Backcountry Special Use Permittee 
utilizing public lands in the United States. The 2,000 
plus service days employed annually on SJRA lands is an integral 
part of our Spring and Fall Semester Programs. As one of the 
three commercial permittees operating in the San Juan Extensive 
RMA, as well as operating in the Grand Gulch and Dark Canyon SRMA, 
we feel we are in a unique position to comment on the San Juan 
Draft RMP. We hope that our concerns will be addressed. 

The primitive recreational opportunities found on SJRA lands are 
unique and offer exceptional wilderness solitude and isolation. 
The unique topography and geography of this region presents 
extraordinary challenges to the backcountry traveler, while the 
incredibly rich archeological heritage preserved here is of 
extreme importance to the entire nation providing insight into 
other cultures which occupied this area of the United States. 
The rugged beauty, unique wilderness character, opportunity to 
experience solitude, 'and rich history are just some of the 
reasons NOLS has chosen this area for it's outdoor classroom. 

NOLS would like to commend the ELM for its efforts in preserving 
this area and recognizing the important recreational 
opportunities which exist here. NOLS supports the BLM's 
preferred alternative (alternative E) in recognizing both the 
present and future demand for primitive nonmotorized recreation. 
However, there are some areas where the BLM recommendations are 
weak or insufficient. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 19 NATIONAL OUTDOOR LEADERSHIP SCHOOL 

CComnent page 11 

BLM appreciates this support for the preferred alternative. 

BLM agrees that SJRA contains appreciable natural resource values. 

Loss of acreage in the P ROS class under alternative E does not correlate with 
the projected increase in use (draft page 4-691. The special conditions that 
would be applied to protect ROS classes are found in draft appendix A (pages 
A-24 and A-25). 

The management stipulations given for ROS classes under alternative C were 
modified under the preferred alternative to provide for a better mix of 
resource uses. Under the preferred alternative, the draft states (page A-24) 
that "most" P- and SPNM-class areas would be protected because it was believed 
that the P- or SPNM-class areas near the Colorado state line would be better 
managed for their mineral potential than for their recreational value (compare 
draft figures S-2 and S-4 and the analyses in chapter 41. Under the preferred 
alternative, vehicles would be allowed in SPNM areas if necessary to preserve 
valid rights, such as access to inheld lands (see draft page A-25). 

This comment does not identify which SPM-class areas are of concern. Draft 
figure 3-15 shows few areas that are "snmll"; the minirmm size for an SPM- 
class area is 2,500 acres (see MSA page 4333-42). A P-class area would not 
border an SPM-class area unless separated by a cliff. Implementation of ORV 
use categories is explained in draft appendix E. 

Regarding limitations on group size in Grand Gulch, the existing group size 
limits apply to private as weii as comnerciai users. 

BL!l appreciates this support of the proposed ACEC designations for Grand Gulch 
and Dark Canyon, and for proposed use restrictions in the Beef Basin area. 
BLM found little justification for ONA designatfon of the eight areas 
mentioned in this comnent, which were analyzed in the draft. However, in 
response to another comnent, all of these areas except tiiddle Point now fall 
within the proposed Cedar Mesa ACEC. (See response to comnent 2, National 
Parks and Conservation Association.) 

Management of WSAs and ISAs under the different alternatives assessed in the 
draft (including the preferred alternative) is explained in table 2-9, 
beginning on page 2-77 (as revised). 



Mr. Ed Scherick, Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
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Page 2 

As outlined in alternative E the amount of acreage with ROS P and 
SPNM classification will be reduced by 2%. In view of the fact 
that there is a projected increase in demand for primitive 
recreation of 20 to 30% any loss of acreage in these two classes 
must not be allowed. Loss of acreage in these catagories will 
have detrimental affects on recreational use patterns in the SJRA 
unless handled through the implementation of Special Management 
Prescriptions. 

The management stipulations outlined for alternative E for ROS P 
and SPNM classes must be made stronger by stating that "all" P 
and SPNM class lands will be maintained at present levels rather 
than "most". Since SPNM means semi primitive NON MOTORIZED, no 
vehicles should be allowed in SPNM class areas regardless of the 
number of existing roads. Tine Management stipulations outlined 
for alternative C should be incorporated in their entirety in 
alternative E for the managemgnt of ROS P and SPNM class lands. 

The existence of small SPM class lands in close proximity to SPNM 
lands should be eliminated as it will be both expensive and 
difficult to manage these areas adequately. It is unclear how the 
BLM will prevent motorized vehicles from entering bordering P and 
SPNM classified areas. 

It is critically important that Special Management Prescriptions 
be developed and implemented to maintain P and SPNM ROS classes 
in regards to visitor use. Throughout the literature it is stated 
that private user groups present the greatest number of 
intergroup conflicts and threaten to lower the ROS P 

. . _  . . r l  
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Classification. Many of these areas may change to SPNM due to 
numerous intergroup contacts. Nowhere, however, is it stated that 
Commercial use threatens the maintenance of ROS settings. 
Current management in Grand Gulch limits commercial permittees 
(of which there are only four) to groups of 15 individuals. It is 
NOLS' contention that this practice be further investigated and 
not allowed to be implemented in other areas until limitations 
are imposed on private user groups. 

NOLS supports the BLM's Proposed ACEC Designation for Grand Gulch 
SRMA and Dark Canyon SRMA, as well as ONA Designation for 
Slickhorn Canyon, John's Canyon, Fish and Owl Canyons, Road Canyon, 
Lime Canyon, Mule Canyon, and the Middle Point Area. 
NOLS also supports the BLM's efforts to limit the development of 
increased roads and trails in the Beef Basin Area. 

Although the designation of existing WSA's and ISA's is covered 
in the Utah BLM Statewide Wilderness DEIS as areas to be managed as 
wilderness under the BLM's IMP until Congress determines their 
status, it is unclear how these areas will be managed if they do 
not receive Wilderness or ONA Designation. It is vitally 
important that these lands plus Butler Wash, Mancos Mesa, Gravel 
Canyon, Long Canyon, White Canyon, and Arch Canyon be managed to 
maintain important existing primitive recreational and cultural 
values if they are not incorporated into the Wilderness system. 

In summary, NOLS supports the San Juan RMP and shares the view 
that the need for primitive forms of recreation are in popular 
demand and will increase significantly by the year 2000. NOLS 
feels that the San Juan Draft RMP is particularly vague in 
addressing management concerns of the ROS P and SPNM Classes. 
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This is especially true in view of the information brought forth 
in the MSA of 1985 where specific management concerns were 
identified to protect the recreational and cultural values of 
specific areas, As of yet no action has been taken to address 
these concerns. 

2g;s 

Program Planner 
NOLS Wyoming 

., 
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COMMENT 20 

PROVlDlNCPERMlTSfortheENERGYlNDUSTRY 
17 M,rno Lot&. sama h. NH. MC.!<0 8150f ,vJ5,9*4.8120 

&tober 24, 1986 

SanJuanRasourceArea 
Buraauof LandManagement 
P 0.60x 7 
Mont~cello.Ut 84535 

Oentlemen: 

I"lymmmentsonthe.%nJuan ResourceMawment Plan Draft RMP EISfollow 

PqS-9 Why I: private landshiown under BLM jurisdlctlon? 

Pm S-13: Why aren't at-benefit ratlW used Instead of @neralizations about expense-: and 
benefits? 

P@ Z-92, Whyarenofigurmsuppli&fo- thebaselmeyear for oilandwprodur:ion? 

P&?z 3-?, Why is noment!os ma&oftheconsid?:able poten!ial for ~velopingca:bondi~~ih' 

Page 3-8. If the Brtiford Canyon, Bug, and Mustang fields were dlwxn/erd m -l38:*, then 
whydcesn'ttheir 1983 p:Muc!lon e$~al their "Cumulative Prcductlon (wof 12/83)"? 

Pa+? 3-8 !f!he &ve myc!? an, dHors?he& Point Fields werediscovered in *1984~,then how 
muldthey have had production in l983? 

Page 3-9: Patterson Canyon Field was not discwe& in 1981. The dimery well, Mountam 
FuelSupply No. 1 PattersonCanyon(9-38S-25E),was~mpletedJune27. 1974. 

Page 3-18: The implication i: m&that cultural and visual resources cause more problems 
for mineral material disposal than arecausedby miningclaims. Whatdatasupporls thisconclusion? 

POX 3-28: What data supports the conc!usion that "Mejo: polluting sources ,. include oil 
well reinjection systems and natural gas pipelinas"7 Why is theta no mention of burnmg dumps, 
someofwhichareon BLM land,or resldentlal fIreplaces? 

P&e 3-33 Whyisoiland gasexploration anddevelopment listed asaprimary use in sensitive 
soilwhen no suchdgvelopmentandlittleexplora!lon hasoccurred in 3ofthearws (Comb.R?d,and 
Lockhart), #nomention is madeof tht?Iccatab!e mineral activity which hastakenplacein all 3? 

Pap 3-35 Why is industry listed as a prlmary us?r of water on this page, but such use is 
listedas "minimal" on Pw 3-36? The oil andgas industry alone requires thousands of barrels of 
water everyday for secondaryr~eryoperations. 

Pw 3-36: Why is water use listed as "inciBntal~ in drilling operations? While theamount 
usedis small, the expense of obtainlng it and its Importance 85 an economical andenvironmentally 
safe trenspart,moling, friction reducing,and pressureCMl!rolmediumereoreat. 

RESPONSE TO COm1ENT 20 PERMITS WEST, INC. 

CComnent page 11 

Page S-9. The small-scale maps shown in the draft (figures S-l through S-4) 
are not intended to imply that BLM has jurisdiction over nonpublic lands. See 
also draft figure I-5 and table I-3. 

The method and rationale for figuring budget costs are given in 
$$ii&?i (as revised). Although some agencies attempt to project the rela- 
tive economic efficiency of planning alternatives, BLM lacks the expertise, 
data, and funds to conduct this type of analysis. The comparisons (draft page 
A-91) represent the highest level of analysis possible, given the available 
resource data and funding constraints. 

Page 2-92. Table 2-10 is a comparison of impacts: not a tabulation of base- 
line data (draft page 2-50). See table 3-3 for oil and gas production figures. 

w: 
If CO2 were produced, it would be administered under the oil and 

gas easing categories developed in the RIIP. The CO2 is in the Mississip- 
pian Leadville limestone (draft page 3-13), several thousand feet below the 
productive oil and gas horizons. If industry showed interest, more wells 
would be drilled to this horizon, and testing would occur. This has not 
happened in SJRA. BLM believes that the CO2 in SJRA will not be tested for 
potential comnercial value before 2000, the analysis time frame for this EIS 
(draft page l-l). 

Pages 3-8 and 3-9. The draft has been corrected (see revisions to table 3-3). 

Page 3-18. BLM does not believe the text implies that cultural and visual 
fes+aiimcej C;i;S i7CX nrfihlnmc for m!nera! material disposal than mining yl “” . cII,., 
claims, or vice versa. 

w 
See response to comrlent 18, kbrathon Oil Company, on this topic. 

Burning unps were not analyzed because state regulations prohibit intentional 
burning of dumps, and unintentional burning cannot be predicted. Residential 
fireplaces do not individually emit more than 100 tons of pollutants per year, 
and so do not fall under state regulation (draft page 3-28). There is no 
regulatory requirement that residential stoves be considered collectively as 
one single source of emissions. 

PalJe 3-33. The text of the draft has been revised to cover all minerals 
<~plOrdtn (see revisions to draft page 3-33). The word "minimal" is used in 
relation to industrial uses with respect to the water supply as a whole and 
the current drain on that resource. 

Uater use was not listed in the draft as "incidental" to drilling; 
operations were listed as "incidental" to minerals production. 



Paps 3-36. If ground water is controlled more by prgipitation than by use. then what base 
lined&is beingacOuiredto&termine ifthiswill bethecaseinthefuture? 

P&e S-36, While law Iirn,ts wells to a yield of 0 015 cfs, what is being done to insure the 
wells 8re actually In compliance? Casual observatfon indicates mnsickrably more than 0.015 cfs 
flowsunmonltoredfrom wells in CrossCanyonandalong Rluff Bench 

Pm 3-37: Doesn'lHwenwe?p's 1,400'water well,emongothers, tap the Navajo equlfer7 

Page 3-49,Isn't th/CoioradoRive: onthewest inst&of "north"? 

Pg 3-50. The table 1s not ciear. Are the list& conflicts history. current events. or 
prdfc:ions? Why a-e there n;inera: cc;.:!lcts in 3 WMs (RcL&, Fisk, b %le Canyor,s!? if tr;e 
cun!iictsare history,t~enwhyaren'ttheimpartedareascherrystemmed'? 

Pw 3-51. Why isn't Wnlte Canyon listed as a riparian area? It is shown s a "mayor 
waterway" (quote from Page3-49) InFigure\-4,andhasriparianv@ation. 

PCQ? 3-58:Wb); :s no mention made of for* loss or drsturbance due to county rozds:? Wha! 
data was usedtoarriveatthefigureof500acrafor oilandgaspraiuction faciiltles:' 

Pq3-60, How many of the Impacts toculturalresources wepedueto oil and $'x explorstlon 
anddevelopment? How many were due to pot hunting? How many were doe to recreation? Have the 
number ofsftesdam@ bye%h beeEtabulateb? 

PCQZ 3-65. Why is no mention me% of the threat to cultural re?ailrces posed by mining and 
county rozdconstruction in fheP.l~.a[iRiJgP-MontezumaCs~n area? 

Pm 3-81: How IS the sta!ement *.,, roads, oil and gas developments. and seismic actlvitia 
probabiy have hai the most slgnliicani advcs? impart... jj substantiated? It would seem tens of 
thousands of Eres of chainings would have a srgnificanl adverse impact. Why hm the impact from 
mining bezn om:!M? 

Pm 3-82:How is!he&mandfor landusepermitsandauthorizations measured? 

Pm3-91. How IS It that "McGSI ofthesettlement kin thewesternhalfofthemunty" when the 
two largzs! townsandmat o:t2e ru-al populatlonareIntheeaste:n half? 

Paip3-91: How can miningaccoun\for 19% ofthew~andemployment in the text. 16 5% 
ofthejobs In reble3-16, and3OR oftheearnlna In Tabfe3-17? 

Pm3-92 & 3-93 The tableswould be easier to use if they included the numbers which the 
per centagesrepresent Areoilandgas inck~tkl inmining? 

Page 3-93:itwould be helpful ifthetable includ&theaver.3a?waX~neach Cdtelpry. 

Pw 3-95:Why is there notableshowing federal government receipts from each activity (oil 
and gas royalties, rent, msments, and bonus pa/merits; rafters' f-; ri@t-of-wa/ charm; 
salable mineralrezipts; grazmgfees,etc.)? 

RESPONSE TO COl.'k\ENT 20 --- PERMITS WEST. INC 2. 
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No baseline studies are currenly done by BLM on ground water in SJRA. The 
state allocates use through water rights (draft page 3-331, not ground water 
supplies. State law limits the flow of new wells, but wells may have water 
rights in excess of tJlis flow. The state, not BUI, enforces this law. 

Page 3-37. The Navajo aquifer near Novenweep is about 500 feet below the 
surface; a 1,400-foot well would tap a lower aquifer. 

i-iEi% 
In SJRA, the Colorado River borders public land only at the north 

e resource area (draft figure l-5). 

Page 3-50. Table 3-6 shows both current and projected conflicts. tlinerals 
activity under IMP occurred in the WSAs cited after they were established. 

Page 3-51. This drainage is now included (see revisions to draft table 3-6). 

!$g%,. 
Since 1976 county roads have disturbed fewer than 100 acres (draft 

The 500 acres from oil and gas facilities was based on estimated 
averages of 1.33 acres per pad and 2.42 acres per access road for each of the 
87 production facilities located from 1979 through 1985 (SJRA staff estimates). 

Page 3-60. The estimated number of sites damaged, and the cause, were 
tabulated for each alternative (draft appendix Y). 

F-%= 
tlining is not seen as a current threat in the area mentioned. 

oa maintenance in the area has threatened cultural resource sites (draft 
page A-64); impacts from new roads would be mitigated (draft page 3-65). !+~t 
road maintenance in the area has been for oil and gas exploration. 

%%&&I in old chainings 
The statement includes the uses believed most significant. Trees 

and tnese areas appear natural from a distance. 
No new chainings have been initiated on public lands in SJRA since 1972 (draft 
page 3-58). Roads are the most significant visual impact from mining 
activities (draft page 3-01). 
significant. 

Other disturbance from mining was not judged 

Page 3-02. 
~rddrd-ft-~cg e 

Not all land-use authorizations can be anticipated through the RI~IP 
3 -8 7 ) . The lands actions imPacted are listed in table Z-10. 

Page 3-91. The statements regarding population demographics and percent of 
mining employment were in error (see revisions to draft page 3-91). -Table 
3-16 shows wage and salary employment; table 3-17 shows earnings. 

Pages 3-92 and 3-93. The tables illustrate the econanic structure of the 
county; actual numbers vary annually and can be derived through multiplica- 
tion. Oil and gas extraction is under the mining division in UlB's Standard 
Industrial Classification Manual, which economists use to list industry types. 
Earnin s and personal income indicate econmic conditions better than do wage 
and sa ary B income, which comprise only about 86 percent of Utah earnings. 

-%T 3-g5- 
The EIS team analyzed regional economic inpactr in accordance with 

N tn nieasurdble effect on tnc local area from federal receipts.was found. 



Page 3-96 How is 11 that40X of the oil andgas jobs are related to the Z&A, bu185X of the 
oil prcdutiinthecounty In 1981 wmproducedontheNa/ajo Reservation? 

Page 3-96: It would be informative if the table notedwhich year it represented, listedthe 
aveia@ wake Ineach catepy,and summarlzedthemlumns. 

Pap3-95 Has the impc: from rncreasedloalalfalfa productton from the irrigated la&of 
Ihe Dolores PrOJEt been azcuuntedfor lnthedlxusslonoffor~alternet~ves? 

Pap 4-7:A 40X success rate isassumed for oil wells What is the historic rateintheSJR4? 

Page 4-i2 Grazing and mmerals are noted as the Iding causes of increased sediment and 
z3li:,ity P:opo:tionate:y. haw much do each contribu:e tc the problem? How much i: wntr ibuted by 
mds ana ORVs; 

C@4-t? !-low mazy unpl~~cr !mproperlypluq# t,?!s areckue towphyslc3! activi!i@ 
How maa~areauetooiiand&?sOeveiopment~ How manyeredueto uranium exoloratlorl' 

Pq 4- 14. I: natural gvwth rate svnonymous with net.incre%@ A I’.. natuyal grcwth rate of 
IO percen: oer year . .." would irecrease the bighorn population from 1,100 to I.210 m lust one 

year,anr!trip:~lnepopslatlo:lbytheyear 2000 

Pap4- i4 If ~l~ves!cci.g;azing woiilcrestilt in mntmuz! cnmpetition for for- andspm 
", bL’! Peg? 3-58 sta!er. "Cat!le and ck%ert bighorn sheep or an!elope 01 no! compete for fc-q, 

spa . ...". tnen which 1strue7 

Pm4-! 5- Why is there a need for special oondltlons in riparian/quatic hab!ta! when the 
CorpsofEngmaersairedh/admmistersthe& 404dr+andflil permit program? 

Pw 4-70 What has &an@ that would allow BLM to tielop campsites along Indian Creek. 
but preventedtneS!ateof Utah Dlv.ofParks from tiingthesame? 

P@ 5-13through S- 15. D~drt'tanyone~tocollege? 

Ps~p A-5. When did grazing permittee "operators" begrn hiring archaeologtsts rnste% of 
relyingonthe BLM archdalogist7 

PmA-6 Whyaren'ttrmhw, In lieu of pits,alloweddurmgdriIlingoperation:~ 

PagesA- through A-97: Whyare there notabtes showinGthe ratio of supportrcuirement 
costs to gross receipts (royal&. rentals. fez. etc.) received by the fe&ral government for the 
variousal!ernativa'? 

I 

P~+~A-186throughA-i90:Whyaretherenoacrezg?frguresfor rights-of-wm/ for ro&? 
I 

Pleasesendmeacopyofanyrevisedor final RtlP EIS. Thank you. 

Ld/ 

./ 

I 
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iT 3-g6* 
SJRA manages minerals on other federal lands (draft table I-4). 

1 mas production from federal minerals administered by SJRA is about 40 
percent of the total from San Juan County. Table 3-19 used several sources, 
not all for the same years. The estimates, based on activity between 1980 and 
1985, used 1903 dollars. Average wage is not thought useful, as noted above. 
The coltmms have been totalled (see revisions to draft page 3-96). 

Page 3-90. The Dolores Project is not expected to affect alfalfa prices or 
the demand for forage. Growing alfalfa would be cost more than grazing public 
rangelands, regardless of any increase in local production from the project. 

Page 4-7. The historic success rate is approximately 40 percent. 

Page 4-12. The proportions of loss from grazing and minerals can be derived 
frown the figures on draft page 4-12: over 90 percent is from grazing, less 
than 10 percent from minerals activity (primary new road construction). Soils 
loss from other activities is negligible and unpredfctable (draft Page 4-12). 

Page 4-12. The statement cited is hypothetical and states that when proper 
procedures are used, ground water is not contaminated. Holes that were 
improperly plugged or unplugged have been observed, but have not been counted. 

Page 4-14. The 10 percent natural increase should have been until 2000 (see 
revisions to draft page 4-14). The draft was inconsistent; no competition 
with bighorn sheep occurs (see revisions to draft page 3-58 and 4-14). 

Page 4-15. Section 404 of the Clean Water Act requires permits to protect 
waters frown some types of damage. It applies to effects on major streams from 
construction or channelization; it does not apply to all drainages and does 
not protect the vegetation and stream banks from disturbance. 

Pa e 4 70. ELM-proposed campsites (draft figure 2-11) are in different places 
7?-hi- ose proposed by the state in their RBPP application. 

Page 5-13. CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.17) provide requirements for the list 
iTT prcparers of an EIS; educational history is not a requirement. 

Page A-5. BLM continues to do cultural inventories for grazing actions (see 
revisions to draft page A-5). 

Page A-6. Trash cages dre allowed for drilling (revisions to draft page A-6). 

Pages A-95 through A-97. There is no known method of projecting changes in 
federal receipts arong alternatives. RlfP guidance does not require analysis 
of gross receipts; the Rlu1P cannot be used to propose alternative fee structure. 

Pages A-106 through A-190. Tables AU-1 tnrough AU-5 show 1.500 acres disturb- 

ance for rights-of-way; the acreage for roads was not separated. 
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COMMENT 21 

December 17, 1986 

Mr. Sherwin N. Sandberg 
San Juan Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. BOX 7 
Monticello, UT 04535 

REF: Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact 
Statement with accompanying Management Situation Analysis 
for the San Juan Resource Area. 

Dear Mr. Sandberg: 

On June 12, 1986, the Council received for review the 
above-referenced documents. We apologize for the delay in 
responding, even with the Bureau's extension of the deadline 
until mid-November, but we have been operating with a temporarily 
reduced archeological staff. The Council commends the Bureau for 
preparing and presenting a complex document in a readible fashion. 
The RMP in particular contains extensive information, which we 
have had the time to skim only. 

Given the high number and significance of historic properties in 
the San Juan Resource Area, we do not understand why the Bureau 
did not establish historic preservation as a management planning 
issue. The historic properties of the San Juan Resource Area are 
of national, possibly world-level, signficance. As a 
non-renewable resource, they demand careful conservation and 
management because of their great public interest and potential 
to afford opportunities for education and recreation. 
Accordingly, we believe that they should be accorded greater 
planning attention than is apparent in the RMP. In this 
document, it often appears that historic preservation has taken a 
"back-seat" role to other management concerns, primarily because 
historic preservation is not a designated management planning 
issue. We believe that this should be rectified. 

We are concerned about the management approaches outlined in A-78 
to 83. We believe that these special management prescriptions 
are entirely too vague to be useful or wise. We urge that these 
prescriptions be abandoned wholesale, in favor of more specific 
language or that an aggressive campaign of Cultural Resource 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 21 ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
ION OF PR- 
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BLM appreciates the Council's review of the RMP/EIS. 

Ehnagenent of cultural resources er se does not meet the definition of a 
planning issue (draft page l-1); R- owever, management of cultural resources was 
noted as a managnent concern (draft page l-6). Management of cultural re- 
sources under BLM's management program 4331, Natural History/Cultural Resour- 
ces fhnagement, was discussed in the draft. fknagement conmon to all alterna- 
tives was discussed on page 2-6. Management under the different alternatives 
assessed was discussed on pages 2-19, 2-20, 2-31 through 2-39, 2-56, 2-60, and 
2-69. 

As a result of public comment, the discussion on planning issues and the 
treatment of cultural resources under the different alternatives has been 
expdnded in this proposed RMP and final EIS (see revisions to draft page l-6). 

The pages referenced in this comment (draft pages A-78 to A-83) are from draft 
appendix I and refer to alternative management of special designation areas 
only. This section has been revised in the final EIS. The special conditions 
for management of cultural resources are given in appendix A. The preferred 
alternative provides for the preparation of CRMPs (draft table 2-2). 



Management Plans (CRMP) be instituted immediately. We are 
pleased that under Alternative E CRklPs will be developed for the 
Alkali Ridge National Historic Landmark District especially and 
also for the Cedar Mesa, Fable Valley, and Tin Cup Mesa Aistoric 
Districts. However, we believe that all of the districts and 
sites in Table 2-2 are meritorious of site-specific management 
efforts and do not believe that the special management 
prescriptions in A-78 to 83 will provide such. We believe that 
the Alkali Ridge NBL District CRMP should be developed first and 
offer the following as examples of the types of approaches that 
we would like to see included in the CRMP. As we understand the 
general situation affecting the Alkali Ridge NHL District, its 
historic properties are being affected by energy development, 
land treatments, and vandalism. For example, it would appear 
that a management approach could be worked out in concert with 
the energy industry or lease holders that draws on joint-use of 
facilities, such as access roads, to minimize impacts to historic 
properties as much as possible. Similarly, perhaps a single 
comprehensive Research Design/Data Recovery Plan could be 
developed to maximize the efficiency and archeological results of 
the generally site-specific archeological work that absolutely 
needs to be done. Further, we see no clear discussion of the 
relative benefits from such activities as grazing in the Alkali 
Ridge NHL District weighed against their effects on historic 
properties and their attendant improvements and land treatments 
such as vegetation suppression necessary for grazing. We wonder 
why grazing in the NHL District would be considered important, if 
its true, cumulative effects on historic properties were 
-mm-:d-v-2 L"II=.L SLSU. In this sense, we look forward to h=lninn in the _____ --- = 
evaluation of the sample prescribed burn in the Alkali Ridge NHL 
District that was subject of a Section 106 review consultation 
earlier this year. These are examples of the type of issues the 
CRMP should consider. 

Given the great density of significant historic properties in the 
San Juan Resource Area, we urge that larger areas be designated 
as archeological districts eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places or nominated for inclusion in the National 
Register. Indian Creek, Beef Basin, Davis Canyon, and Lavendar 
Canyon would seem to be candidates for this sort of evaluation. 
Similarly, we believe that there is ample justification for 
considering a -San Juan River archeological district," possibly 
done in consultation with the Navajo Nation and crosscutting 
jurisdictional statuses. After the historic properties in larger 
land areas have been evaluated , we believe that the Bureau should 
begin evaluating or nominating to the National Register smaller 
individual sites, including the three individual sites deleted 
from Alternative E, Table 2-2, i.e., Davis Canyon Archeoastronomy 
Site, the Moon House Ruin, and the Shay Canyon Petroglyph. 

Regarding our thoughts about a "San Juan River archeological 
district," we believe that BLM and the Navajo Nation also should 
look toward joint management of the historic properties along the 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 21 ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
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The management prescriptions referenced in this comment are in appendix I and 
do not relate to the proposals in table 2-2. Management prescriptions for 
cultural properties and archaeologic districts listed, or eligible for list- 
ing, on the National Register under the preferred alternative are given in 
appendix A (draft page A-271. 

As noted in this comment, the draft (table 2-2) provides for nominations of 
specific cultural resource properties to the National Register. However, it 
is inefficient for BLM to nominate individual cultural properties to the 
National Register. Anyone, including the comnentor, can nominate cultural 
sites to the National Register. ELM manages sites that are potentially 
eligible for listing in the same way as it manages sites that are listed on 
the National Register (draft page 2-6). 

BLM appreciates the suggestions regarding prioritizing preparation of CRMPs. 
The CRHPs are activity plans that would be prepared after completion of the 
RMP (draft page 2-19 and appendix B). 

The draft shows areas that are physically suitable for land treatments: not 
proposed projects (draft page 2-19). No attempt has been made to predict 
where, within the potentially suitable acreage, the treatments would actually 
occur, or the methods that would be used to accomplish treatment. Land treat- 
ments would be possible over part of the Alkali Ridge NHL (compare figures 
2-11 and 2-15). The NEPA document prepared for a specific land treatment 
project (draft pages 2-1, 2-19, A-l and A-29) would identify mitigation for 
adverse impacts to other resource values, such as cultural resources. Poten- 
tial mitigation measures might include using herbicides or fire to accomplish 
land treatments or leaving buffers (islands) around cultural sites if mechan- 
ical means were used. 

BLM agrees that a wealth of cultural sites in SJRA are worthy of National 
Register designation (draft page 3-60). BLM will consider additional nomina- 
tions to the National Register when appropriate (draft page Z-6). Given the 
site density in SJRA, ncminating individual sites is not cost-effective for 
BLW; nomination of tne entire resource area, while possible, would not serve 
to focus management on specific properties. Nomination or designation to the 
National Register does not, in itself, guarantee any particular level of 
management; therefore, the preferred alternative provides management prescrip- 
tions for these sites (draft page A-27). 



P 

San Juan River, especially as related to law enforcement and 
public interpretation, in view of the recent vandalism at the 
Rachina Panel and other archeological sites along the river. In 
our experience, the Navajo Nation is very concerned about these 
matters and may take steps to manage more effectively these areas. 
Likely, a joint approach would result in more effective 
management and lower program costs. 

We suggest that the Bureau make their management of the Grand 
Gulch area easier by making the Grand Gulch ACEC and the 
archeological district coincide as much as possible. We urge 
that the district be enlarged to the boundaries of the ACEC. 
Also, we wonder how the State of Utah's recent choice of a parcel 
in Grand Gulch for a land transfer jives with the management 
goals for the archeological district, including historic 
properties outside the district. Will there be any attempts to 
consider indirect effects on historic properties remaining on 
Bureau lands, should the State choose to develop the parcel in 
the future? 

Related, we are concerned about the isolated land disposals 
identified in Table AQ. Were historic preservation concerns 
including indirect effects considered in the designation of these 
land parcels? The Bureau should recognize that it will need to 
comply with Section 106 on the effects of these contemplated land 
disposal actions on historic properties in accordance with 36 CFR 
Part 800. 

Finally, we found the explanations in Appendix Y very 
interesting. 

We hope that these comments have been useful and would be happy 
to elaborate further on them. If you have any questions or wish 
to discuss this further, please contact Ms. Marjorie Ingle of 
this office at 303-236-2682 (commercial) or 776-2682 (FTS). 

Sincerely, 

/b44.i L-i&J 
'RobertlFink 
Chief, Western Division of 

Project Review 
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BLM agrees that the agency must work together with the Navajo Nation regarding 
joint management of sites along the San Juan River. 

BLM has revised the preferred alternative shown in the draft to enlarge the 
ACEC proposal surrounding Grand Gulch (see revisions to draft chapter 2 and 
appendixes A, H, and I). The existing Grand Gulch Archaeologic District would 
be expanded to cover the Cedar Mesa Plateau (draft figure 2-11 and 3-15). 

Appendix Q of the draft indicates that sale of any tract listed may be pre- 
cluded for specific legal reasons, which would include historic preservation 
laws. The wording of appendix Q has been changed to clarify that the presence 
of historical, as well as archaeological, 
revisions to draft page A-125). 

sites could preclude disposal (see 
Wording has been added to chapter 2 under 

Management Guidance Comnon to All Alternatives to clarify consultation 
requirements (see revisions to draft page 2-6). 

Appendix Y presents analysis methods believed appropriate for the SJRA. 

..- ..-_ 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION WI 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 22 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY. REGION VIII ~__ 

ONE DENVER PLACE - 999 18TH STREET - SUITE 1300 I I 

DENVER. COLORADO 80202-2413 

UC731 EIBC 
[Comment cover letter] 

Ref: 8PM-EA 
BLM appreciates this support for the draft alternative budgets, implementation 
and monitoring appendix, environmental thresholds, and other topics cited. 

Ed Scherick, Area Manager 
San Juan Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 
Post Office Box 7 
Monticello, Utah 84535 

BLM has made the changes suggested by the Environmental Protection Agency 
wherever possible. 

Re: San Juan Draft Resource 
Management Plan/Environmental 
Inpact Statement (RMPIEIS) 

I Dear Mr. Scherick: 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and our 
responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the Region VIII 
Office of the Environmental Protection.Agency (EPA) has reviewed the 
;Ff;enced document. Our review was aided by several discussions with BLM 

. Our enclosed cornaents are intended to make a constructive contribution 
to the assessment of enviromaental effects and the development of the RMP as a 
"complete management plan for the entire" San Juan Resource Area (page l-10). 

We have rated the draft RMP/EIS a: ED-2 (enviromaental objections- 
insufficient information). The EPA is primarily concerned with protection of 
water, watershed, and wetland-riparian related values, and improvements where 
needed of those values. In order to meet these concerns, we have racarmended 
several corrective actions, such as the following: better description of 
consistency with water quality standards; stronger correlation of grazing 
direction to protection of rangeland resource values; expanded and more 
definitive objectives for wetland-riparian area restoratfon/improvenent; 
additiinal measures to address potential Areas of Critical Enviromaental 
Concern; further development of mineral activity guidance and impact 
assessment; and inclusion of a nmre specific continuing inter-agency 
coordination strategy. In several instances we had difficulty determining 
ELM's proposed resource management guidelines and needed activity plans. A 
sumnary of our EIS rating definitions is enclosed. 

We are particularly pleased with the inclusion of alternative budgets, 
the implementation and monitoring appendix, and the development of several 
environaental thresholds. EPA hopes that such information can be part of all 
future BLM RMP/EISs. We also camsend BLM for identifying appropriate 
mitigation measures by alternative (Appendix A). the potential for designating 
watershed and water quality-related sites as Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern (XECs), and the need to address hazardous waste sites. 



The EPA would appreciate the opportunity to review and discuss with BLM 
the proposed responses to EPA concerns prior to the proposed RMP and final 
EIS. We feel that such a coordination process would be beneficial in helping 
resolve our concerns. Please contact Doug Lofstedt of my staff as needed for 
further EPA coordination (303-293-1710 or ITS 564-1710). 

Sincerely, 

Robert R. DeSpain, Chief 
Envirornnental Assessment Branch 

Enclosures 

cc: Moan District Manager 
Utah BLM State Director, Salt Lake City 
Office of Planning and Environmental Coordination, BLM Washington Office 
Utah Bureau of Water Pollution Control, Salt Lake City 
Southeastern Utah Association of Governments. Price 
Field Supervisor, Ecological Services, D S-Fish and Wildlife Service 

Salt Lake City 
EPA Office of Federal Activities (A-104) , Washington, D.C. 



EPA OETAILED COmEWTS OF BLM DRAFT SAN JUAN RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN/ENVIn IRACT 

STAI-IEISl __...- .--. ..~ -. ---. 

Water Quality, Watershed, Aquatic Life 

We comnend BLM for planning to "take appropriate actions to maintain the 
water quality of streams within" the San Juan Resource Area (SJRA) "to meet 
state and federal criteria" (page 2-8). Our comments identify ways in which 
we believe the RMP/EIS should be strengthened to more consistently meet this 
general planning objective. In addition, where the term "criteria" is used, 
we recommend that it be replaced by: water quality standards, including 
designated beneficial uses and antidegradation repliresents. 

The San Juan Management Situation Analysis (MSA) on page 4340-33 states 
that "activities that contribute to soil erosion and deterioration of water 
quality must nevertheless be allowed." This statement appears to directly 
contradict the Federal Land Policy and Management Att (FLPMA) directive to 
manage "use, occupancy, or development" in compliance with state and federal 
water quality laws and standards (Soztion 202(c)(8) and 302(c)). Section 313 
of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and Executive Order 12088 also contain guidance 
for federal agency canplfance with "Federal, State, interstate, and local 
requi reinents" for water quality. Consequently, management direction to 
provide consistency with water quality standards (WQS) needs to be addressed 
in mDre detail. 

The WQS regulations rewire, in part, that existing uses be fully 
maintained and protected, and that high quality waters be maintained 
(except in certain cases when certain specific requirements are met). In 
other words, not only should water quality be improved to meet standards where 
necessary, but high wality waters and existing beneficial uses must also be 
maintained and protected. This recomnendation is supported by both EPA's 
antidegradation policy (40 CFR Part 131.121, and the State's antidegradation 
policy. The BLW should evidence its intent to ensure that any potential 
increases in sediment. salt loading, or other pollutants that could adversely 
inpact existing beneficial uses will be avoided. 

We carmend the inclusion of critical thresholds for various environmental 
components in Chapter 4. However, we suggest revisions of the thresholds for 
water quality to more directly relate to restoration/maintenance of WQS and 
biological integrity (page 4-4). We recommend that WQS be part of management 
objectives (page 2-571. It is unclear how the "1 acre-foot per square mile" 
sediment threshold is correlated with meeting water quality requirements or 
maintaining existing state designated beneficial uses. Improvements in water 
quality under each alternative in Chapter 4 should be related directly to 
protecting the beneficial uses prescribed in State WQS. 

The EPA questions how BLM can adequately address protection of WQS 
without at least an RMP/EIS sunsnary evaluation and location of waters that do 
not now meet State WQS. We recommend that Chapter 3 (pages 3-33, 36 and 37) 
be revised to answer the following questions: What are the WQS problems? 
What are the trends? What is the condition of the biological ecosystems? The 
Forest Service model called COWFISW could be used to help facilitate this type 
of assessment. 
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Water Quality, Watershed, and Aquatic Life 

ELM appreciates this support for water-quality-related actions and has changed 
the text of the draft according to the suggestion regarding the term "cri- 
teria" (see revisions to draft page Z-8). 

BLM is aware of the water quality standards, and agrees that management direc- 
tion is needed. However, data available at this time are insufficient to 
address impacts to water quality standards in greater detail. The major 
impact to water quality from surface management of the SJRA is to levels of 
total dissolved or suspended solids, evaluated in draft chapters 3 and 4. The 
suggested revision to page 2-8 of the draft should provide management direc- 
tion to maintain water quality standards. 

ELM has adopted the suggested addition to the threshold for surface water 
quality (see revisions to draft page 4-4). Changes to these levels that may 
result from EIS alternative uses are difficult to estimate. 

Most impacts to stream water quality from surface management actions are 
related to sediment yields and associated dissolved solids. For the EIS 
analysis, BLM estimated sediment yields and associated salt yields from alter- 
native management actions. These parameters relate to soil productivity in 
the SJRA and allow for assessment of water quality from salt loadings. How- 
ever, regulatory water quality standards override any restrictions under any 
alternative; under any alternative, water quality would be protected, regard- 
less of other management restrictions proposed (see revisions to draft page 
2-8). 

A critical threshold need not relate to a specific regulatory requirement. 
The critical threshold for sediment involves maintaining a productive site 
instead of water quality; the exact relationship between the two is not perti- 
nent to broad-scale land-use plan. Site-specific impacts, including those to 
soil constituents, would be assessed at a later stage (draft pages 2-l. A-l, 
and A-29). 

BLM is not aware of waters in SJRA that do not meet state water quality stand- 
ards. SJRA has four perennial streams (draft page 3-36); they have not been 
monitored regularly. BLN has no data on condition dnd trend of stream bio- 
logical ecosystems (data gap identified on HSA page 4340-22). Of ten streams 
listed in the MSA (page 4340-11) that had designated use classes under the 
state wdter classification system, one has occasional violations that appear 
naturdl in origin. The Colorado and San Juan Rivers drain an area greater, 
than SJfLA; seven streams lie predominantly on USFS land. 

BLM thanks this comnentor for bringing COWFISH to our attention. 
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Deteriorated watershed conditions are discussed on page 3-33 and in 
Appendix H. Apparently, the special conditions in Appendix A are being relied 
on to address the existing problems (see page A-70 for example). We feel that 
the RMP should prescribe a much more pro-active approach to addressing 
existing problems (including the role of grazing management). We recomnend 
that the lFilP clearly identify and list the specific watershed management 
plans, or other types of activity plans, upon which BLM will rely to address 
existing deteriorated conditions. We suggest a more in-depth discussion of 
RMP diGection for addressing the "poor vegetation cover" that is contributing 
to salinity (page 3-37). ELM comnitments as part of cooperative management 
for interspersed ownership of the Monteztana and Recapture Creek drainages 
should be defined (page 5-8). Also, we could not find that special conditions 
for grazing (pages A-20 and 21) have been developed for these watersheds. The 
"soil, water, air" tudget for the preferred alternative should be consistent 
with the documented restoration funding needs, yet the EIS indicates 
(page A-96) that no grcmth in this budget is proposed. 

We suggest that soil and water hazard areas requiring limitations on 
surface disturbances be included on page 2-87, and on pages 2-74 and 91 for 
ORV controls. Management actions for land treatments for water and watershed 
(page 2-72) refer to "4332" (Wilderness Management). We would like to see 
these management actions described nmre thoroughly by alternative. A surface 
disturbance reclamation rewirenent appears to be needed for the preferred 
alternative (Alternative E) on page 2-87. We suggest that it be added. 

The RMP/EIS states that there are no municipal watersheds in the resource 
area (page 3-371. Yet the Management Situation Analysis (MSA) states that 
drainage fran 8LM administered lands niii fiow into Recapture Reservoir, which 
would be used by Blanding as an "emergency culinary supply" (page 4340-29). 
The MSA then states that "Special management of this watershed is necessary to 
protect water quality and ensure its suitability for culinary use." The MSA 
also suggests designation as a municipal watershed. We suggest RMP/EIS 
revisions to reflect consistency with MSA recomnendatfons. 

The resource area has 754,900 acres of soil that is "highly susceptible 
to water erosion when disturbed" (page 3-33). 
only 195,000 acres of "sensitive soils". 

Yet the map on page 3-31 shows 
Aren't all the soils that are highly 

erosion prone also "sensitive soils"? We suggest mapping of the 754.900 acres. 

Potential ground water degradation associated with natural resource 
development activities should be nmre thoroughly discussed (along with 
mitigation procedures). For exanple, development of oil and gas could 
increase the number of underground injection wells. Ground water quality will 
decrease where operators of injection wells associated with oil productton 
propose to inject into Underground Sources of Drinking Water (USDWs). Us)Ws 
are defined by EPA as aquifers with a total dissolved solid value of 10,ODO 
ppfa or less. Even though ground water quality is decreased when operators are 
allowed to inject into IJSDWs, exemptions to USDW protection can be issued, but 
only if existing and future drinking water supplies will not be affected. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 22 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY. REGION VIII -_ 

CComnent page 21 

The statement about deterioration of watershed conditions refers 
v. to severa dralnages that have significant downcutting. Neither the cause nor 
the solution is completely apparent. The lack of data regarding the extent or 
cause of watershed problems hampers efforts to find solutions. BLM has worked 
with several federal and state agencies regarding watershed management (see 
revisions to draft chapter 5). 

Page 3-37. The statement regarding poor vegetation cover was included to 
indicate conditions that contribute to water pollution. Management actions to 
ensure sustained yield of forage bring about a corresponding increase in water 
quality (draft chapter 4 and appendix U). Watershed management is generally a 
component of AMPS, which are activity plans (draft pages 2-l and A-29 and 
appendix U). Ccanponents affectin watershed conditions are assessed over time 
through range monitoring studies 9 draft page 2-6 and appendix J). An AMP 
would address means (such as removal of livestock grazing or implementation of 
grazing systems) to improve vegetation cover in sensitive watersheds or areas 
of poor watershed condition. Impacts cannot be estimated prior to development 
of the NlP. 

Page 2-87. Table 2-9 does not establish management goals; rather, it lists 
the ways each planning issue is answered under each alternative. Reclamation 
requirements for surface disturbance and protection of riparian areas are 
presented in table 2-3, as revised. Management actions are described more 
thoroughly by alternative in table 2-7, as revised. 

Page 2-74 and Z-91. Limitations to ORV use were applied to sensitive soils 
areas under draft alternatives C and 0. The impact analysis did not indicate 
a significant decrease in soils loss due to this limitation (draft table 2-10 
and chapter 41: 

w 
Eanagemant actions for land treatments incorrectly referenced code 

instead of 4322 (see revisions to draft table 2-7). The MSA discussed 
the possibility of municipal watershed protection for the Recapture Dam drain- 
age basin (MSA page 4340-28). The San Juan Water Conservancy District did not 
wish to discuss this further (draft page A-69). 

The term "sensitive soils," defined on page 3-28 and in the glossary. does not 
include all soils that are highly susceptible to erosion (draft page 3-33). 
SJRA is covered by third-order soils surveys (mapped at a scale of 1:24,000) 
(IISA page PP-31); BLM believes it would be inappropriate to show all discrete 
areas of soils highly susceptible to erosion on the planning map scale 
(approximately 1:750,000). 

Ground water information for the SJRA is limited (MSA page 4340-22). Specific 
impacts to ground water would be assessed at the project stage (draft pages 
2-1, A-l, and A-29). Compliance with federal and state regulations should 
adequately Imitigate Potential degradation (see revisions to draft page 2-8). 
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Therefore, if ground water degradation occurs, the noticeable inpacts are 
moot. In addition, where injection wells are drilled through UsDWs, well 
construction aust also protect Us)Ws by using proper cementing and casing 
design. A similar analysis should also be done for tar sands development, 
geothermal energy production, and hazardous waste management. However, in 
order to assess inpacts, we suggest that the RMP/EIS include a more 
comprehensive ground water inventory or schedule necessary assessments. 

Grazing/Range Management 

Rangeland ecological condition is described in terms of seral stages. 
The terms "satisfactory" and "unsatisfactory" are also used to describe 
rangeland condition. We recommend that the RMP/EIS define this terminology 
more specifically in terms of watershed stability and erosion, and conditi,on 
of the rangeland ecosystem (fauna, flora, etc.). 

We have several concerns regarding the RMP/EIS direction for grazing and 
range management that we believe should be addressed in revisions to the draft 
RMP/EIS. These concerns are surmwrfzed below. 

Ninety-five percent of the resource area is in a Category I allotment 
classification (page 3-54). with mKh of the area apparently in 
"unsatisfactory" range condition (page A-47). Yet, even with the 
extensive allotment planning that is anticipated, very little improvement 
in ecological condition is planned (page 4-66 and Appendix T). How.will 
such little ecological improvement substantively address the extenslve 
"unsatisfactory" conditions, improve watershed stability and riparian 
problems, and meet FLPMA policy to "protect the quality of . . . 
ecological . . . values" (Section 102(a)(8))? The FLPMA reprirenent to 
protect ecological values should be clearly defined since only 
Alternative 0 would protect natural succession areas (page 2-19). 

Fran the discussion of the preferred alternative on pages 2-11 and 12, it 
appears that BLM would only protect vegetation resources in certain 

We believe that grazing requirements should be developed and 
E%&ted in the EIS that assure vegetation resource protection for the 
entire area. Furtheramre, throughout the discussion of the preferred 
alternative on pages 2-16, 58, and 76, it appears that BLM's primary 
emphasis is on livestock use which we feel should be revised to reflect 
sustained protection of environmental values, and other uses. 

We do not see how the critical thresholds for grazing and the biotic 
components will effectively provide for rangeland ecosystem needs (pages 
4-4 and 5). 

RESPONSE TO COHMENT 22 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY. REGION VIII 

[Comnent page 31 

Grazing/Range tianagemnt 

Definitions of ecological condition, satisfactory range condition, and un- 
satisfactory range condition have been added to the EIS (see revisions to 
draft Glossary). 

- 
The draft indicates that 95 percent of the area falls within 

grazing a loiments classified as I category (draft page 3-54). Range condi- 
tion is only one of several criteria that could lead to I category (draft 
appendix DI. (Refer also to the response to comment 3 from the National 
Wildlife Federation.) 

Many allotments are rated I because they are not producing the maxirmm live- 
stock forage possible. These allobnents have potential for more production 
through grazing systems or land treatments which would increase forage vigor 
or density. 

ik$%% 
Unsatisfactory range condition means that the condition could be 

but does not necessarily mean that the condition is poor. However, 
improveknt may not result in a change in the ecological condition. This does 
not indicate a failure on the part of ELM to protect ecological values in 
accordance with FLPMA. BLM does not agree that only alternative D would 
protect ecological values (see impact analyses for vegetation, draft chapter 
4). Predictions for change in ecological condition in the draft were made 
conservatively, since there is no set formula to use (draft appendix T). 

Pa;,',',,';: BLH routinely protects vegetation resources (draft pages 2-l 
8 and A-2 through A-4). Specific actions for management of vegeta- 

tion for grazing would be developed in AMPS (draft appendix U). All alterna- 
tives assessed in the draft reflected sustained yield and other environmental 
protection values emphasized in FLPMA (draft page l-9). 

Pag: 2-16. Review of draft table 2-18 does not show that the preferred alter- 
native emphasizes grazing at the expense of environmental values. For live- 
stock grazing, the impact analysis shows both a loss of area and a loss of 
incone. The analysis shows a gain in the area with significant restrictions 
on surface develoFm>ent (areas protected for primitive recreation or within VRII 
class I). The draft states that surface-disturbing uses would defer to man- 
agement for primitive recreation opportunities (draft page S-4, 2-16, and 
appendix A; see revisions to draft page 2-15). 

BLH id confident.that critical thresholds in table 4-l adequate1.y 
rangeland ecosystem needs. 
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The preferred alternative would maintain grazing use at "existing 
levels", yet watersheds would be protected (page 2-15). How is existing 
grazing use (and its continuation) adequately protecting watersheds? For 
wrmple, the only redwtlons of soil erosion by controlling grazing would 
come fran some exclusions and range treatments (page 4-65). Watershed 
and water quality reglfranents for grazfn management should be included 
for the preferred alternative objectives 9 page 2-55). 

How was it detetmined that there is enough forage to meet "the demand for 
full active preference" (page 3-57) and still adequately protect/improve 
multiple rangeland values even though the monitoring to make such 
utilfzation.decisions is not yet available? 

Under the preferred alternative, new land "treatments" would be done on 
241,960 acres (page 2-68) to "increase available forage" (page 2-19). We 
recannend that the fUfP/EIS provide the specific criteria to be used to 
assure that the expenditure of range betterment funds will result in 
"benefits to wildlife? watershed“, and/or arresting "much of the 
continuing deterioration" that may exist (FLPMA Section 401(b)(l)). 

Big gmne wildlife habitat appears to be the focus of the wildlife 
discussion. How will range management affect other wildlife species and 
habitat? 

What is the planned schedule for doing new allotment management plans? 

Floodplains, Wetlands; Rfparian Areas 

Another major concern to EPA is the provision of adequate protection for 
floodplains, wetlands, and riparian areas since "riparfan and aquatic habitats 
are mt now actively managed" (MSA page 4350-34). The discussion of existing 
riparian area and aquatic conflicts on pages 3-50 and 51 is a good start; 
however, the actual existing conditions (including impaired functions) should 
be addressed in m)re depth. Existing condition is strongly suggested by 
statements in the fUfP/EIS that the riparian areas are "heavily utilized" by 
livestock (page 3-57); that several drainages have "significant downcutting" 
which is "reducing rfparfan vegetation" (page 3-33); and that livestock 
grazing is causing "overutilization of the vegetation and degradation of water 
wality" (MSA page 4350-65). We recarmend that BLM quantify the amount of 
wetlands that exist in the SJRA. 

We support the following statement of BLM direction (page 2-B) for all 
alternatives: 

Management actions in floodplains and wetlands will 
preserve, protect, and, if necessary, restore natural 
functions in accordance with laws, executive orders, 
and regulations. 

RESPONSE TO COMJIENT 22 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION VIII 

[Comment page 41 

#Y=P -. 
Maintaining grazing at existing use levels refers to licensed use 

ra t able 2 7). it does not imply that no changes would be made in grazing 
management. The preferred alternative provides for intensive manageawnt 
through grazing systems and other means (draft appendix VI. 
managed to maintain or improve vegetation cover, 

If grazing is 
watersheds would be protect- 

ed; the impact analysis shows a decrease in soils loss under the prferred 
alternative (draft table 2-10 and chapter 4). Specific watershed management 
requirements would be developed under AMPS. 

Page 3-57. Although complete range monitoring data are not available to prove 
or disprove whether SJRA can produce forage to meet the demand of full active 
preference, the R!fP team range staff used professional judgnmnt in the assump- 
tion that this could occur. It was asslsned that proper grazing management 
would provide for multiple rangeland values, and that grazing systems and 
maintenance of existing seedings are necessary to produce and properly use 
this amount of forage. The text of the draft has been changed to clarify this 
(see revisions to draft p. 3-57). 

Page 2-68. The RMP provides broad managemnt guidance, not site-specific 
project planning. Prior to the decision to implement a range project, includ- 
ing land treatrrrnts, a benefit-cost analysis and a site-specific NEPA document 
would be completed (draft page 2-1, A-l, and A-29; also BLM manual section 
1740.13). 

The text has been clarified to indicate that many wildlife species reside 
within SJRA (revisions to draft page 3-41). Impacts to any affected wildlife 
species would be assessed in site-specific documentation prepared at the 
project planning level (draft pages 2-1, A-l, and A-29). 

A specific schedule for developing and implemnting AHPs will be presented as 
part of the RPS concurrently with the final RMP (draft page I-10). 

Floodplains, Wetlands, and Riparian Areas 

BLHquantified the amount of wetland in SJRA (draft page 3-49 and table 3-51); 
the figure has been revised in response to another comnent (see response to 
comment 3 from the flational Wildlife Federdtion). 

BLH lacks data on watershed condition, including riparian areas. Rangeland 
monitoring studies will provide data on riparian areas, which will be incor- 
porated into future activity planning regarding grazing adjustments or spe- 
cific range projects (draft appendix J). 

BLH appreciates this support of direction on draft page 2-8 used for all 
alternatives. 
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However, we found this direction to lack sufficient support in the rest of the 
RMP/EIS and MSA. For exanple. the "use pressure now occurring on riparian and 
aquatic habitats . . . is expected to continue, causing this type of habitat 
to continue to degrade in quantity and quality" (MSA page 4350-49). As 
another example, how is the direction to "preserve", 'protect", and "restore" 
adequately supported by the additional direction to "minimize degradation of 
aquatic habitats" (also from page Z-8111 We recoranend that the direction under 
the preferred alternative for riparian vegetation be more precise and 
conprehensive (page 2-88 and A-20). Additionally, we suggest that Table AB-1 
include riparian/wetland implementation actions. 

The preferred alternative would protect only two areas, upper Indian 
Creek (a trout fishery) and Cajun Pond (page 2-l6). Indian Creek would have 
20 acres excluded from grazing versus 220 acres under Alternative D 
(page A-172). Nunerous other allotments would have riparian areas excluded 
fran grazing under non-preferred alternatives (pages A-168 through 179). 
Consequently, we are concerned about how the preferred alternative will 
provide adequate grazing management and control if exclusions are not planned. 
A more aggressive action plan is recumnended. Additionally, the preferred 
alternative direction to not allow "Grazing and other livestock uses" in 
floodplain/riparian areas (page A-20) is not consistent with the rest of the 
RMP/EIS. 

The impact disclosure for the preferred alternative calls for a "net 
increase of about 140 acres of riparianlaquatic habitat“ (page 4-671. Is this 
creation of new habitat? We question whether this objective is adequate or an 
appropriate measure given the problems that have been identified. We 
recannend that the environmental disclosure address much more specifically the 
over-all effects (including inpacts on functional values) to riparian areas 
and wetlands by alternative. 

The FtMP/EIS (pages A-63 and 73) and MSA (page 4350-65) estimate 38,400 
acres of aquatic and riparian area (based on a .13 mile average width). 
Floodplains and areas with high seasonal water tables are said to total about 
55,000 acres on page 3-33. Yet, on page A-20, only 1500 acres are stated to 
be floodplains and riparian/aquatic areas (based on a 25 foot average width). 
We request the use of consistent, acarrate acreages for floodplains, riparian 
areas, and wetlands. Documentation for using only a 25 foot average width is 
also requested. 

Other EPA recannendations include: 

0 listing of projects to be initiated under BLM's Riparian Area Management 
by Objectives program, 

0 description of specific standards and objectives for wetland-riparian 
area restoration and improvement. 

0 inclusion of RMP guidelines for forage utilization rates, streanbank 
protection. wetland protection/rehabilitation, and for preservation of 
over-hanging vegetation, 

RESPONSE TO COl+lENT 2; ENVIROM.lENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY. REGION VIII 

CComnent page 53 

The MSA indicates tnat degradation of riparian habitat has occured. BLM will 
provide corrective management actions. The management comnon to all 
alternatives includes admi.;istrative changes needed for proper resource 
management, as well as sane prior management pracices (draft figure I-31. 

Table AB-1 shows how plan decisions will be implemented. For each management 
program (table 2-7), the RMP provisions would be applied to all actions. 
Under the preferred alternative, the riparian special conditions (appendix A) 
would become part of the plan decisions. 

All riparian areas will be protected as required by laws, executive orders 
and regulations (draft page 2-E). In the draft, upper Indian Creek and Ca;on 
Pond would have additional special management. Cajon Pond is in the proposed 
Hovenweep ACEC (see revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix I). After the 
draft was issued DLM decided the upper Indian Creek drainage did not need a 
livestock exclusion (see revisions to draft page 5-2). Specific riparian 
areas may be closed to grazing later through AMPS. However, most riparian 
areas can be managed for improvement while allowing some grazing. 

w 
The exclusion of grazing and other livestock use in riparian areas 

un er a ternative E was an error (see revisions to draft appendix Al. 

Y 

The riparian nabitat increase is in comparison to the impacts for 
a ternatlve A in the year 2000, not to ttle existing situation (draft page 

- . The habitat would increase as a result.either when a current loss 
ceased to occur or when existing riparian areas expand (draft pages 4-67 and 
4-68). This does not imply that riparian areas will be created where none now 
exist, and is not an objective but a projected impact. 

BLM lacks data on watershed and riparian areas. More Specific discussion of 
the effects of alternative management on functional values of riparian areas 
would require more detailed information than is now available on existing 
condition, specific problems and their causes, and projected solutions. 

BLM has revised the corridor width. The riparian acreage on draft page A-73 
reflects the riparian corridor of 660 feet used in the MSA (draft page A-61, 
A-73); the draft used a corridor of 25 feet (draft page A-20). The corridor 
width used in tne final EIS is 100 feet, or 6,000 acres (see revisions to 
draft page 3-49, table 3-6, and chapter 4). Draft appendix H has been revised 
to clarify the rationale behind changing the MSA figures. 

Projects listed under BLH's Managemnt by Objective program would come from 
activity plans and project plans developed after the RMP. 
plans have been added to the proposed RMP (appendix B). 

Watershed activity 

Objectives for individual wetland-riparian areas would be developed later 
through activity plans. The level of detail included in the RMP (draft page 
2+3 and ta le 2-5 
given tne 'I eve1 o t' 

IS believed appropriate for d broad-scale land-use Plan, 
detail of inventory information available to BLM. 

The draft nas been revised to include guidelines for forage utilization rates 
(see dpprndix BB). Guidelines for protection or preservation of specific 
areas would be developed througn activity Plans, as stated above, 
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0 and a description of how future actions will conply with Executive Orders 
11990 (Protection of Wetlands) and 11988 (Floodplain Management). 

Special Management Designations 

Several potential ACECs were.identified because of hazardous and sensitve 
watersheds with various erosion. riparian, water quality, and aquatic life 
problems (pages A-69 through 71 and elsewhere in the RMP/EIS, and MSA pages 
4340-27 through 33). These areas vmre not recommended for A&EC designation in 
the preferred alternative apparently because it was felt that project-specific 
mitigation under existing management and RMP/EIS special conditions would be 
adequate to address the problems. However, we feel that the draft RMP/EIS did 
not adequately demonstrate that existing management is sufficient. We have 
also recunnended a pro-active approach in identifying special 
planning/inplementatfon initiatives for these areas (if an ACEC designation is 
not recumsended), and we have identified problems with the special conditions 
in Appendix A (refer to our watershed and rfparian comments). 

We feel that ACEC designation can be an important opportunity to initiate 
needed plannning and to seek planning/inplementation funding. Consequently, 
we suggest a re-evaluation of the draft RMP/EIS decision to not propose these 
areas as AEECs. 

Minerals Management 

FLPMA rewires that mining activities be regulated "to prevent 
unnecessary and undue degradation of the land" (Section 302(b)). We question 
whether management objectives for the preferred alternative are consistent 
with this provision since the only protection would apply to "certain 
recreational values" (page 2-53). The FLPMA requirements should be defined in 
relation to minerals activities meeting water quality standards and 
antidegradation requirements. Objectives for protecting watershed, wildlife, 
and riparian area and wetland values also should be included. The above 
considerations should also be addressed in the discussion of mining claim 
administration on page 3-21. 

With renewed interest in gold mining along the San Juan River 
(page 3-31), EPA recommends that the RMP/EIS describe how mining is being 
planned and managed to protect water quality standards and riparian-wetland 
values. 

We question why BLM is proposing to have no oil and gas seasonal 
restrictions for wildlife (page S-2). We suggest inter-agency coordination in 
developing a consensus on needed restrictions. 

Wilderness 

EPA's review of the Utah BLM Statewide Wilderness Draft EIS (COPY 
enclosed) states our reconendation for using the local RMP/EIS process for 
analyzing wilderness suitability and other multiple resource decisions by 
alternative. BLM would then submit the Wilderness Study Reports in the 
context of current RMPs and Management Franework Plans, on a Statewide basis, 
to Congress as 

e 
lanned. A Statewide Programmatic Wilderness EIS is 

suggested. In his manner, we feel that carpeting uses, appropriate 
management, and trade-offs associated with wilderness or non-wilderness 
designations can be most effectively addressed. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 22 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY. REGION VIII 

CComnent page 6j 

Because BLM cannot predict what future actions might be proposed. compliance 
of specific future actions with executive orders would be determined either 
through an activity plan or at the time a specific proposal is received. 

Special Ihnagement Designations 

BLM agrees that ACEC designations are important. BLM assumed that any alter- 
native selected would be adequately funded (draft page l-2). and does not see 
ACEC designation as a means to gain additional funding. 

The draft has been revised to explain the rationale for decisions to either 
carry preliminary potential ACECs forward or to drop them from further consid- 
eration (see revisions to draft appendix H). Areas were proposed for ACEC 
designation where special managemntwas believed necessary to protect rele- 
vant and important values at risk (see BLM manual section 1617.8.) The pros- 
pective ACECs identified to protect riparian areas were not carried forward 
because development of management prescriptions comnon to all alternative and 
special conditions for the preferred alternative were believed sufficient to 
protect riparian values. 

Minerals Management 

BLM is aware of FLPMA's requirements regarding unnecessary and undue degrada- 
tion of public lands (draft Page l-9). The statement cited in this comment 
concerns acreage available for mine claim location under the different alter- 
natives, not protection from mining activities. me mining laws limit appli- 
cation of alternative management actions to mining activities (draft pages 
l-6, l-10, and 3-21). Guidance for management of mining activies is on draft 
page 2-3. Objectives and actions for protecting watershed, wildlife, and 
riparian areas are found in the draft in table S-l, pages 2-7 through 2-8, 
table 2-5, and appendix A (as revised). These would be applied to any acti- 
vity, including mining, to the extent possible without curtailing legal rights 
(draft page 2-l). 

RMP stipulations that affect mining along the San Juan River are stated in the 
draft on page A-25 under the San Juan River SRMA. 

Seasonal restrictions to protect wildlife were developed under alternative E, 
and were included in the impact assessment. Table S-l incorrectly showed 
these restrictions under Alternative D (see revisions to draft table S-l). 

Wilderness Review 

The draft discusses management of WSAs and ISAs if released from wilderness 
review oy Congress (draft page l-2). In Utah, the wilderness review process 
is being conducted separately from RMP development. It is assumed tnat areas 
released by Congress from wilderness review would be managed for nonwilderness 
purposes. Therefore, DLH did not attempt through the RMP to protect wilder- 
ness values in areas released from wilderness review, nor to assess the 
irnpdcts to tnose values. 
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Our concerns are underscored by the preferred alternative intentions to 
not protect any wilderness values of the Wilderness Study Areas (WSAsI other 
than primitive recreation and sane semiprimitive recreation values in certain 
areas (page 2-11). .We do not feel that cumulative impacts for each WSA under 
non-wilderness designations have been adequately disclosed in the RMP/EIS (as 
required on page 1-J). 

Threatened and Endangered (T/El Species 

We recamnend a revision of management objectives (page 248) to include 
all measures needed to conserve threatened, endangered, and sensitive plant 
and animal species in response to Sections 2(C) and 312) of the Endangered 
Species Act. We believe that neither Table 2-10 or the Enviromaental 
Consequences chapter adequately describe projected inpacts to T/E species and 
habitat. 

Monitoring 

We camnend BLM for including a monitoring appendix. Due to the technical 
corrplexities involved in designing and implementing a monitoring progran that 
adequately links management activities with water quality and watershed 
objectives (including antidegradation requirements and other narrative WQS 
such as for aquatic life, as well as nlrmeric WQSl, the RMP should be quite 
specific about BLM plans to conduct monitoring and evaluations to determine 
achievement of water quality objectives. We suggest that the following 
components of the corrprehensive water quality monitoring strategy be addressed 
to the extent possible (in the monitoring appendix) at this level of planning: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

goals and objectives (including effects on endangered species). 

types of surveys (long-term or intensive) or assessments 
(including habitat evaluations and bianonitoring) to be used, 

paraeters and frequency to be monitored and their suitability in 
achieving the monitoring goals and objectives, 

applicability of existing assssment models such as COWFISH for assessment 
of existing conditions related to attaining or maintaining fish habitat, 

management and environmental indicators, e.g., aquatic habitat, macroin- 
vertebrates, and sediment delivery, to be used in assessing irrpacts of 
past, ongoing, and proposed activities. 

use of activity monitoring in sensitive areas, 

monitoring responsibilities of BLM, mineral development lease/claim 
holders, and other state and federal agencies. 

mechanism for monitoring implementation. 

determination of adequacy of best management practices, 

reporting requirements, 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 22 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY. REGION VIII 

[Comment page 71 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Upon review, BLM has accepted the suggestion to change the wording of manage- 
ment objectives for T/E species (see revisions to draft table 2-5). General 
guidelines for management of T/E species are on draft page 2-8. BLM is confi- 
dent that draft table 2-10 and chapter 4 adequately project impacts to T/E 
species (see, for example, draft page 4-53 and 4-54). As stated on page 2-8, 
BLM would not knowingly allow any actions to occur on public lands in SJRA 
that would jeopordize a T/E species or its habitat. 

bnitoring 

BLM appreciates this comnent's support of the monitoring appendix. 

In response to this comment, BLM has added an element to table AB-1 regarding 
implementation of a water quality monitoring plan for SJRA (see revisions to 
draft appendix A). BLM believes the level of detail suggested by this comnent 
would be inappropriate at the RMP level of planning; however, the change to 
table AD-1 would provide a framework to establish the detailed strategy recom- 
mended. This comnentwill be reviewed when a detailed water quality monitor- 
ing plan is prepared. 

It is not possible for BLM to routinely monitor every water source within 
SJRA. State law ensures that public drinking water supplfes are monitored 
monthly. No antidegradation segments have been established within SJRA. Most 
of the waters the state has classified either do not fall on public land 
within SJRA, or drain a much greater area (see comnent response, above). 

BLM accepts responsibility to protect and enhance the quality of water on 
public lands in accordance with law. The Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
Anendnents of 1972 (33 U.S.C. 1151 et seq.) require extensive water data to 
support establishment of reasonable standards and assessment of causal rela- 
tionships. However, the laws do not provide a mechanism to ensure a given 
level of either baseline data collection or compliance monitoring. 
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0 aquatic life objectives, monitoring inethodology, and threshold levels for 
modification in management direction, 

0 the feedback loop (with m)re specifics than on page A-30) to achieve 
timely modifications to activities in response to monitoring results. 

Funding for water quality monitorfng to determine compliance with WQS and 
trends "will depend on the funding necessary to accanplish the field and 
laboratory vnrk" (page 3-36). We would like the RMP to take a much more 
aggressive approach in budgeting for monitoring as an essential aspect of 
multiple use management. 

As part of rangeland management, monitoring mqy be necessary to measure 
changes in water quantity and quality. We believe that measurement of water 
paraneters needs to be an integral part of the comprehensive monitoring plan. 

Monitoring objectives for soil and water on page A-36 should relate 
directly to compliance with WQS (including aquatic life and other beneficial 
uses). and soil loss objectives. 

Other Concerns 

Extensive site-specific project planning and impact analysis/disclosure 
will be done under this broad RMP/EIS. We believe that there will be a 
continuing need for public and other agency involvement in planning some of 
these projects (rather than just having the analyses available in the ELM 
office!. The strategy for this involvement should be addressed in more 
detail. The water quality-related coordination and consultation with other 
government agencies should be described. We suggest periodic Federal/State 
inter-agency meetings called by ELM as part of a contfnuing coordination 
strategy. The IBtP should identify procedures that will be used to ensure 
consistency with water quality management plans for the area that have 
recently been completed by the Southeastern Utah Association of Local 
Governments (SEUALG). Now will ELM cooperate with the Utah Bureau of Water 
Pollution Control and the SEUALG (since they are not listed as being consulted 
during the planning process on pages 5-3 and 411 

We caunend the inclusion of alternative budgets and the implementation 
schedule. We believe that RMPs are very important in identifying priority 
projects and for setting budget priorities. What is the budgeting process to 
implement RMP-identified programs? Numerous plans are scheduled for 
caapletion within one year of RMP approval (Table AB-1). Is this realistic? 
We request that table AB-1 be expanded to list the specific inventories, 
assessments, and management plans to be done (in priority order) along with 
the planned schedule for competion. Of particular concern to EPA to have 
included are: water quality/aquatic life assessments; watershed and related 
activity plans; salinity control plans; cooperative management plans; wetland 
and riparian area inventories; riparian area and wetland management plans; and 
peregrin falcon and black-footed ferret inventories (refer to page 3-531. 

RESPONSE TO COMHENT 22 ENVIROt@ENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY. REGION VIII 

[Comnent page 81 

Other Concerns 

Activity plans and site-specific project planning will be subject to the NEPA 
process, which allows for continued public involvement (draft pages 2-1, 5-10, 
A-l, and A-291. 

Consultation with other agencies is part of the NEPA process. ELM cooperates 
with several state and federal agencies on water quality sampling and analysis 
(see revisions to draft chapter 5). 
system (draft pages 2-7 and 2-8). 

Data are maintained on the USGS STORET 

ELM appreciates this comnent's support of the alternative budgets included in 
the draft. These have been revised in the proposed RtlP and final EIS (see 
revisions to draft tables 2-4, AK-2, w-3. AK-4. and K-5; see also the 
response to comnent 9, Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance.) 

%lPs and activity plans are used in varying degrees to develop statewide 
program packages for budget requests. The BLM Washington Office. Department 
of the Interior, and the Office of Management and Budget then prepare the 
President's budget submission to Congress. It is assumed (draft page l-2) 
that BLM would support funding of the projects in the RMP. or else the RMP 
would not be approved. Congress determines relative budget priorities and 
funds BLN by program; there may be a discrepancy between what is submitted to 
Congress and what Congress allocates. 

At the time the final RMP is prepared, table A5-1 will be revl:ed to be as 
specific as possible, and will be prioritized where feasible (see the proposed 
RMP in volume 1). However, a broad-scale land-use plan does not delve into 
site-specific projects, 

Table AD-1 has been revised to include an element for inventory and assessmnt 
of watershed- and wildlife-related topics mentioned in this conment (see 
revisions to draft pages A-36 and A-37). 
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We recormnend that the itrplementation schedule show the inventories needed 
for identifying "sites with potentially hazardous wastes" (page 2-8). The 
most recent BLM policies for inventorying and development of management plans 
should be included. The inter-agency coordination strategy for this program 
should also be described. 

We request that certain parts of Table 2-10 be revised to docmnent in 
narrative format the "Sunsnary Comparison of Inpacts". This is specifically 
needed for: water quality standards compliance (including chemical, physical, 
and biological integrity); qualitative inpacts to vegetation from grazing;. 
z;l;f;tlve impacts to watershed quality; and qualitative impacts to wildlife 

Under discussion of NEPA compliance on page A-37, we suggest a revision 
specifically noting the need to assess and document both activity-specific and 
cumulative impacts using all available tools and methods. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 22 _____- ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION VIII 

[Comment page 91 

w 
The general management objectives of the hazardous waste program 

aye een revised (see revisions to draft page 2-8). Table AD-1 has been 
revised to include an element for hazardous materials inventory (see revisions 
to draft appendix A). Because agency guidance for this program remains 
pending, the RMP/EIS can not identify specifics. 

Table 2-10 surrmarizes the extensive impact assessment narrative in chapter 4. 
NEPA guidance directs the agency to provide quantitative data where possible; 
qualitative data on impacts to watershed quality and wildlife habitat from 
grazing are not available and would be intrinsically subjective. 

The discussion of the NEPA process on draft page A-37 is a footnote, and so is 
necessarily abbreviated. An expanded discussion of the NEPA process in rela- 
tion to activity-specific projects is found in the draft on pages 2-l. 5-10, 
A-l and A-29. NEPA requires consideration of curmlative impacts; it was 
assumed that site-specific NEPA documentation would canply with law (draft 
page l-10). 

NOTE: Comments addressed to ELM's Utah State Director regarding the state- 
wide wilderness EIS were included with this comnent letter but have 
not been reprinted. 

CkTnqe to the EIS? Yes. 



POLICY AND PROCEDURES 
"Review oi Federal Actions Impacting the Environment w EPA, Office of 
Federal Activities, Washington, D.C., October 3, 1964. 

SO!OlARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS 
AND FOLLOW-UP ACTION 

Lnvironncnt~l Inwcc of the Action 

LO-Lack of Objections 
Tne EPA review has r&c identified any vormcial cnvironmcnral Lenacts 
rewiring subrranrive chanS+r LO thc.p;oposrl. 

_~..~ 
Tne twier may have dircloscd 

oppOrCunitiesefor application of miriracion .CLIU~CI that could be 

EC-Environnental Concerns 
7%~ EPA review ha.) idenrified cnvironmcarA1 impacts that should be Avoided in 
order LO fully protect the cnvironrrenr. Corrective ~c~sures any require 
changer fo rhc preferred ~Ircm~civc or applicrrion of miEigacion mcrrurer 
LIISL cm reduce the l nvironmcncrl iopacr. EPA wuld Like to work rich the 
lead agency to reduce these impacts. 

ED-Environmental Objecrionr 
The EIA review has idsncified sjgnifiemc cnvitonmtntal impacts thrr muet be 
waidvd in ordti‘ to provide l dequrrc prorccrion for the environment. 
Corrective mea~urcs say rep&e aubsranrial changer to the prcfrrtcd aIrem.- 
civr or conriderarion of some other projrcc l lrernarivt (including the no 
e-ion alrernrtivc or l new l lrcrnarive) . EPA inceodl LO work uich the lead 
agency LO reduce these impacts. 

EL!--Eovironnrarrlly Unsacirfverory 
lYe EPA rev~cw has identified adverse l nvironmenral impacts fhac are of 
sufficient magnitude that they *r~ unlrrisfrccoty from Lhe stmdpoinc of 
public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work virh 
the lead agency Co reduce these impaerr. If the potential unlacisfrecory 
impacts are noC corrected l the final EIS sage, thir proposal will be 
rrcormmded for referral CO the CEO. 

Adcouacv of the Imacr Scarcacnr 

caccgory I-Aidequare 
EPA believes the draft LIS l dcquarely #eCs forth chc environmental ispaec(r) 
of the prefartrd l lceraarivc and those of the l lternarives reanonably avail- 
able fo chv project o+ action. No further l nalyria or dacA collection is 
neewsary, but fhk rrvirver MY augSrsr the addition of clarifying language or 
information. 

Cacqory Z--Insufficient Information 
he draft El.5 does SOL concrin sufficicnc information for EPA to fully assess 
l nvitonmenral impaeca chat should be avoided in ordw to fully protect Lht 
environment, or the EPA reviewer has idenrified new reasonably available 
l Ircrnacivrr chat are virhia rhv sp~ccwm of rlremacives Andyred in chr 
draft EIS. vhich could reduce the environmental impacts of Cha action. The 
identified additional information. data, malyaer, or dircwaian should be 
included in Lhe final EIS. 

Category 3-Inadequate 
EPA does not believe chat the drafr 115 adequately assesses poccnrially 
significant cnvironmeatrl impacts of the l ct~pn, or ch* EPA reviewer has 
identified nw. rwsoaably available blrcm~tivcr that are outside of the 
sprcfrup.,of aIrernativas analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed 
in o?‘der;ro reduce the potentially rignificmc vnvironncncal impacts. EPA 
believes Lhac rfir identified additional information. data. analyses, or 
dircurrik~1Fc Of such a magnitude that they should have full public review 
at . draft #tags. EPA does not believe that rhc draft US ir adequate for the 
purporcr of rhc NEPA and/or &scion 309 review. and Ihus should be formally 
revised and made available for public c-ent in a rupplccnen~al or rcviacd 
drafr EIS. h Che basis of che pocenciA1 ri:nificant impacu involved, rhir 
proposal could be a candidara for referral CD the CEQ. 



COWEN 23 

IQllt.i-Lasal 599 west Price River Drive 
Natialal Forest Pric%, Utah 84501 

Replyto: 1900 

Date: Cktober 27, 1986 

Mr. Eascherick 
San Juan Rescume -Manager 
P-0. Box 7 
mtice110, Utah 84535 

Daar Fd: 

Weappreciatetheqpartunityto ccmnentontheSanJuanResutce Managanent Plan 
andhcpethatarr clrrmentswillbe bmeficial to ycu. The Qcurrwt is generally 
well prt together and adequately displays alternatives. We like ymr use of 
figuresandtexttocmvsytbai.nfoxmatLmneededtomxk&md the alternatives. 
-, we feel an cpm* exists for plblic m of the 
ck2ammb. Ihe _. L .tyfcnlni~ is lxused forthelmst part by 
tbwaydataorinfamatia-~ispresentedmtbefigures. Thepresentatimmay 
dsnmiagm&e.rlevelofhxile@ethanthep&licmaypossess. 

- Figures S-l ttuuqh S-4 shi ths bamdaxy of tk San Juan Rescmrce AI-eat0 
iI-zlu&mxt of San Jusn county, txt do lntmake Clear thatCzm$nlaNIs 
Natiami Park, Glsn Caiym Natkmal. Recreatim h-e& the Navajo Idian 
Rese?aatim, the Manti-Lasal Naticnal Forest, and land in State and private 
WW-ShiPE=X?lkYt- bythismlagemmtPlan. Thefigures~aythese 
landsasbeilqan%sof -s;nfaceuse. Natimal Forest Systm (N'FS) 
1-==maMgedby dhectim in tfie Wxkicello Unit Plan applwed in 1976 
unti1itls superceeded. 

- Figmes 2-12 through 2-15 disp+y the mtential LaM meatmmts urxkr the 
varicus al-tzemlatiw, amI it appears that - in Alternative E, vihere 
241,960 acres ama treated, the aczqe is a small part of the whole. 
I+wevwr, if the lands in state, private, ard othzr qel-xzy ant?ml are 
identified,tfietrsatedand~~~plbliclandsineach~ilternati~~d 
b3mXe apparent awl possibly nore siqlficant. If you persist mt 
elimhathq State, private, ard otkw Feel lends m the plats, tkn ycu 
shxldshmthe eiuwgetheseotheragenciasexpeottotreat. 

- I~FigureI-6, ~~licationis thezmareru, validclaims. We rrnderstanda 
~idclaim~fersmineral~htstoen~~~,even~it~~t 
be-. Youmightwanttomkeafcokmte that a plat is correct 
subjecttoexistiqvalidclaint~ 

- In Figures 3-l thxuqh 3-8. t& lnirmmls p?mblan.is 
3-1. 

-onFigure 
Ihe rexlerlsleftlnd3ubtbythewhlteareawhichirci~&.~ State, 

privs~andothwFechallards. Category4mightbelandscxuered byOff= 
Resaxce Managenent Plans, or ca~esl~ 3 might be 
fmn tim plm and displayed m the plat. 

RESPONSE TO CO+iMENT 23 ~- __= FOREST SERVICE.‘MANTI-LASAL NF __--. 

[Conment page 11 

ELM appreciates this support of the document and agrees that public misunder- 
standing is possible with a complex array of alternatives. 

Figures S-l through S-4. The sumnary figures could be interpreted to imply 
that lands not managed by BLM fall under standard surface use. The ownership 
setting and federal administration setting are described in.the introduction 
(draft tables I-3, I-4 and i-5) and are mapped (draft figures I-4. 1-5 and 
I-6). The format of the sumnary maps has not been changed for this proposed 
RMP and final EIS; however, its map does distinguish surface management. 

Figures 2-12 through 2-15. The potential land treatment maps indicated that 
acreages applied to public lands only (see legend). State and private lands 
were not shown on most maps because of the scale. Because the land ownership 
pattern is regular throughout most of SJRA, and because private lands are 
clumped in the northeast part of SJRA, surface ownership was shown only in 
figure I-5. This was believed sufficient for analysis purposes. bnership is 
shown on the proposed RMP map. 

y; I-6.. BLM does not agree that figure I-6 implies there are no valid 
IS figure shows mineral ownership. Although a valid mining claim 

gives the mining claimant broad rights to develop locatable minerals, owner- 
ship of the minerals remains with the Federal Government until the mining 
claim is patented. Neither the surface nor the mineral estate of a patented 
claim belongs to the Federal Government. 

As noted above, state and private lands were not shown on most 
iTk$%Sie of the scale. Figure 3-l shows the existing situation as far as 
oil and gas leasing categories are concerned. The pattern of state sections 
shows up in sane areas because of the way the categories are shown on BLM 
master title plats; however, the legend indicates that only public land/ 
federal minerals acres were used. 

Oil and gas leasing categories have a very specific meaning in terms of public 
land management (draft page 3-l and appendix L). The system does not provide 
for categorizing lands managed by another federal agency. The leasing cate- 
gories shown in figure 3-l correlate with the leasing categories In table 3-2. 
which are taken from BLM master title plats. The draft did not use a four- 
category leasing systfln, but the proposed RMP and final EIS does (see 
revisions to draft page 3-1 and appendix L). 
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- Figures 3-2, 3-4, 3-7. ti 3-0 SW+ miwalsinionnaticn(IIlardsother 
thn &ubliC lends. Figura 3-5 provides lldnemlsMarmaticnforp.lbliclarvls 
cnly,andFigure3-6doesrrrtprwidethesanelevelofinformati~onState, 
p7svate#andNFs1andsthatltprwidescnothar1an&. 1tinfe=theya= 
allopentoentry~thareare sevemlwi+zMEwalsmadea-lNFSlanls. 

-Ihel~lofinformatFcncn~lofthefiguresshaiLdbe~~. 

ch page I-10, tfie Draft indicates the SJRA is respcrrsible for managenent of 
mheralsresxncesa-1lands~byotherFedarsllAgencies.Wes"3'3~ 
that+&3SJRAc!cqmative1yrnaMges taItitisn3t respn%zible, at least insofar as 
NFslsndsareazlmxwd. l'WtextshzuIdbeco=eckd and Table I-4 revised to 
Clarify this cooperative relatiaxship in mineras managanent in the following 
-: 

-Th0Fb?XStsenricelNSt ccl?senttoany1easirg. Am's ardpmposedlease 
-a.re~enttDtheFarestfCrr Wtiu~5 m st.ipAatiars. Any 
auffacecpmatiatsaresubjecttoForestSamlcenqulati~. Areashave 
beenc1ceedtDinimral lea&qasaresultoflhitorFore&pl~. 

-meForestSamicehasfullontmlwarthesaleableminerals. 

In auze&hg Table I-4, wa suggest the 152 acres at the Baker Rargw Static is 
managedsimil~tDNFSltads. 

Cur retards &cw tha NFS lards to be 366,64i axes which is lees tbzan 366,853 
acJMya3shxintablessndtext. 

Dark Gsnycn wildalxss, by law, I.5 45,ooo atxes and is clcsed to antry and 
hasing. Ihetext,figums,andtablesskn~Idbe CclrrectedbshaJthis. Also 
tfieseareuUxrNFSlacds+Amthaveammrface~ sti~atim that 
affwtsmLmralCCtltities. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 23 FOREST SERVICE. MANTI-LASAL NF 

CComnent page 21 

Figures 3-2, 3-4. 3-5, 3-7, and 3-8 show areas believed fav6rable for minerals 
occurrence. In favorable areas, deposits have an equal probability of occur- 
ring below state, private, or federal surface. 

iiis%-F 
As stated on draft pages 3-18 and 3-19, figure 3-6 shows lands 

e erally owned locatable minerals that are not open to entry under the 
federal mining laws. The laws do not apply to nonfederal minerals (draft 
table I-4 and figure I-6). BLM is aware that Congress established the Dark 
Canyon Wilderness September 28, 1984 (16 U.S.C. 1132. 1982 (Supp II, 1984)), 
and that designated wilderness areas are generally withdrawn from mineral 
entry (16 U.S.C. 1133, 1982). The draft has been revised to show this area as 
not open to mineral entry (see revisions to draft figure 3-6). BLM master 
title plats (October 1985) do not show other withdrawals on USFS lands in SJRA 
(except150 acres, shown in draft table 3-41. The Record of Decision and 
Sumnary, Land and Resource Management Plan, 14ntf-LaSal NF, dated November 5, 
1986, does not appear to show any withdrawals, either in the text or on the 
map. The Anti-LaSal plan indicates ongoing withdrawal review, by fiscal 
year, of areas withdrawn under obsolete executive orders (repealed by FLPMA), 
but does not indicate that any areas have been withdrawn from mineral entry 
since 1976 (such as the Dark Canyon Wilderness). BLM would revise figure 3-6 
if provided with specific information, although this RMP/EIS addresses BLM 
management of ELM-acfninistered lands and resources, not USFS management of 
USFS-atiinistered lands. 

BLM is confident that each figure shows the level of information appropriate 
to the topic being discussed. 

The statements regarding manageskant of salable minerals have been changed 
(revisions to draft page I-10). ELM considers USFS surface management goals 
in ahinistering leasable minerals (see revisions to draft page 5-2). 

Table I-4 shows management of mineral resources, not surface achiinistration. 
The minerals below the Daker Ranger Station, under an administrative withdraw- 
al, are managed by USFS. BLFI participates in the administratfon of minerals 
under the remainder of the NF. 

DLPl master title plats indicate the acreage of the Kanti-LaSal NF to be that 
shown in the draft. OLMhas changed the acreage in the proposed RMP, but not 
in tile final EIS because the difference in acres would not change the analysis. 

Tne text and maps of the draft have been corrected as requested regarding the 
Uark Canyon Wilderness (see revisions to draft pages 1-4 and 3-23). 

BLEI did not address elk in SJRA because only about 25 animals winter on public 
lands (ElSA page PP-63). When tne elk population increases to the point that 
managc~nent of their habitat in SJRA becomes a concern, the RflP will be modi- 
fied if necessary (draft page A-301. Similarly, impacts of the proposed elk 
transpiant wouid be assessed when a specific proposai is received (draft pages 
2-l. A-l and A-29). 

: 



CobwENT 24 

United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Navajo Area Office 
Post Office Box M 

WR.tXl.~RtPtRTO. Window Rock, Arizona 86515 

Environmental Quality 
SLP - 8 1986 

Mr. Ed Scherick 
San Juan Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Lana Management 
P. 0. BOX 7 
Monticello, Utah 84535 

Re: Draft San Juan Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact 
Statement 

Dear Mr. Scherick: 

The draft San Juan Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact 
statement was reviewed by the Shiprock Agency Branch of Land 
Operations. 

Since planning issues do not reflect concerns that are within the 
jurisdiction of the Bureau of Indian Affairs regarding Navajo 
Indian lands, we do not offer any comments. 

Sil-lCeK.Ely, 

RESPONSE TO COtWENT 24 BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS. NAVAJO AREA OFFICE 

[Cement page 11 

BLM appreciates comentor's review of the draft. 



CCWlENT 25 

United States Department of the Interior 

&$;,DPO-150/UC-152/ 
UC-151 

A& 1 8 1986 

Memorandum 

To: Mr. Ed Scherick, San Juan Resource Area, Bureau of Land Management, 

R 
P.O. Box 7, Monticello, Utah 84535 

.z 
From: u 

ld 
Re&ional Director 
Bureau of Reclamation 

Subject.: Review of Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact 
Statement for the San Juan Resource Area 

We have reviewed the subject document as requested and have the following 
Commentsl 

Page 3-41, second paragraph under "Wildlife"; "Certain fish in the San Juan 
River . . .I' should be changed to the specific individual species name. The 
only threatened or endangered fish known to occur in the San Juan River is 
the Colorado River squawfish, and the last confirmed capture of this species 
"as in 1979. 

PaRe 3-52, eighth paragraph under "Threatened and Endangered Animal Species"; 
All references to humpback sucker should be changed to read razorback sucker. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the subject document. 

A- 

CC8 Regional Environmental Officer 
Department of the Interior 
P.O. Box 25007 
Denver Federal Center 
Denver, Colorado 80225 

RESPONSE TO COHMENT 25 BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
UPPER COLORAT REGIONAL OFm 

[Cement page 11 

The text of the draft has been revised to accomodate the suggestions 
regarding threatcncd and endangered fish (see revisions to draft pages 3-41 
and 3-52). 
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Ih’ REPLY 
UFEsTO’ uPo-15o/uc-151 

AU6 29 t!??rj 

Memorandum 

To: Mr. Ed Scherick, San Juan Resource Area, Bureau of Land Management, 
P.O. Box 7, Monticello, Utah a4535 

Subject: Review of Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement 
for the San Juan Resource Area, Moab District 

Please add the following comments to our previous correspondence dated 
August ia, 1986: 

We do not feel that implementation of any of the alternatives being studied 
-ially impact any existing or proposed project under the jurisdiction 

of this office. The study area is small and yields relatively little water. 

The discussion of salinity is too general to be reviewed in detail. However, 
we have no reason to dispute the information presented. On Pages 3-37, it 
would be useful to specify where and when the salinity level was measured. 

We could find no discussion of the potential for the alternatives to affect 
the quantity of water generated by the resource sres. Surface runoff and ground- 
water recharge may be impacted by livestock use, vegetation manipulation, and 
mineral development. These impacts would be difficult to quantify and could 
only be presented generically. 

Chapter 5 does not document any consultation with the Bureau of Reclamation. 
Such contact may help the evaluation of water resources. 

Once again, thank you for the opportunity to review the subject document. 

CC: Regional Environmental Officer 
Department of the Interior 
P.O. Box 25007 
Denver Federal Center 
Denver, Colorado a0225 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 26 BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
UPPER COLORATO REGIONAL OFFICt 

[Coimient page 11 

v 
The text of the draft has been revised to provide specifics of 

sa lmty measurements (see revisions to draft page 3-37). 

Impacts to water quantity were not discussed in the draft. Studies have 
indicated that large-scale range improvements, such as land treatments, would 
not result in a measurable change to water quantity [Hibbert, 19791. Because 
water quantity would not be affected, it does not need to be analyzed (draft 
page 4-Z). 

Chapter 5 inadvertently omitted reference to consultation with the Bureau of 
Reclamation. The text of the draft has been revised accordingly (revisions to 
draft page 5-3). 

- 
Chanqe to the EIS? Yes. 



COEMENT 27 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 27 FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE. ECOLOGICAL SERVICES 

FISH AND WlLDL,IFE SERVICE 
EoxoG1cAL sERvIcEa 

ZQS3 ADbGNItTMTION BUILDING [Comsent page 11 
1745 WEm 17coe9GInn 

IN SEPLY Nwssm SALT LAKE OITY. IJTAN 641044110 -., . . .: General Comnents 

(ES) August 11, 1986 The need to provide ongoing data collection. such as suggested in this com- 

)t31oRM 
ment, is not a planning decision er se because ft does not require a land-use 
allocation. +- As such, it does not ave to be spelled out fn the PMP. However, 

To: Area bnager, San Juan Resource Area 
BLM reco*izes the need to update the data base used for the RMP. through 

Wildlife habitat inventory is a 
BUreau of Land Management, Monticello, Utah 

agency-initiated inventories or other means. 
continuous process, and as more information becomes available, itwill be 

' From! 
isa3F'F 

leld Supervisor, Ecological Services 
incorporated into the RMP, and planning decisions Will be changed as necessary 

Fish and Wildlife Service, Salt Lake City, Utah 
(draft appendix 6). 

Subject: Fish and Mldllfe Service Conmmnts on the Draft San Juan 
Resource f+nagement Plan 1RhF'l and Environmental Impact 
Statement (EISl 

kde have rtviened the draft San Juan I@%' and EIS and.offer the following 
c-nts for consideration in the final document. 

It is BLH policy to protect the habitat of the sensitive species mentioned in 
this comnent. Prior to approving a proposed action, BLM would survey the 
affected area for habitat used by sensitive species and prepare appropriate 
NEPA documentation. The text of the draft has been revised to discuss coordi- 
nation with USFWS on recovery plans for threatened, endangered, or sensitive 

(See also the responses to corrment 

General Ccmmnts Management of elk habitat in SJRA was not discussed in the draft because only 
about 25 animals winter on public lands (hISA page PP-69). The possibility of 

k&s have tno general areas of concern after reviewing the San Juan R19. 
These are the lack of existing inventories for raptors and other 
sensitive species and lack of management consideration for the growing 
elk population. 

increasing the elk herd on the Manti-LaSal NF through transplants was dis- 
cussed in the MSA (page PP-69) and the draft (page S-B). Both documents(s;;te 
that the RMP would be revised if necessary because Of elk transplants. 

The San Juan Msnagement Situation Analysis (MSA) (page PP-65) states 
that raptors and Migratory Birds of High Federal Interest (FIBHFI) occur 
on the resource area. Because inventory data are lacking, it is not 
possible to make the balanced decisions regarding these species 
necessary for multiple use sungement. The plan should contain a clear 
policy to inventory for and protect habitats for sensitive species such 
as the golden eagle, ferruginws hawk, and prairie falcon. For 
instance, disturbance associated with oil and gas field development 
during the breeding season may lead to nest failure or abandonment by 
these species if it occurred near active nests. In our specific 
cmnts na have rccomsanded mltlgation measures rhlch should be adopted 
to protect habitat for these species and big gam spccles on the 
resource area. 

The San Juan Resource Area (SJRA) contains ninter'habitat for the elk 
population referred to on page PP-69 of the MSA. This population has 
more than doubled In size to 50-75 animals and continues to increase. 
Management of habitat for elk should be addressed in the RMP and 
critical habitat should be protected on the resource area if it exists. 
This population should also be augmentedwith transplanted animals. 

The demand for both consumptive and nonconsumptive uses of fish and 
nfldlife resources is continually increasing. Alternative C, chich 
emphasizes wildlife more than other alternatives, allors for substantial 



growth of wildlife populations. tionevcr, even this alternative allots 
only 17,300 acres to wildlife, 1% of the acreage grazed by livestock. 
Management costs for the livestock grazing program are almost three 
times higher than costs for nildlife and riparianlthreatened and 
endangered ITIkE) species habitat Mnagcrnent combined. Returns to the 
resource area from the grazing program arc not indicated in the RW. 
Through recreational hunting, nfldlife can be mrch more important 
economically than the RW Indicates (Table 2-10, page 2-99). 

Specific Conments 

Page 2-88, Table 2-9, Wildlife population goals: These should be 
specified for all alternatives. 

Page Z-89, Table 2-9, Crucial habitat protection: Grazing should be 
excluded from sensitive areas except rhere needed for wildlife habitat 
improvement. Also, the following mitigation measures should be 
reauirements in any alternative adopted: 

1. 

2. 

3: 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Surveys for raptor nests should be conducted nithin 0.5 mile of 
any proposed surface-disturbing activity prior to approval of 
the activity. Site-specific buffer zones should be established 
for each nest. 

Surveys for MBHFI should be conducted prior to any surface- 
disturbing activity. 

Road construction should be planned to avoid state identified 
resident wildlife critical habitats of sensitive species as 
imtch as possible. 

Construction, other surface-disturbing activities, and ORV use 
should be avoided in state Identified resident wildlife 
critical habitats during their seasons of during their seasons 
of use. 

All disturbed areas should be reclaimed using native plant 
species. 

On- and off-site enhancement measures such as construction of 
new end maintenance of existing water sources and preservation 
of nest trees and snags should be conanitted to. 

Page 2-91, Table 2-9, ORV use designations: Recreational actlvlties 
should be restricted rtlthin 0.25 mile of water developments. 

Page 3-39, Paragraph 2: We recoinsend designation of Eridger Jack Mesa 
and Lavender P&a as ACEC's. 

Paragraph 3: Forest resources are of greater than incidental 
value providing, aIrang other values, nest sites for migratory birds 
and thermal cover for elk and deer. 

Page 3-42, Paragraphs 24: Paragraph 2 states that evidence of social 

intolerance between bighorn sheep and domestic livestock is largely 
circumstantial. &mrzrous studies (e.g. Albrechtsen and Reese, 
1970; Gallizioli, 1977; Bailey, 1990) indicate bighorn sheep cannot 
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Alternatives A, C, D, and E indicate that 17,300 acres are formally allotted 
to wildlife (draft page Z-67); this does not represent the acreage actually 
used by wildlife. Deer and other wildlife species have access to most of 
SJRA; not all of the acreage in grazing allobaents is used by livestock. 

Hunter expenditures were based on a 1980 survey taken in Utah [US01 and USDC, 
19801. The local economic importance of the livestock industry was included 
in the draft (see draft appendix R for methodology of economic analysis of 
both hunting and livestock). 

Specific Comments 

Table 2-9 has been revised as suggested (see revisions to draft 
jzE%lt Z-9). No population goal is given for alternative A because no 
specific population goal now exists. 

y 
The preferred alternative excludes grazing from crucial habitat 

areas w ere a conflict between wildlife and livestock use was determined to 
. The proposed grazing management would provide for maintaining or 

improving wildlife habitat in other habitat areas. 

The draft has been changed to state that most of the suggested measures are in 
use (see revisions to draft page A-4). Surveys for migratory birds of high 
federal interest would be ongoing, and data would be shared with USFWS (draft 
page 2-l). Native plant species are not always preferred for reclamation; 
exotic or adventive species somtims provide better ground cover or forage. 
Mitigation or enhancment of habitat could be determined for a project, but 
would not be desirable. applicable, or enforceable in all cases Idraft page 
A-l). Rest trees used by raptors are protected (see revisions to draft page 
A-4). Offsite water sources for wildlife have not been needed because most 
range water projects provide more water than the livestock can use. 

Limits on ORV use are made in response to a specific resource 
%%%$draft appendix El. Table 2-9 (draft page Z-91) indicates, under the 
different alternatives, where ORV use would be restricted to protect riparian 
areas. A lOO-foot corridor was used (see revisions to draft page 3-49). 

Page 3-30. Uritlger Jack and Lavender Elcsas have been recomnended as ACECs in 
the proposed NiP and final EIS (see revisions to draft figure 2-6 and table 
2-G). ULM agrees tiiat forest resources have greater than incidental value 
(see revisions to draft page 3-30). 

i%i%%i 
BLR has read this literature. The RMP source [King and Workman, 

not conclude that bighorn were intolerant of cattle; cattle and big- 
horn used different grazing areas (draft page 3-42). Even so, in areas where 
conflicts could occur (118,700 acres) livestock grazing was excluded in the 
proposed W!P to benefit the sheep. ffonitoring should indicate whether the 
areas set aside were too large or not large enough (draft appendix 5). 



conptte with cattle. Overgrazing by domestic livestock and perhaps 
the mrt presence of cattle on bighorn sheep ranges 1s a major 
reason for the continuing decline of some sheep populations and for 
the failure of others to increase. It <s essential that state 
idtntlfied critlcal habitat be excluded from grazing and protected 
from overuse by recreational and mining actlvltits. Stipulations 
on oil, gas, and other mjning leases should protect all state identified 
critical habitats during their main seasons of use. 

Paragraph 5: Additional mater sourC’ts should be developed in state 
identified critical sheep habitat. It is also essential to 
melntaln developed mater sources. 

Page 3-52, Threatened and Endanqered Animal Species, Paragraph 2: 
Riparian habitats should be protected from grazing and mood cutting. 

Paragraph 4: Of1 and gas leasing categories along the San Juan 
River should be redefintd'to coincide with bald eagle habitat 
areas. 

Paragraph 6: Inventory for peregrine falcons in the SJRA. 

Paragraph 7: Inventory for black-footed ferrets in any newly 
identified prairie dog colonies. 

Page 3-53, Specific Indicators Affected: Elk, state identified critical 
elk habitat, and habitat for WHFI are additional environmental 
indicators that could be affected by the alternatives. 

Page 3-101, Paragraph 1: This paragraph states that only a portion of 
the habitat for most wildlife species occurs on public lands and 
economic values of mildlife are based on that portion. This dots not- 
take into account the critical use areas rhich may be limited or non- 
existent off the SJRA, such as lambing and breeding areas for bighorn 

I 
sheep and winter range for deer and elk. 

Page 4-5, Table 4-1: The critical threshold for wildlife habitat should 
be Identified. The critical threshold for threatened and endangered 
species is any action which “may affect” llsted species or their 
critical habitats. 

Page 4-7, ASSWPTIONS, Paragraphs 2-6: Use only natlvt plant species in 
reclaiming well sites and roads. 

I 
Page A-37, Table A8-1, Habitat *nagement: An additional WP decision 
implemented should be to maintain existing and develop new mater 
sources. 

Me appreciate the opportunity to review and cormcent on the draft 
RW/EIS. If you have questions regarding the wildlife habitat management 
issues discussed in these comnsnts please contact us. 
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Maintenance of existing water sources for bighorn sheep is ongoing, and 
development of additional water sources has been planned (draft page 2-8 and 
appendix Nl. 

The draft states (page 2-8) that habitat for threatened and en- 
species will be protected where jeopardized (draft page A-l). Under 

the preferred alternative, grazing would be excluded from riparian areas where 
a conflict has been identified. Woodcutting is allowed only in designated 
areas under permit, and permits have not been issued for riparian areas. 
Harvest of cottonwood trees (used by eagles) for fuelwood would not be al- 
lowed, as harvest of woodland products is limited to juniper and pinyon pine. 
The area previously having oil and gas lease stipulations to protect bald 
eagles (draft page 3-52) was adjusted to correspond with the present location 
of the San Juan River channel (draft figure S-41. As discussed under General 
Comments above, the F!MP does not identify the need for ongoing invento=M 
would be glad to review additional USFWS inventory data, if any are Collected. 

Page 3-53. No specific planning decisions were made concerning habitat for 
elk and migratory birds of high federal interest, due to lack of dat+..;;:rn- 
lng these species (draft page 5-8 and MSA pages PP-65 and PP-691. 
impact to these species would be handled on a site-specific basis under the 
routine NEPA process (draft pages 2-l. A-l, and A-291. 

Allocating hunter expenditures based on the proportion of habitat 
available method of quantifying the relationship between hunter 

expenditure and wildlife habitat. There is no known method of quantitatively 
allocating hunter expenditures to habitat based on factors that limit the 
hunted species' habitat (draft appendix R.1 

Page 4-5. The text of the draft has been revised to accotmnodate the sugges- 
tions re arding critical thresholds for T/E species (see revisions to draft 
page 4-4 3 . 

Page. See the response to comment on page 2-89, above. 

ii%+& 2-8 
lhintenance of existing water sources for wildlife is covered on 

Decisions to develop additional waters would be made within 
tMPs, at the activity plan level, not in the RMP (draft appendixes B and Nl. 

I I I 
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BLM appreciates this review of the draft. 

Change to Uie EIS7 Yes. --- 



/ COWlENT 28 

United States Department of the Interior 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGIONAL OFFICE 
IN REPLY REFER M 

D7617 (RMR-PP) 

655 Pufrc Sweer 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denvn.Colondo lW225 

NOV 3 1986 

Memorandum 

To: Resource Area Manager, San Juan Resource Area, Bureau of 
Land Management, Monticello, Utah 

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

Subject: Review of Draft San Juan Resource Management Plan (RMP) and 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (DES tt6/23) 

The National Park Service (NPS) has reviewed the subject San Juan RMP/EIS. 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment. The task undertaken in preparing 
this extensive document was difficult and complex , and we commend the Bureau 
of Land Management staff for their endeavors. 

Our comments are enclosed. They expand upon the general planning issues 
identified in our memorandum of September 26, 1983, and other informal 
contacts between your office and our field offices. For example, Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area (GLCA) was provided a copy of the Management 
Situation Analysis (MSA) in October 1985. The HSA generally presented most 
of the NPS's concerns and issues involving GLCA, and identified conflicts or 
differences in our individual agency mandates, policies, and objectives. 
Much of this information. however. is not carried forward to the RMP/EIS. 
Accordingly, our comments are quite extensive, as you were alerted by the 
telephone call from Hr. Kasparek of this office on October 30. 
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BLM appreciates the consideration of the task involved in preparing the draft. 

Since the WA is part of the planning record for this RMP, the draft does not 
need to repeat all supporting information contained in the t&A. The fnforma- 
tion in the MSA has been condensed and sumnarized in the draft; only infonna- 
tion needed to support formulation of the alternatives or ::pact analysis of 
those alternatives has been carried forward from the MSA. 

Within these parameters, BLM intended to bring all relevant information re- 
garding NPS concerns into the draft. For example, NPS concerns regarding 
grazing management in Glen Canyon NRA are presented in the draft on page I-10, 
in table I-5. and on pages l-6, 2-6, 3-53, 4-15, 5-2, 5-5, and 5-8. These 
sections were thought to include all relevant information originally compiled 
in MSA part II, section 4322, Grazing f&nagement. 

‘. 

‘. 



National Park Service 
Comnents on the 

Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 
for the San Juan Resource Area 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

The following comments are provided on the basis of the National Park 
Service's (NPS) Congressional mandate of 1916 to conserve the resources of 
units within the National Park Service and provide for the enjoyment of those 
resources so as to "leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future 

9 
enerations". 
BLM) 

The comments are relevant to the Bureau of Land Management's 
proposed plan because of the subsequent 1978 amendment to the 1916 act. 

That amendment provides that 'I. . . authorization of activities shall be 
construed and the protection, management, and administration of these areas 
shall be conducted in light of the high public value and purposes for which 
these various areas have been established. . . W (16 U.S.C. la-l). 

The courts have ruled that the amendment imposes a responsibility on the 
Secretary of the Interior to protect park resources from threatening 
activities (keiter, Robert B. Jurisdictional and Institutional Issues: 
Public Lands, citing Sierra Club v Andrus National Rifle Assocration v 
Potter d Umversity of Colorado Natural Resources Law Center 1986) 0 ur first 
comment, then is that thmSan Juan Resource Manaqement Plan (RMP) and 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) should recognized and state'this 
statutory obligation of stewardship of the public lands. 

The RMP/EIS should further recognize that the public lands adjoining 
Canyonlands National Park and Natural Bridges National Monument are integral 
to the reasons these,two areas were established as units of the National Park 
System. The RMP/EIS should acknowledge that management of these public lands 
is also guided by the legislative history of these two park areas. Such 
acknowledgement should be addressed as follows: Canyonlands National Park 
was set aside to preserve "superlative scenic, scientific, and archeologic 
features for the inspiration, benefit and use of the public. . . ' 78 Stat. 
934. The legislative history of Canyonlands recognizes features both within 
and outside of the park as essential to the park's integrity and the 
visitor's experience in the following narrative: 

"The total assemblage of features and their visual aspect is 
unique. Nowhere else is there a comparable opportunity to 
view a colorful, exciting, geologically significant 
wilderness from above, and then get down into its midst - and 
still not lose the atmosphere of remote wilderness. . . Scenery 
alone makes this physfographic unit of national significance 
and warrants the establishment of a national park within 
it. . . Archeological, historical, and biological values 
buttress the significance." H.Rep.No. 1823, 88th Congress, 2nd 
Session. 
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General Comments 

BLM is aware that the NPS Organic Act provides that NPS will regulate the use 
of NPS units so as to leave the lands unimpaired, and will authorize only 
those uses that will not derogate park values (16 U.S.C. 1 through la-i). 
However, Congress did not provide that this standard of management be applied 
to public lands, nor that NPS would authorize uses on public lands. FLPMA 
provides that all public lands (including those adjacent to or seen from NPS 
units) will be managed to provide for multiple use and sustained yield (43 
U.S.C. 1701). FLPMA and other laws governing uses of publfc lands (draft 
appendix C) do not require a different, more protective level of management 
for public lands adjacent to NPS units. (See the response to comment 2. 
National Parks and Conservation Association, comment pages 3 and 4, on this 
topic.) 

BLM does not agree that the San Juan RMP/EIS should provide background on the 
reasons for designation of Canyonlands NP. The RMP is a land-use plan that 
will guide BLN management of public lands and resources in SJRA. It provides 
neither a general history of the area nor a justification of NPS management 
practices. 



Much of the above language is also incorporated into the Senate Report - 
which provided background information on why the park was established and 
referred to Canyonlands as "a vast area of scenic wonders and recreational 
opportunities unduplicated elsewhere in the American Continent or in the 
world." S.Rep. No. 381, 88th Congress, 1st Session. Both the Senate and the 
House reports specifically mentioned areas outside the proposed park 
boundary; notably, the Sixshooter Peaks were among the features referenced 
which Congress expected to be “landmarks for centuries to come." 

Natural Bridges National Monument was established to preserve and protect the 
three outstanding natural bridges in the White Canyon system and the 
exceptional archeological sites within the canyon system and on the mesa 
tops. The canyon system's connection with areas beyond monument boundaries, 
the cultural sites which are scientifically related to sites outside of the 
monument, and the National Park Service's responsibility to provide for 
visitor enjoyment cause us to be concerned with activities outside of the 
monument's boundaries. It is reason to identify this relationship in the 
RMP/EIS. 

We note that the September 1986 draft Proposed Revisions to Guidance for the 
Identification, Evaluation and Designation of Areas of Critical Concern 
(ACEC) states that the review of potential ACECs I'. . . should also take into 
consideration adjacent Federal land (regardless of jurisdiction) to determine 
if special area designations currently exist. If the special values upon 
which the adjacent designation was based exte$d into the planning area and 
meet the relevance and important, fi criteria, they should be treated as 
potential ACECs in the planning process unless there are compelling reasons 
not to do so." 

The above cited legislation and Congressional attention to features inside 
and adjacent to Canyonlands National Park and Natural Bridges National 
Monument support the concept of special designation for BLM lands surrounding 
these units. NPS concurs with the BLM proposal for ACECs, but we think that 
under the NPS mandate and Federal Land Policy Management Act (FLMPA) 
guidelines for ACECS, larger areas should be designated as follows: 

*ACEC and Outstanding Natural Area (ONA) for Scenic, Air and Water Resources 

The NPS recommends that an ACEC and ONA designation be given to the area 
within the basin to the east and south of Canyonlands National Park. The 
objective of such a designation is to help insure that development is 
compatible, to achieve mutually supportive management for viewshed, watershed 
and water quality, recreation, and cultural resources by NPS and BLM in those 
areas and to prevent quality degradation within this region which is so 
integral to the park visitor's experience. The designation should include 
the region between the park's boundary to the top of the cliffs between Hatch 
and Hart's Points, crossing through the upper portion of Hart's Draw to the 
eastern rim of Bridger Jack Mesa, to Cathedral Butte, along the United States 
Forest Service boundary to the ridge of North Long Point and the Dark Canyon 
Plateau and terminating at the San Juan Resource Area boundary. Further 
analysis and mapping would be necessary to specifically determine the 
boundaries of this unit. The boundary should be based on the visibility of 
the area from key views in all districts of Canyonlands National Park. 

2 
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BLM does not agree that the background for designation of Natural Bridges M4 
should be contained in the draft PMP/EIS. 

NPS received an advance copy of the draft proposed manual section regarding 
designation of ACECs. Consideration of ACEC designations in this RMP/EIS was 
based on existing guidance contained in BLM manual 1617.8. noton draft 
guidance being circulated for agency and public review. 

BLM has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC designation. 

ACEC and ONA for Scenic, Air and Water Resources 

For a discussion of the ACEC potential for the area within the basin east 
and south of Canyonlands NP, see the response to comment 2, National Parks 
and Conservation Association. Canyonlands Scenic and Natural ACEC. comment 
page 17. Every point raised in this comnentwas contained in that letter, 
and has been answered accordingly. 

. 



With the same concept in mind, the viewshed around Natural Bridges National 
Monument should be designated as an ACEC and ONA to prevent land treatments 
or construction which would impair the visitor experience. 

*ACEC for Cultural Resources 

The NPS endorses designation of an ACEC for cultural resources on lands 
adjacent to Canyonlands National Park and Natural Bridges National Monument. 
Specifically, the ACEC should include the concentration of sites in the 
Indian Creek, Davis and Lavender Canyons. and the Beef Basin-Dark Canyon 
complex. The NPS thinks that the protection of these areas is critical to 
protecting and understanding cultural resources within Canyonlands National 
Park. Recent archeological investigations indicate that the Beef Basin area 
was integrally related to the Salt Creek Archeological District habitation, 
and to lose cultural resources in Beef Basin would be a loss to the 
understanding of the Salt Creek District. Similarly, it is essential that 
the cultural resources surrounding Natural Bridges National Monument be 
protected in order to better understand and protect those cultural resources 
within this National Park Service unit. 

Should the BLM not concur with the NPS recommendation for ACEC and ONA 
designation. we request that an explanation be provided in the final RMP and 
EIS. Beyond the specific NPS recomnendations, it is important to note that 
the BLM has inconsistently applied the procedures for ACEC designation. 
FLPMA suggests that recomnendations for ACECs should be consistent among 
alternatives, and that once an area is recognized for ACEC designation, it 
cannot be dismissed. This is a serious oversight in the San Juan Resource 
Management Plan, 

Since many of the actions proposed by the San Juan Resource Management Plan 
may significantly affect natural, cultural, and recreational resources of the 
national Park System units, we request that assessments of both individual 
and cumulative impacts from these actions be performed. As an example, the 
proposed action of designating lands imnediately adjacent to a National Park 
System area as open to off road use should be analyzed for the impacts on 
those NPS administered lands. Such analysis can-assist in achieving 
compatibility of resource uses in areas, related to the National Park units. 

The San Juan Resource Area contains cultural and recreational resources which 
are unsurpassed in the nation. Information provided in the Management 
Situation Analysis (MSA) prior to the RMP/EIS indicates that BLM is aware of 
the national significance of its cultural resources, of their fragile nature. 
and of the widespread destruction now occurring (page 4331-1 and 4331-3). 
This is neither clearly stated nor adequately considered in the San Juan 
Resource Management Plan. These resources should be evaluated in a national 
context in order to hold true to the objective of multiple use of federally 
managed lands and to best benefit the American public. Such national 
perspective is of particular concern in the areas surrounding National Park 
Service units, specifically those areas proposed as ACECs for scenic, 
cultural, and natural resources. Nontheless, we encourage the Bureau of Land 
management to recognize the outstanding resources for which they are stewards 
in the San Juan Resource Area. 
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For a discussion of the ACEC potential for the viewshed around Natural 
Bridges EM. see the response to comnent 2. National Parks and Conservation 
Association, Natural Bridges Scenic and Cultural ACEC. comaent pages 20 and 
21. Every point raised here repeats concerns presented in that letter. 

ACEC for Cultural Resources 

For a discussion of the ACEC potential based on cultural resource values 
adjacent to Canyonlands NP, see the response to comnent 2, National Parks 
and Conservation Association, Canyonlands Cultural Resources ACEC, comnent 
page 19. For a discussion of the ACEC potential based on cultural resource 
values adjacent to Natural Bridges NM. see the response to comment 2, 
National Parks and Conservation Association, Natural Bridges Scenic and 
Cultural ACEC, corrment pages 20 and 21. Every point raised here repeats 
concerns presented in that letter. 

To qualify for consideration as a potential ACEC, an area must meet the 
criteria given in BLM manual section 1617.8; at a minimum. an area must meet 
the two criteria of relevance and importance. Under 8LM manual 8410. Visual 
Resource Inventory, for identification as a candidate potential ACEC for 
scenic values, an area must be (11 scenic quality A; and (2) unique or very 
rare within its physiographic province. 

FLPWA does not suggest how discussion of candidate ACECs should be present- 
ed. nor does it mandate ACEC designation of every area that is measured 
against the criteria. The statutory requirements of FLPMA regarding ACECs 
(43 U.S.C. 1701; 1712) should not be confused with the procedural require- 
ments suggested in the draft manual section discussed earlier. 

The P&P team identified elements of the huaan environvent that would be 
affected by the alternatives assessed, and the resulting impacts. Impacts 
identified as occurring on NPS-atiinistered lands as a result of the RtiP 
alternatives were discussed in the draft (page 4-11, for example), See also 
the response to comment 2, National Parks and Conservation Association, 
comment page 4, on tnis topic. 

BLM agrees that SJRA contains cultural and recreational resources that are 
unsurpassed on NPS units. Information contained in the MSAwas condensed 
for presentation in the draft. The statelnent regarding significance of 
cultural resources (MSA page 4331-l) is repeated in the draft on page 3-60; 
the statement regarding destruction of Cultural resource Sites (MSA page 
4331-3) has been edited slightly but is also found on draft page 3-60. The 
scope of analysis for estimating impacts in the RMP/EIS (draft page l-101 is 
part of the planning criteria, which went through a formal public participa- 
tion process (draft paye 5-9) and incorporate concerns raised by interested 
parties, including NPS. 



On Page S-I under the "Planning Issues" section, cultural resources are not 
considered as a planning issue or management concern. The San Juan Resource 
Management Plan suggests that Federal antiquities legislation mandates 
protection of these resources from adverte impacts, thereby excluding this 
topic from any managerial discretion or consideration as a management 
concern. The claim that cultural resource use and management is 
"specifically governed by law" and therefore "beyond the discretion" of field 
office personnel (page 1-6) would appear to be in error. To our knowledge, 
there are no legal requirements concerning the outcome of cultural resource 
land use planning decisions. except as they relate to planned consumptive use 
and procedures for consultation on the plan itself. While an Agency is 
required to mitigate the inadvertent loss of a cultural resource property 
caused by a planned action, it is not required to minimize or reduce these 
actions nor is it required (except as a general charge contained in several 
pieces of legislation) to protect all properties from unplanned or 
unauthorized disturbances such as erosion or vandalism. Agency programs 
designed to curb these disturbances in the field, such as patrol and 
surveillance and monitoring programs, are clearly discretionary. Also 
discretionary are land-use allocation decisions, which can serve to increase 
or decrease these disturbances. If this is the case, then maximum protection 
should be afforded to these resources and management of cultural resources 
should be consistent among all alternatives proposed in the San Juan Resource 
Management Plan. The sumnary on Page 2-96 indicates variation among 
alternatives in the total number of sites damaged and protected. This 
appears inconsistent with the Bureau's interpretation of antiquities 
protection requirements and indicates that there is discretion. 

While we recognize the planning decisions are guided by the principal of 
multiple use and sustained yield mandated in FLPMA. and that the planning 
process represents an attempt to balance the highest and best use of a 
specific parcel with other competing and sometimes incompatible uses, we feel 
that in this case the process has been subverted by the failure to include 
the management and protection of cultural resources as a planning issue. A 
review of the criteria for planning, problem identification, mana ement 
opportunities, alternative formulation, and estimation of effect 9 page l-6 to 
l-11) clearly suggests that under 'BLM's planning guidance, this is a serious 
omission. This issue should be resolved to assure compliance with Federal 
and State regulations. As noted above, destruction of cultural resources 
occurs often as a result of illegal vandalism. usually associated with oil 
and gas development and exploration, grazing management practices, and ORV 
and recreatlonal activities. The impact of management practices for these 
programs on cultural resource values is clearly significant MSA, (pages 
4331-9 and 4331-10). The MSA (p. 411-46) stated that "The opportunity exists 
to evaluate cumulative impacts of geophysical activities on the public lands. 
the RMP could be used to determine what areas, if any, would suffer 
unnecessary and undue environmental degradation if geophysical activities 
occurred." It does not appear that the 8LM took advantage of this 
opportunity. 

We believe that failure to address cultural resources as an issue has 
effectively prevented development of a new alternative which recognizes the 
seriousness of criminal vandalism as a threat to the existence of the 
cultural resource data base. Such an alternative could increase cultural 
resources data base. Such an alternative could increase cultural resources 
protection by: (1) 
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BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources and is confident that 
the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for management of 
cultural resources in SJRA. BLW believes the draft adequately addresses the 
agency's obligations to protect cultural resources. 

Management of cultural resources er se does not meet the definition of a 
planning issue (draft page l-l); I!-- owever, management of cultural resources 
was noted as a managment concern (draft page l-6). As a result of public 
comment, me discussion on planning issues and the treatment of cultural 
resources under the different alternatives has been expanded in this pro- 
posed RHP and final EIS (see revisions to draft page l-6). See also the 
response to comnent 2, National Parks and Conservation Association, for a 
discussion of this topic. 

BLM's general policy and procedures for managing cultural resources are 
discussed on draft page 2-6. The draft would establish cultural resource 
use zones under all alternatives which would provide for all reco nired 
management uses of cultural resources (draft pages 2-6 and 3-60, %a 
3-15, and table 3-9). 

lgure 
fbnagement under the different alternatives assessed 

was discussed on pages 2-19, 2-20, 2-31 through 2-39, 2-56, Z-60, and 2-69. 

As noted in this conment, the different management prescriptions analyzed 
under the alternatfves (draft table 2-7) result in different projected 
impacts (summarized in draft table 2-10); this is why NEPA requires a range 
of alternatives to be assessed in me EIS process. 

BLM recognizes that vandalism and adverse impacts to cultural resources have 
occurred in the past and continue to occur despite mitigation efforts (see 
draft pages 3-60 and 4-16 and MSA page 4331-20). The preferred alternative 
is expected to improve BLM's management of cultural resources in that fewer 
adverse impacts would occur (see draft table 2-10. page 2-96 as revised, 
page 4-68, and appendix Y. BLM also recoqizes that a residual amount of 
damage to cultural sites would occur under any alternative assessed in the 
draft (table 2-10). 

BLM is also concerned with enforcement of laws protecting cultural resour- 
ces. However, the RIIP is a land-use management plan which provides for tile 
allocation of multiple uses under law (draft page l-10). The RMP does not 
plan for illegal resource uses, or provide an appropriate forum to resolve 
administrative concerns such as legal enforcement, funding and personnel 
needs (draft table I-2 and figure I-3). 

BLIP is confident that protection of cultural resources would be maximized 
under alternative 0 (draft page S-4). 



I I 
limiting oil and gas exploration and development (No areas are closed to oil 
and gas leasing or geophysical activities under preferred alternative E (page 
4-62). Extensive geophysical exploration--approximately 11,250 miles--is 
anticipated during the life of the plan.); (2) limiting areas for potential 
chaining; 

I 1 
Current1 241,960 acres are identified for "potential land 

treatment chaining in Preferred Alternative E (page 2-47). This includes 
large areas on Cedar Mesa and the Grand Gulch Plateau, both areas widely 
noted for their cultural resource values; (3) maximizing non-motorized as 
opposed to motorized recreation; (The only new special recreation management 
areas (SRMA's) proposed in Preferred Alternative E would provide "motorized" 
recreation opportunities. 
150.000 acres (page 4-71). 

Three areas were identified, totaling nearly 
All three (Indian Creek, Beef Basin, and Pearson 

Canyon) were proposed as National Register Districts in Alternative D but NOT 
in Alternative E (pages 2-37 and 2-38. 
provided. 

Many additional examples could be 

Evidence provided in the RMP/EIS suggests that, in fact, cultural resources 
might prove to be the "highest and best use" of these lands. On a national 
scale, cultural resource values are described as extremely high (page 3-60). 
In contrast, oil and gas values (in over half the resource area) are 
considered low to moderate (Figure 3-2). The increase in AUM's as a result 
of chaining is projected to be minimal (less than a 2 percent increase in 
Alternative E) (page 4-68). Recreational needs (although of a different 
type) can be satisfied by primitive or non-motorized opportunities (page 
4-56) more compatible with cultural resource protection. 

We feel the RMP/EIS should explore more fully opportunities to increase 
cultural resource protection through the land use planning process (certainly 
one of the most efficient of management strategies). In an area where the 
environment is extremely fragile, strategies which enhance cultural resource 
protection also serve to protect numerous other significant resource values 
as discussed in detail in the MSA (including vegetation, soils, habitat, 
primitive recreation, threatened and endangered species, watershed, etc.). 

These opportunities are especially important in light of BLM's projected 
inability to provide for conservation use of cultural resources within a 
period of 10 years under current management programs (MSA, page 4331-19). We 
do not see a change of management emphasis reflected in Alternative E 
sufficient to arrest the current rate of resource deterioration. We feel this 
may be inconsistent with FLPMA mandates described in Chapter 1 of the RMP to 
observe the principles of multiple use and sustained yield, weigh long-term 
benefits to the public against short-term benefits, and prevent unnecessary 
or undue degradation of the lands. 

We are concerned about the lack of analysis of cumulative and residual 
impacts on the cultural resource base itself. The attrition of this fragile, 
non-renewable and nationally unique cultural resource base at the rate of 
nearly 2,000 sites per year in Alternative E (page 4-69) is surely a cause 
for great alarm. At the close of the life of the plan, almost 30,000 sites 
will have been damaged so as to "lose a significant portion of their value 
for scientific use." These losses will occur "despite mitigation measures." 
which, we assume, will not be undertaken in most cases where damage is due to 
vandalism (Appendix Y). This must surely be considered a major loss of an 
important resource, which should be recognized and evaluated explicitly in 
the discussion of this alternative. 
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BLM is confident that alternative D would increase cultural resource protec- 
tion. This conment's suggestions are answered as follows. 

1) All alternatives assessed in the draft proposed limits to oil and gas 
exploration and developent. Alternative Ll assessed the effects on the 
affected environnwnt, including cultural resources, if over half of SJRA 
were closed to oil and gas leasing. The preferred alternative assessed 
the effects if no surface occupancy was allowed on about15 percent of 
SJRA, primarily in areas with significant cultural resource sites. BLII 
has no legal or regulatory means to close areas to geophysical 
operations. 

2) Under draft alternative D, no chainings would be allowed. 

3) Under draft alternative D, over half of SJRA would be closed to ORV use. 

The draft provides for nominations of specific cultural resource properties 
to the National Register (draft table 2-2). However, it is not efficient 
for BLM to nominate individual cultural properties. Anyone, including the 
comnentor, can nominate cultural sites to the National Register. BLM man- 
ages sites that are potentially eligible for listing in the same way as it 
manages sites that are listed on the Rational Register (draft page 2-6). 

Based on other comnents received, BLM has made changes in the proposed RMP 
and final EIS to increase protection of cultural resources (see revisions to 
draft chapter 2 and appendix A). BLIl is confident that alternative 0 as 
presented in the draft provides the maximum protection of cultural resources 
permissible under existing laws, regulations, and policy. The environmental 
effects on other resource values under this stringent level of surface 
protection were not acceptable (draft chapter 4). Accordingly, the 
preferred alternative concentrates measures, beyond the minimum requirements 
of law, to protect cultural resources in areas where, as this comnent 
states, pro- tection of cultural resource values respresents the highest and 
best use of public lands. 

The draft analyzes the curmlative and residual effects of the alternatives 
analyzed on all facets of the huoan enviromlent found to be affected (draft 
page l-11). (See draft page 4-11, for cx~mple.) The loss of cultural 
resources under each alternative has been explicitly evaluated, as suggested 
in this conment (draft table Z-10 and chapter 4). 



Much of our concern stems from the implications that management practices in 
the San Juan Area have an adjacent lands in Glen Canyon National Recreation 
Area. Cultural resource properties from both areas share several cultural, 
functional and temporal traits, and can be considered complementary in many 
ways. Sites on adjacent BLM lands (especially in the areas west of Blanding 
and Monticello and south of Canyonlands) can potentially provide critical 
information needed to evaluate and study sites in the resource area. Some of 
our most important sites lie.in canyons which begin in the recreation area 
and end on BLM lands. BLM sites are even more important due to the loss of 
numerous sites along the Colorado River during the filling of Lake Powell. 

As a recreation area, Glen Canyon shares many of the same resource management 
problems related to oil and gas development. and heavy recreational use. We 
have seen severe impacts to our cultural resources caused by illegal digging 
and vandalism, occurring almost exclusively in areas which have been opened 
to easy motorized transportation and heavy visitation. We are concerned that 
the management practices described in Alternative E will lead to increased 
impacts to and degradation of park resources, in several areas which are now 
relatively unused and untouched. For these reasons, we urge you to 
reconsider the basic allocation decisions contained in Altertnative E, and 
revise those actions in a manner which will reflect greater consistently with 
our concern for cultural resource protection. 

The RMP/EIS also does not address impacts on the various units of Hovenweep 
National Monument. We believe it should, given the mandate of the 
above-mentioned 1978 amendment to the NPS organic act and the surrounding 
public lands adjoining the monument. As noted above, activities such as 
grazing and mineral development are incompatible with the trust obligation 
for protection of natural and cultural resources. 

The RMP/EIS should point out the effects of the existing (since 1975 
three-party agreement among the NPS, the BLM, and a permittee which allows 
grazing on 80 acres of land within Hovenweep National Monument‘s Square Tower 
unit. This grazing authorization has not been exercised at all since 1978, 
and has been used only five times since 1962 when this parcel was transferred 
to the National Park Service. The RMP/EIS does not address this grazing 
authorization in the text, nor is it dealt with in Table I-5 (Management of 
Grazing and Recreation Resources) in which 8LM grazing in Glen Canyon NRA is 
mentioned. Figure 3-14 (Grazing Allotments) also does not address the issue. 
The matter also is not mentioned In the estimation of effects, which requires 
the identification of management action impacts upon adjacent Federal lands. 
Since the grazing authorization in question has not been used in eight years, 
and since the permittee has changed through the sale of this grazing 
priviledge, as well as the allotment (from sheep to cattle), this 
authorization should be discontinued, if it has not already been done SO in 
the San Juan RMP. Grazing is not a compatible land use with cultural 
resources management values in a national monument. Degradation of surface 
feature of archeological sites as well as the destruction of vegetation and 
cryptogamic soils will occur if grazing were to resume. We also.question the 
practice of selling grazing rights in a national park unit, particularly 
without first consulting with the National Park Service. 

6 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 28 - NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
ROCKY MOLlNfATWmNAL OFl=fGE 

[Comnent page 61 

NPS conducted an archaeologic survey of Glen Canyon prior to the filling of 
Lake Powell; it would not be appropriate for BLM to include in the RMP a 
discussion of cultural resource information extracted from these sites, or a 
ccmparfson between the information contained in these sites and the poten- 
tial for information in undiscovered sites on public lands. 

Impacts on federal lands in Glen Canyon NRA, where projected to occur, were 
discussed in the draft. The impact analysis did not show that the area 
adjacent to Glen Canyon NRA would be subject to "severe" impacts to cultural 
resources under any alternative; under the preferred alternative, the 
s ecial conditions developed to protect P and SPU4 ROS classes adjacent to 
G!en Canyon NRA would also serve to protect any cultural resources present 
from surface disturbance. 

The draft discussed impacts to adjacent lands where projected to occur; use 
of Hovenweep U4 is not expected to change as a result of management Pre- 
scriptions presented under any alternative assessed in the draft. The 
"trust obligation” mentioned in this conment is that which Congress Places 
With NPS to manage federal lands entrusted to its administration. Congress 
did not direct BLM to administer grazing and minerals uses on public lands 
to meet the NPS mission. 

As requested, the text of the draft has been revised to reflect the current 
situation regarding grazing management in Hovenweep H4; a lOO-acre parcel of 
the NM 1s subject to grazing use (see revisions to draft table I-5. pa 
2-6, table 2-7, figure 3-14, and page 5-9). Grazing privileges in an I 

e 
PS 

unit, including that of transferring ownership of a grazing permit. are 
handled under the same policies and regulations as grazing Privileges on 
public land; NPS agreed to BLM's management program under the 1975 agreement 
signed by NPS, referenced in this comnent. 

When Hovenweep U4 was established, Congress did not exclude grazfn 
9 

uses. 
Congressionally authorized uses are widely thought to be approprfa e; the 
RMP cannot make changes in law or policy (draft pages l-10 and Z-1). Graz- 
in 
PO 9 

use in the U4 is authorized for a total of 48 hours per year and. as 
nted out fn tnis comnent. this privllcge has not been.exercised in recent 

years. This level of use within the NM has not been identified as a problem 
or as causing conflicts with other resource values. The grazing allotment 
involved (Cross Canyon) would have an AllP prepared under the preferred 
alternative (draft table AU-l). The /wP is an activity plan and would be 
prepared with NEPA documentation; 
addressed at that level. 

resource conflicts, if any, could be 
The impacts of specific grazing projects on cul- 

tural resources would be analyzed at the project level, not in the RMP/EIS 
(draft pages 2-1, A-l, and A-29). 



Geophysical exploration and development on lands adjoining Hovenweep also 
pose potential damage to the monument's archeological and natural resources. 
In addition, they intrude upon the visitor's experience of the monument's 
solitude and create an incongruous setting where modern technological 
developments conflict with the prehistoric cultural setting. 

Such were the experiences of monument staff and visitors with two nearby well 
drilling operations in 1985 and several other exploration projects during the 
past four years. Furthermore, potential mining operations on public lands 
within 100 yards west of Hovenweep Castle and Square Tower ruins would 
completely change the character of the monument for visitors. In addition. 
there remains the overriding question of what effects such potential ground 
distrubuting activities would have on the Anasazi ruins. It must be 
remembered that every time a change is imposed on the land and the resources, 
the change becomes permanent, and over the years, the cumulative effects of 
such changes can result in a loss of those attributes for which the park unit 
was set aside to protect. 

The RMP/EIS should recognfze that the Environmental-Assessment prepared by 
the NPS for the Hovenweep General Management Plan has identified a general 
area around some of the monument's units, including the Square Tower unit, 
which contains archeological sits that predate the well known Hovenweep tower 
complexes. The exact nature of the interrelationship between these sites is 
unknown, but the older villages are seen as an integral part of the cultural 
sequence leading to the rise of the Hovenweep town sites. 

However, we are alarmed at the possibility of losing the archeological record 
in the area surrounding Hovenweep, particularly in light of the passage on 
page 3-60 which reads, "Since 1982, the most comnon (surface disturbing 
activities) have been oil and gas exploration and development, pot hunting, 
and recreation use. Exploration and development for other types of minerals. 
grazing and related land treatments, and lands disposal actions also carry 
the potential to interfere with protection of cultural,resources. Indirect 
impacts to cultural resources, such as surface collection of artifacts or 
inadvertent damage caused by rehabilitation work, can have a profound 
cumulative adverse effect." 

Indeed, the RMP/EIS states on page 4-16. :'. . . Given the current rate of 
disturbance, certain aspects of the surface or subsurface cultural resource 
could be lost. by 2000." The RMP/EIS should discuss what information would be 
lost and what effects this would have on the ability to fully understand the 
Hovenweep story. It thus seems all the more important at least to preserve a 
discreet example of this prehistory. Specifically, that aspect of 
Alternative D that establishes the 2,000-acre Hovenweep ACEC should be 
included in whichever alternative is selected by the BLM. Many of the 
potential problems that we foresee for the area around Hovenweep would be 
solved or mitigated by an ACEC designation, i.e., no surface occupancy, 
management as Visual Resource Management (VRM) Class 1, plan of operation 
requirement for mining and annual assessment work, motorized access 
restriction to designated roads and trails, and some grazing restrictions. 
In addition, we prefer withdrawal of mineral entry as mining claims lapse. 
And although there is a no-surface occupancy designation, effective since 
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BLH knows of no studies showing that geophysical operations or other miner- 
als exploration measures in the vicinity of Hovenweep NM have caused damage 
to natural resources in the NM, or would lessen the visitor's appreciation 
of the cultural resources present in the Wi. Hovenweep was not designated 
as an NM to protect scenic values or to afford an experience of solitude, as 
discussed in this cormtent, out rather because of the archaeologic sites 
present. BLti takes measures to protect cultural resources on public lands 
(draft appendix A), including those near Hovenweep M4, but acknowledges that 
unauthorized damage does occasionally occur. 

The draft recognizes the NPS EA regarding protection of lands surrounding 
Hovenweep EPI (draft page 5-6). BLM also is alarmed about the possibility of 
losing the archaeological record on public lands adjacent to the N1. ELM 
will continue to perform inventory, evaluation, and either avoidance or data 
recovery efforts to protect cultural values in this area. 

The area addressed in the NPS EA has been included in the proposed RMP as a 
proposed ACEC, in response to negotiations between BLM and NPS (see the 
revisions to draft cnapter 5). The area proposed is that which NPS request- 
ed, 1,500 acres (slightly different from the 2,000 acres shown as a poten- 
tial ACEC in draft alternative D). (See revisions to the draft sumnary. 
chapters 2. 3, and 4, and appendixes A, H and i.) The agreement covers 
lands managed under the San Juan/San Miguel RMP as well, and will act to 
ensure consistency across the state line. The proposed ACEC would be desig- 
nated to protect cultural values, but the area was not found to meet BLM 
manual criteria for consideration as a potential ACEC for scenic values (see 
the response to connent 2, National Parks and Conservation Association, 
comnent page 21, on this topic). 

Impacts to cultural sites were projected in the draft using the methods 
given in appendix Y. The nutiers of sites were projected based on acres of 
surface disturbance projected to occur. As stated in the draft, no attempt 
was made to determine which specific sites would be impacted, or the poten- 
tial scientific significance that would be lost (draft page A-195). 

A special designation such as an ACEC does not guarantee any particular 
level of management. This comnent apparently assumes that ACEC designation 
would cause the area to be managed as VRM class I and require no surface 
occupancy; the managerent prescriptions for the proposed Novenweep ACEC 
(proposed RHP and final EIS appendix I) are tnose OLM and NPS agreed to, and 
do not reflect the assumptions of this comnent. 



1975. for 880 acres surrounding the Square Tower unit, those cultural 
resources on the remaining public lands in the area are subject to the 
damages that the RMP identifies as resulting from multiple use management. 
Further, our uneasiness over the possible fate of the archeological resources 
in the Square Tower area are not allayed by conflicting information in the 
RMP's graphics. For example, Figure S-4, "Generalized Land Use Management 
Plan." Alternative E on page S-11, shows 400 acres at Square Tower with a 
no-surface occupancy designation, while Figure 3-1, "Oil and Gas Leasing 
Categories,' page 3-5, shows 880 acres falling under this category of land 
use. 

Further. we believe there should be consistency between adjoining Resource 
Management Areas on how the public lands are managed. For example, the San 
Juan/San Miguel RMP designates a 156.000-acre Anasazi Culture Multiple Use 
Area ACEC. This ACEC's western boundary is the Utah State line. We believe 
the RMP/EIS should address how this ACEC relates to management of the public 
lands discussed. including why such designation should not be carried into 
Utah. Such discussion should also include its relationship to the consistent 
management of public lands surrounding Hovenweep National Monument, which has 
units in both Colorado and Utah. 

Our review of this document indicates that inventories of resources in the 
San Juan Resource Area are incomplete, particularly in terms of endangered 
and threatened species, cultural resources, unique or relict plant 
comnunities, and wildlife (predators). This is not an unusual situation, 
especially considering the limited funding and personnel with which the Area 
operates. We strongly support additional inventory and monitoring of 
resources and management actions to assure that irreplaceable resources are 
not lost due to lack of information. As required by NEPA, prior to approving 
any action which might cause irreversible damage, an on-site inventory and 
assessment of natural, cultural, and recreational resources should be 
conducted to avoid loss of unique resources. For example, the San Juan 
Resource Area appears to include all or parts of three river segments listed 
in the Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI). These are: 

1. The Colorado River from the San Juan/Grand County Line to the southern 
boundary of Canyonlands National Park is listed for its outstandingly 
remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife values; 

2. The San Juan River from Lake Powell to U.S. Highway 160 is listed for its 
outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational and geologic values; and 

3. White Canyon from Lake Powell to source which is listed for its 
outstandingly remarkable scenic and geologic values. 

The President issued a Directive on August 2, 1979, which requires that: 

"Each Federal Agency shall, as part of its 
normal planning and environmental review 
process, take care to avoid or mitigate 
adverse effects on rivers identified in the 
Nationwide Inventory prepared by the 
Heritage Conservation and Recreation 
Service in the Department of the Interior. 
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Figure S-4 should have shown the same 880-acre tract as in figure 3-l as a 
no-surface-occupancy area adjacent to Hovenweep t+i (see revisions to draft. 
figure S-4). This comnent is correct in stating that, under the current 
situation, 880 acres adjacent to Hovenweep NM have a no-surface-occupancy 
stipulation for oil and gas leases (but not for any other type of land use). 

The RMP team was aware of the Anasazi Cultural Multiple Use ACEC In south- 
western Colorado in the Montrose District, and of the management stipula- 
tions imposed by the San Juan/San Miquel RMP (see draft page 5-7). When 
preparing the MSA, the RMP team assessed SJRA for any areas with preliminary 
potential for ACEC desgination (MSA. part II, each section); although 
examined, the area adjacent to the tiltiple Use ACEC in Colorado was not 
identified as potentially meeting ACEC criteria (discussed above). Addi- 
tionally, the area was not nominated by any other agency or the public for 
consideration as an ACEC. A ccmparison of the management actions allowed in 
the hltiple Use ACEC under the San Juan/San Miguel RMP and the preferred 
alternative of this draft does not necessarily show that southwestern Colo- 
rado has a more stringent level of management, or that the draft is incon- 
sistentwith its sister plan, as stated in this comnent. 

BLM acknowledges that inventories of natural resource data are incomplete. 
Thfs is discussed in part II of the MSA for each resource program analyzed. 
The need to provide ongoing data collection is not a planning decision per 
se because it does not require a land-use allocation. As such, it does not 
Eve to be spelled out in the RMP. However, BLM recognizes the need to 
update the data base used for the RMP. through agency initiated inventories 
or other means. Natural resource inventory is a continuous process. As 
more information becanes available, it will be incorporated into the RMP. 
and planning decisions will be changed as necessary (draft appendix 8). 

The RMP recoqiizes the need for site-specific NEPA documentation for proj- 
ects proposed or implemented under the RMP (draft pages Z-l, A-l, and A-29). 

ELM appreciates this conmentor's bringing the NRI requirements to its atten- 
tion. The text of the draft has been changed to include all three river 
seynents (see revisions to draft pagc 2-7 and appendix DD); the draft in- 
cluded mention of only the San Juan (draft table I-2). The draft has been 
revised, and the eligibility and potential classification of all three 
segments have been discussed. All three segments will require suitability 
studies to be prepared jointly with other federal and state agencies. The 
suitability studies will be prepared after completion of this final EIS. 
U.S. Highway 160 was renudered in the 1970s; at Maxican Hat it is now U.S. 
163. 



Agencies shall as part of their normal 
environmental review process consult with 
the Heritage Conservation and Recreation 
Service prior to taking actions which could 
effectively foreclose wild, scenic, or 
recreational river status on rivers in the 
Inventory." 

On June 1. 1981, the NPS absorbed what were previously Heritage Conservation 
and Recreation Service responsibilities with regard to NRI streams. Federal 
Agency procedures to avoid or mitigate adverse effects on NRI streams were 
published in the Federal Register on September 8, 1980 (copy enclosed). 

The following four steps are required by Agencies to comply with the 
Presidents Directive: 

1. Determine whether the proposed action could affect an Inventory river; 

2. Determine whether the proposed action could have an adverse effect on the 
natural, cultural and recreational values of the Inventory river segment; 

3. Determine whether the proposed action could foreclose options to classify 
any portion of the Inventory segment as wild, scenic or recreational river 
areas, and 

4. Incorporate avoidance/mitigation measures into the proposed action to 
maximum extent feasible within the Agency's authority. 

In our review of the subject draft; we could find no evidence that the above 
procedures were followed and suggest that they be given consideration in its 
revision. 

Questions on NRI streams and related procedures may be referred to 
Duane A. Holmes at 303-236-8705 or FTS-776-8705. 

As far as mineral exploration and development is concerned, Alternative D 
would offer the most protection to National Park System units affected by 
this plan and is therefore the most Preferred Alternative for the National 
Park Service. However, Alternative D has been developed as the "extreme" 
alternative for land protection and therefore would have a small likelihood 
of being Implemented. 

We therefore support Alternative E, BLM's preferred alternative, with the 
following changes. The generalized land use management zoning of Alternative 
E poses significant threats to lands surrounding Canyonlands National Park 
and adjacent to Glen Canyon National Recreation Area and Natural Bridges 
National Monument. The areas highlighted in yellow on the enclosed map are 
currently proposed for standard surface use and are therefore open to mineral 
development without surface use restrictions. We recognize that a portion of 
the area of concern adjacent to Glen Canyon NRA is closed to oil and gas 
leasing or open with no surface occupancy restrictions or, minimally, under 
limited surface use restrictions. 
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The San Juan and White Canyon segimnts fall within areas that would be 
designated as SRMAs under the proposed RMP (draft figure Z-11); activity 
plans will be prepared for these areas (draft table 2-7) which will deter- 
mine whether recreation-related activities could adversely affect the values 
of the river segments. Along the Colorado River, SJRA atiinisters only 
about 14 miles of the river canyon above Canyonlands NP, and does not 
adninister use of the river. Projects proposed for these areas would be 
assesed through the NEPA process on a case-by-case basis. The proposed RMP 
would provide broad-scale planning decisions for management of riparian 
areas, the Scenic Highway Corridor proposed ACEC (which contains part of the 
White Canyon drainage), and the San Juan River SRMA (see revisions to draft 
appendix A). 

BLM appreciates the comnents regarding mineral exploration and development 
under draft alternative D, but notes that the public comaent period was not 
intended to solicit votes for any alternative presented in the draft. 

BLM appreciates the support for the preferred alternative, and understands 
this conssent's concern regarding "standard surface use." However, the areas 
with this type of management prescription adjacent to Glen Canyon NRA 
include only the mile-wide corridors along existing roads, and the areas 
adjacent to Canyonlands NP are those with existlng surface disturbance. 
"Standard surface use" is different from "without surface restrictions" 
(draft appendix A). 



Further, the MSA (pp. 4331-20 and 4111-36) identified those BLM staffing 
shortages that exist, and stated "This threshold (for the amount of 
geophysical activity that can be managed to prevent damage to other resource 
values) has been crossed 85 percent of the time in the past three years." We 
suggest the RMP/EIS discuss the effect this staffing shortage would have on 
the cultural resources within the 200-acre zone near Hovenweep National 
Monument where several miles of geophysical exploratory lines have been run 
during the past few years, and whether this situation would continue. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 28 - 
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The RMP is a land-use allocation plan, not intended to discuss staffing 
needs. It is assuned that staffing and funding will be adequate to 
implement any plan adopted by the State Director (draft page l-2). 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS Specific Conments 

Page I-7. Under Resource Management Program section #4331, National Natural 
Landmarks (NNL's) are identified for special management. Yet no mention of 
the 5 proposed NNLs located within the boundaries of the San Juan Resource 
Area could be found in the document. 

w 
BLM sees no need to mention proposed National Natural Landmarks 

s on federal lands managed by other agencies. BLM would have no man- 
agement responsibility or interest in these areas, and the RMP would not 
serve to allocate any surface use of these areas. BLM was not aware that an 
NNL had been proposed for public lands along the San Juan River. When BLM 
receives a specific management proposal, this agency will review it against 
the land-use plan; a plan change may be required (draft appendix B). How- 
ever, BLM believes that under the proposed RMP the San Juan River SRMA 
recognizes and protects significant surface resource values on public lands 
within the river corridor. 

We suggest that coordinated efforts be considered with these areas since 
multiple ownership is involved (i.e., BLM, BIA, NPS, and the State of Utah). 

The proposed sites including ownership are as follows: 

NNLs 

-Rainbow Plateau 
-Navajo Mountain 
-San Juan River (including Grand Gulch, 

Slickhorn Gulch and John's Canyon) 

OWNERSHIP 

BIA, NPS 
BIA 
BIA. BLM, NPS, State 

-Monument Valley BIA 
-Goosenecks of the San Juan . BIA, NPS, State 

Site specific information and material on the NNL program may be obtained 
from C. A. Madison (RMR-PL), National Park Service, Rocky Mountain Region, 
P.O. Box 25287, Denver, Colorado 80225, telephone number is 303-236-8699 or 
FTS 776-8699. 

Page I-10. Under The Resource Area, second paragraph. the third sentence 
should state ". . . - NPS administered land . . ." Otherwise one could 
erroneously assume from this language that grazing and mineral activities are 
permitted on all NPS lands which is not the case. 

Page I-17. The total acreage under Federal ownership in Canyonlands National 
Park Is 337.570.43, not 247,998.47 as listed. If the smaller figure is meant 
to represent only the NPS acreage within the San Juan Resource Area, a note 
to that effect would remove any confusion in the minds of readers. 

Page 1-18. The table shows 5,705,98 acres of state minerals in Canyonlands 
National Park. There are no longer any state minerals in the park. 

Page l-1. We suggest that BLM give priority, for planning purposes, to a 
criterion that would support the designation of ACECs or ONA's in areas 
adjacent to NPS managed lands. 
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Page I-10. The text has been revised where suggested in this comment (see 
revisions to draft, page I-10). 

iii%%-% 
All acreages in the entire RMP/EIS refer to relevant parcels 

e boundaries of SJRA as shown on figure I-4, 

iGi%&$$e I-20) 
Acreages in table I-4 are according to master title plats (MTPs) 

The MTPs are the official records for surface and miner- 
al ownership. Although some 8LM maps show that there are no state minerals 
within Canyonlands NP, the MTPs show these areas as having state minerals. 
Until NPS processes the mineral deeds through BLM (at which tirrm the MTPs 
would be revised), the official ownership will continue to show state 
minerals within the NP. 

l-l. Page The planning criteria went through a formal public participation 
process (see page 5-9 of the draft) and incorporate the concerns raised by 
interested parties, including NPS. (See also the response to comnent 2, 
National Parks and Conservation Association, comment page 7. on this topic.) 

To qualify for consideration as a potential ACEC, an area must meet the 
criteria of relevance and importance. 

; 
:: .. 



Page l-2. We suggest that the South Needles WSA (UT-060-169A) can qualify as 
a WSA under FLPMA. Even though this area is less than 5,000 acres, we 
believe the adjoining Canyonlands National Park recommended wilderness 
qualifies the South Needles as a WSA. 

Page 1-4. Table 1-I - The Indian Creek WSA is adjacent to the Needles 
proposed wilderness, not the Maze proposed wilderness. 

Page l-6. As outlined above, we believe cultural resource management should 
be an issue, much the same as livestock, wilderness and wildlife are also 
governed by law and remain issues. Alternatives should provide for cultural 
resource management above the minimum levels established by law and 
regulation. There are many actions the ELM can take for cultural resources 
protection which are not required by law but which may be very appropriate to 
increase protection efforts. Some of these actions might include ruins 
stabilization programs; not only protecting cultural resource sites but their 
setting as well; public interpretation and increased public awareness 
programs. 

Also on Page l-6, under Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, the text should 
be replaced by the following to clearly inform the public of ELM's role: 

"The San Juan Resource Area has certain administrative 
responsiblities for grazing and minerals within Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area (NRA). The Resource consumptive uses 
that are authorized within Glen Canyon are mandated by the 
enabling legislation to be subordinate to the preservation of 
scenic, scientific, and historic resources and and the public use and 
enjoyment of the NRA. THerefore Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
practices, objectives and planned actions that are applied 
elsewhere on the public lands in the San Juan Resource Area may 
not be applicable or permissable within the boundaries of Glen 
Canyon National Recreation Area.". 

"Coordination of grazing responsibilities between the Bureau of 
Land Management and the National Park Service (NPS) in regards to 
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area were addressed in the 
Umbrella Memorandum of Agreement for Grazing signed by-the 
Directors of the Natlonal Park Service and Bureau of Land 
Management, as well as the Interagency Agreement for Grazing 
Management on Glen Canyon National Recreation Area signed by the 
NPS Rocky Mountain Regional Director and the BLM Utah State 
Director. Management of minerals falls under specific laws and 
regulations and is beyond the discretion of BLM field office 
personnel." 

"Wildlife, vegetation, cultural resources and recreation 
management on NRA lands is within the primary authority of the 
NPS and addressed in their Natural Resource Management Plan, 
Cultural Resource Management Plan, General Management Plan and 
other appropriate planning documents." 
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The South Needles WSA was established through a Federal Re ister 
%%&%l FR 2768 January 21. 1986, effective February 20,1986). ---hF 
ELM appreciates subport for this designation. the draft was not intended to 
solicit comnents on WSA designations. 

Page l-4, Table l-l. The map entitled "Wilderness Plan, Canyonlands Nation- 
al Park, Utah" dated January 1978. provided to BLM by Canyonlands NP, shows 
the Indian Creik WSA to be adjacent to the Maze proposed wilderness, not the 
Needles proposed wilderness as stated in this comnent. BLM understands that 
the NPS 1984 wilderness proposal refers to this area as the Maze-Grabbens 
proposed wilderness. ELM understands that this information is still current. 

Cultural resource management does not qualify as a planning issue 
$%%Z'response to comment 2 National Parks and Conservation Associa- 
tion). Wilderness management is not a planning issue (draft page l-21. 

BLM has revised the text regarding management of Glen Canyon NRA, in accord- 
ance with this comnent's suggestions (see revisions to draft page l-6 and 
5-6). 



RESPGNSE TO COMMENT 28 

Paoe 1-7. We stronqlr support the addition of units g and 10, 16, 11 and 12, I 
as-additional wilderness areas. Each spring and fall, large numbers of 
people come to Natural Bridges National Monument, seeking information about 
hiking and camping on adjoining BLM lands listed in the above units. There 
have been several national magazine art?cles published in the last year about 
these lands. Backed by the interest we have seen by the visiting public, 
there is a large segment of the public who want a wilderness experience on 
these lands. 

Page 2-2. The RMP/EIS states that the San Juan Resource Area would 
administer the operational aspects of any geothermal leases issued in Glen 
Canyon. As identified in the Mineral Leasing Act of February 25, 1920, as * 
amended (30 U.S.C. 181 et. seq.), the Acquired Lands Mineral Leasing Act of 
August 7, 1947, as amended (30 U.S.C. 351 et. seq.) and the Combined 
Hydrocarbon Leasing Act of November 16, 1981 (30 U.S.C. 181 et. seq.), 
resources not available for leasing in any National Park Service unit include 
geothermal-i%sources, coal, oil shale and mineral materials. The leasing of 
geothermal resources in national recreation areas is specifically prohibited 
in 30 U.S.C. 1014(c). The statute says. "Geothermal leases. . . shall not be 
issued for lands administered in accordance with (1) sections 1 and 2 to 4 of 
title 16, as amended or supplemented (NPS Organic Act), (2) for lands within 
a national recreation area . . .' The paragraph on page 2-2 of the Plan is 
therefore erroneous and should be removed. There is also a reference in this 
paragraph to see chapter 5. This reference, therefore, should be removed. 
On page 5-5, under National Park Service, there should be a statement to the 
effect that geothermal resources, coal, oil shale and mineral materials are 
not available for leasing in any National Park System unit. 

A second mineral issue which should be expressed in the section dealing with 
the administration of oil and gas exploration concerns off lease seismic 
exploration which is not authorized on Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. 

Page 2-6. The document should also state that grazing management on lands 
within Glen Canyon National Recreation Area also takes place within the terms 
of a BLM-NPS Memorandum of Understanding. 

Page 2-7. There appears to be a contradiction in the Statement that areas 
may be closed to ORV use, but that ORV use may be allowed under permit. TO 
remove this contradiction the conditions resulting in issuing and ORV permit 
in a closed area should be specified, or, no ORV use should be allowed in 
closed areas. 

Page 2-10. (2) Expansion of Canyonlands National Park. The 1985 proposal to 
expand the park boundaries in Davis and Lavender Canyons was considered as an 
amendment to a Utah wilderness bill introduced in Congress. This movement 
was not an informal public proposal. 

Page 2-16-17. The very brief description provided under cultural resources 
should recognize the resource protection zone in the Hovenweep National 
Monument General Management Plan and include flexfbility to accommodate 
necessary management in this zone. Such management should be.much more than 
an oil and gas no surface occupancy stipulation. 
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The RMP/EIS does not assess the suitability of WSAs for wilder- 
ZZgnation That analysis has been left to the statewide wilderness 
EIS (draft page i-2). 

f%jiFi 
The text of the draft has been revised to indicate that geo- 

easing is prohibited within the NRA (see revfsions to draft Page 
The paragraph questfoned in thfs cormient has not been renmved because 

USGS-has mapped me prospectively valuable lands on the NRA, whether they 
are leased or not. 

The section of draft chapter 5 cited in this comment discusses aspects of 
NRAmanagement that pertain to BLM, and is not intended to be a canprehen- 
sive listing of resources on NPS units managed by NPS. Similarly, since 
geophysical operations on the NRA are not authorized by BLH under the 
mineral leasing act, and since NPS is the surface administrator of the NRA, 
a discussion of seismic exploration prohibitions on the NRA is irrelevant to 
this RMP. 

Page 2-6. The text of the draft has been changed as suggested in this 
comnent (see revisions to draft page 2-6). 

v ORV use is administered in accordance with 43 CFR 8340; the 
regu atlons provide for vehicular use in limited or closed areas under 
certain conditions. These conditions are explained in draft appendix E 
(draft page A-49). The RMP cannot be used to alter regulatfons (draft pages 
l-10 and 2-l). 

',;z,;-;o.. BLM understands that, as of the time the final was prepared, no . 
egislative proposal to expand the boundaries of Canyonlands NP was 

ever introduced as a Congressional bill, although it was discussed. In 1985 
a Congressman informally proposed expanding the boundaries of Canyonlands NP 
as a trade-off for droppfng the area from further consideration as a poten- 
tial site for a national nuclear waste repository, and thfs idea was widely 
discussed in news media at the time. However, the site was not selected, 
and this proposal became a moot issue. The text of the draft has not been 
changed because the proposal was (1) informal (never carried beyond coranit- 
tee discussions) and (2) public (not originating within either agency 
involved). 

These pages of the draft do not discuss either Hovenweep 
~$%F%%&Z~esource management' , BLM is uncertain as to the intent of 
this comment. The resource protection zone proposed by NPS surrounding 
tlovenweep NMwas discussed on draft page 5-6. BLM and NPS have agreed that 
the proposed P,MP will propose a Hovenweep ACEC to coincide with the NPS 
resource protection zone, with management prescriptions conforming to the 
1937 cooperative management strategy (see revisions to draft chapter 5 and 
appendixes H and I). 



Page 2-17. Figure 2-1 - All lands in T36S-R18E, T37S-R17E and T37S-R18E 
should be included in the Alternative D classification. These are the lands 
surrounding Natural Bridges National Monument and are part of the viewed 
landscape by all visitors to the monument. 

Page 2-31. Figure 2-7-11 - Lands in T36S-R17E, T36S-RI8E. T37S-R17E and 
T37S-R18E should all be classified as potential National Register properties. 
There is a great abundance of cultural resource sites in T36S-R18E and 
T37S-R18E that are comparable to the sites within Natural Bridges National 
Monument. The sites in these two townships are part of the White Canyon 
system and are accessible to visitors to the monument. They also represent 
the same cultural group and were occupied at the same time as those sites 
with the monument be designated as a national archeological district. 

Pages 2-42-47. Figures 2-12 through 2-15 - All alternatives show potential 
land treatments in the vicinity of Natural Bridges National Monument. 
Highway 95 is a scenic route used to connect several tourist attractions 
together in Southern Utah. Land treatments involving chainings or other 
manipulations of the native vegetation negate the scenic quality of this 
road. See also comments on VRM classes on Page 3-83. 

The entire area is rich in archeological resources. These long term cultural 
resources will suffer in the short-term land treatments. Land treatments 
anywhere in this archeologically rich and scenic area are not in the best 
interests of citizens visiting Natural Bridges National Monument, of the 
National Park Service, or of scientists investigating our cultural heritage. 

All land treatment alternatives show in T36S-R18E that lands along the 
approach road (U-275) to Natural Bridges National Monument will be 
manipulated. The NPS would oppose all such efforts. The BLM granted the NPS 
the right-of-way along this entrance road to preserve the scenic values of 
the area as a person approach the monument. With land treatments occurring 
outside the right-of-way, there would be an obvious green corridor of little 
scenic value. This area is rich in archeological sites and should not be 
disturbed. 

Page 2-49. Table 2-3 - The NPS strongly supports inclusion of the additional 
Special Recreation Management Areas. 

Page 2-51. Comparing the costs by alternative is difficult because 
information is scattered.throughout the RMP. The ELM, on page S-13, states 
that Alternatives C & D would be expensive to implement while the Preferred 
Alternative E would cost only slightly more to implement than the No Action 
Alternative A. One is led to belfeve part of the reason Alternative E is 
preferred is because of a lower cost. However, some of the figures are 
suspect. For instance, Alternatives C 8 D have 50 percent and 100 percent 
less land treatments than does Alternative E. The range improvement and 
grazing costs for C & D are considerably higher than they are for Alternative 
E. This is just the opposite of what one-would expect. Alternative E, with 
more than two times the range improvements. should cost more. A more 
thorough and clear justification of costs is needed. 

Page 2-74. The important cultural resources in Beef Basin should be 
recognized by limiting ORV use to existing roads. 
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Page 2-17. Figure 2-l. The criteria for the natural successfon areas shown 
ln figure 2-l are given on draft Page 2-15. Vfewsheds from NPS units were 
not part of the criteria used. 

Page 2-31, Figures 2-7 through 2-11. Figures 2-7 and 2-8 show existing 
National Register sites, not potential sites. Figures 2-9 through 2-11 
include the potential National Register properties listed in table 2-2. 

In the draft alternatives. BW did not attempt to list all significant 
cultural resource sites, or to show probable locations of undiscovered sites 
that may qualify for listing on the National Register (draft page 3-8, 
figure 3-15, and table 3-8). Proximity to an NPS unit is not a criterion 
for listing on the National Register. SJRA has an abundance of cultural 
resource sites; although significant sites exist in the areas mentioned in 
this cormrent. BW finds other areas to be more deserving of recognition. 

Page 2-42 through 47, Figures 2-12 throu@ 2-15. Potential land treatments 
shown are the areas that are physically suitable for this type of use. The 
draft is revised to clarify this, and to indicate that priority would be 
given to maintaining existing land treatments (see revisfons to draft pages 
2-6 and 2-68). (See also the response to comnent 2, National Parks and 
Conservation Association, conment page 34.) The method of treatment would 
be determined when a project was actually proposed= NEPA documentation at 
that time would assess impacts to other resources (draft pages 2-l. A-l, and 
A-29). Under the proposed RMP, in the vicfnfty of Natural Bridges i+f, the 
special conditions for the Scenic Hfghway Corridor proposed ACEC would have 
to be met. 

Although on a philosophical level NPS may feel that land treatments are not 
compatible with that agency's mission, grazing use of public lands (includ- 
ing land treatments) is a traditionally authorized use, and will be allowed 
to continue wfthfn me parameters of BW's multfple-use mandate. 

Page 2-49. Table 2-3. BLM appreciates this support for the proposed SRMAs. 

BLM repeated budget cost information at various locations in the 
$%$% example 
sion of alternativ;s 

it is summarized in the Summary, compared in the discus- 
(draft table 2-4, page 2-51). and explained in detail 

in draft appendix K. Budget figures for range improvements were in error 
and have been revised (see revisions to draft table 2-4 and appendix K). 
Alternative D would be only sli#tly mere expensive to implement than alter- 
native A, and alternative B would be the most expensive to implement.. See 
the response to comment 9! Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, comment page 
4, for a cunplete discussion of this topic. 

See the response to conment 2, National Parks and Conservation 
comment page 34, on mis topic. 



Page Z-76. Table 2-9 - Livestock exclusions for Alternative C should include 
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Grand Gulch, Dark Canyon and Upper Indian Creek. 

Page 2-81. The special designations for the South Needles USA do not include 
belonging to the Beef Basin Archeological District under Alternatives A, 8 
and E. The importance of the area either exists or does not exist, and 
should be consistent among alternatives. The archeological importance is a 
fact and should be recognized in all alternatives. 

Alternatives A and B should also be closed to ORV use for the same reason. 

Page 2-87. The RMP/EIS should state whether Bridger Jack Mesa and Lavender 
Mesa are the only two locations with relict plant communities. Such 
identification is necessary for a full understanding of the full impacts of 
protecting or not protecting such areas. 

There is no mention of the impacts to viewsheds from the National Park System 
areas under the category of Forest Products Harvest. This should be included 
so the public can understand the full impacts of forest product harvests. 
The NPS feels the BLM should recognize the views from the parks as critical 
environmental areas and important resources for the American people visiting 
this area. 

Page 2-88. The RMP/EIS should present wildlife population goals for 
Alternatives A, D and E. This is an important natural and economic resource 
that should have top consideration. 

Page 2-91. Off road vehicle use is iisted throughout the plan as being 
limited to roads and trails in areas allowing such use. There may be a need 
to close certain trails to off road vehicle use. Trails should be considered 
on a case by case basis. 

Page 2-95. Under Alternative E. the number of deer will increase by 643 
animals to 8,000. The acres of critical deer habitat will decrease by 4,120 
acres to 187,800. The number of bighorn sheep will increase by 200 animals 
while the crucial habitat decreases by 1.000 acres. There needs to be an 
explanation of how there will be more animals on fewer acres of habitat. 

Neither in this sumnary table, nor in the text, are predators such as 
mountain lions, bobcats, coyotes, or bears considered or discussed. The NPS 
aims to manage the natural systems within park boundaries in a fashion 
undisturbed by humans. The San Juan Resource Management Plan should provide 
more baseline data on these species and consider for protection the habitat 
of those animals which are part of the Canyonlands National Park and Natural 
Bridges National Monument ecosystems. 

Page 2-96. Table 2-10, "Sunsnary Comparison of Impacts, by Alternative", 
lists the archeological/historic sites that will be protected or damaged 
under each of the BLM's proposed five alternatives. The totals for these 
cultural resource sites range from 41.444 under Alternative A, to 57,970 
under Alternative C, a difference of some 16,826 sits. This discrepancy in 
figures is puzzling since it would seem logical for the total number of 
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Page Z-76, Table 2-9. Under alternative C. livestock would be excluded from 
riparian areas, including the drainages mentioned in this comnent. Grand 
Gulch and Dark Canyon fall within P ROS class areas, where livestock use 
would be reduced (appendix AI. 

Page 2-81, Table 2-9. Special designations in this table reflect those in 
tables 2-2 2-3 and 2-6. Not designating an area as a National Register 
Archaeologic District does not indicate lack of concern for cultural resour- 
ces. The areas listed in table 2-2 are the highest priorities. 

Alternative A represents the existing situation. Because there are current- 
ly no ORV closures in SJRA. table 2-9 should not be revised to show clos- 
ures. The closures suggested would be inconsistent with the objectives for 
alternative B. 

Page 2-87, Table 2-9. The draft (page 3-371 states that some isolated mesa 
tops scattered throughout SJRA could be considered relict plant comnuni- 
ties. Bridger Jack and Lavender Mesas are believed to have the greatest 
study value. 

Harvest of forest products at the level assessed in the RMP is not believed 
to impact the viewshed of NPS units. Draft chapter 2 presents alternatives, 
not impacts (except for the sunary in table 2-10). Chapter 4 discusses 
impacts to NPS units where found to occur. 

Page 2-88. Table 2-9. Alternative A is the existing situation, and no 
wildlife population goals now exist. Wildife population goals have been 
added for alternatives D and E. (See also the response to comnent 27, Fish 
and Wildlife Service, on this topic.1 

Page 2-91. Table 2-9. Under the RMP (draft appendix E). areas may be desig- 
nated as open, limited, or closed to ORV use. The draft applied the least 
restrictive level of management needed to resolve resource conflicts docu- 
mented in the RMP/EIS (see also the response to comnent 2, National Parks 
and Conservation Association, on this topic). DLM's authority to close 
roads or trails is legally limited; closures would have to be evaluated 
individually. 

Page 2-95, Table 2-10. This table is a sumnary of projected impacts. Draft 
ctl 4 contains the full discussion of anticipated impacts. The text has 
bezLt$anged to indicate that BLM would manage for a diversity of habitat 
(see revisions to draft table 2-5). (page 3-411 SJRA contains many wild- 
life species, but management is concentrated on certain habitatd (see the 
response to comment 22. Environmental Protection Agency, comnent page 4.). 
The R;plP is not intended to provide baseline studies for natural resources, 
but to allocate resource uses. See also the response to comnent 27. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, on this topic. 

Page 2-96, Table 2-10. Table 2-10 sumnarizes chapter 4. The impact analy- 
sis (cnapter 3) and appendix Y expiain why the number of cultural resource. 
sites protected or damaged would vary among alternatives. 



cultural resources lying on a given land area would remain constant, no 
matter what subcategories of preservation or non-preservation are devised. 
We thus are surprised that the total number of archeological/historic sites 
does not remain the same in all five alternatives. Since the RMP relies so 
heavily on statistical data to quantify the ramifications of several 
management alternatives on the cultural and natural resources found within 
the San Juan Resource Area, we are left wondering what the implications are 
for these resources when the reliability of the data present in the RMP is 
questionable. 

Page 2-98. The economic considerations under the minerals category shows 
unquantified data under Alternative E. All other alternatives list a value. 
There seems to be no reason why figures are not available for Alternative E. 
An explanation is needed for not including data for Alternative E. 

Page 2-99. There is an inconsistency between the tables on pages 295 and 
299. The table on page 295 shows more wildlife will be created or more 
habitat protected under Alternative C than Alternative E. THe table on page 
299 shows more dollar income generated from wildlife under Alternative E 
than under Alternative C. The RMP/EIS should explain how Alternative E can 
generate more money with less wildlife than Alternative C which will create 
more wildlife. 

On Page 2-99 under Wildlife lists income and tax revenues. The comnon 
assumption is that more revenues creates more taxes. Alternatives D and E 
list higher revenues than Alternative C, while Alternative C lists more tax 
revenues than AlternativesnD or E. 

Page 3-5. Figure 3-1 - Natural Bridges National Monument is surrounded by a 
Category 1 designation for oil and gas leases. A Category 3 designation 
surrounding Natural Bridges would provide a protective zone around the 
monument. Such a zone is in keeping with the Interior Department's 
encouragement to provide protection for the natural and cultural resources 
and important vistas from National Park System areas. 

Page 3-19. Figure 3-5, titled Favorable Mineral Materials Areas, identifies 
an area on State Highway 263 adjacent to*Glen Canyon. This area was surveyed 
in 1985 by the Federal Highway Administration and the NPS and was found to 
contain materials unsuitable for use in highway construction and maintenance. 

page 3-25. Figure 3-7 * This map showing favorable areas for locatable 
minerals includes small sections of Canyonlands National Park in Indian Creek 
and on the south boundary in the Elk Ridge Mining District. Most of Natural 
Bridges National Monument is included in the Deer Flat mining District. 
Since these two National Park System areas are closed to mineral entry, a 
n-ore accurate map would exclude the National Park System units from areas 
with mineral potential. 

Page 3-28. The statement that the air is clean over the San Juan Resource 
Area is generally true. There are many days when the air quality is in poor 
condition for a variety of reasons. Regional drift across the State line 
appears to contribute most pollutants to air in the San Juan Resource Area. 
There are other local conditions developing which cause localized problems, 
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Page 2-98, Table 2-10. See chapter 4 for a discussion of economic effects. 
Alternative A presents the baseline level of mineral activity used to pro- 
ject local economic activity. Managermant actions under alternatives B, C, 
and D, would result in quantifiable local economic effects. Under alterna- 
tive E. several actions could have local economic effects, but these could 
not be quantified (draft page 4-721. BLM expects the local economic changes 
due to minerals-related actions in alternative E to be smaller than those 
quantified under alternative B, C, or D. 

Page 2-99. Table 2-10. See chapter 4 for a discussion of economic impacts 
from wi 'ldlife management. The local employment, income, and tax revenues 
generated by wildlife would be greater under alternative C than under alter- 
native E. Table 2-10 had an error: alternative C is projected to result in 
income generated by wildlife of $73,700, not $44,500 (see revisions to draft 
table 2-10). 

Page 3-5. Figure 3-l. Chapter 3 shows the existing situation. Figure 3-l 
shows the existing oil and gas categories, not changes assessed under the 
different alternatives. The Secretary has directed that integral vistas be 
handled by state governents, not by 8LM (see the response to comaent 6, 
Sierra Club, Cache Group, comnent page 3, on this topic). 

Page 3-19. Figure 3-5. State Highway 263 (now 276) near Glen Canyon NRA was 
constructed wi ‘th mineral materials from the area adjacent to Glen Canyon NRA 
shown in figure 3-5. NPS used this same source for material for its road at 
Hall's Crossing in the 1970s. While it is true that the mineral materials 
in that area are not of the highest quality, they are the only mineral 
materials available in the general vicinity for road maintenance. The cost 
of hauling materials from other sites farther from Glen Canyon NRAwould 
probably be prohibitive. 

Page 3-25, Figure 3-7. Figure 3-7 depicts geologic potential for uranium 
occurrence along wi 'th established mining districts. Establishnent of 
Canyonlands NP and Natural Bridges t@i and the related mineral withdrawals 
affect neither the geologic potential present nor the historic mining 
district ooundaries. 

w Regional air quality depends on a complex mix of factors. The 
pro ems mentioned in this comment are beyond the considerations of this 
RMP/EIS. Regional haze is a problem for interstdte regulatory enforcement 
and resolution by the state govermients involved. No small industries are 
located on public lands within SJRA; emissions would be regulated.by the 
state. Woodburning stoves, virtually all located on private lands, also 
come under the purview of state regulation. Neither source would be 
associated with puolic land management within SJRA. 



such as smoke from wood burning stoves and small industries. The air quality 
issue needs to be recognized as very complicated problem. The National Park 
Service is happy to see the recognition given to Canyonlands as a Class I 
area. i 

Page 3-31. The RMP/EIS should define the criteria used to establish flood 
hazards. There are certainly more stream channels with flood hazards than 
are shown. For instance. all of White Canyon, including the major - 
tributaries, has a known flood hazard. 
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Page 3-31, Figure 3-9. The text of the draft has been changed to clarify 

It is true that more stream channels are subject to flooding than are shown 
in the draft; any stream channel is subject to flooding, and only selected 

Page 3-41. One of the best nesting populations of peregrine falcon in 
the lower 48 states occurs along the Colorado River. including Lake Powell. 
Many canyons leading to Lake Powell support peregrines. There is little 
question that peregrines utilize public lands for hunting, for migrating, and 
most likely for nesting. The following canyons east of Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area should be considered for peregrine falcon habitat and should 
be managed to protect cliffs, riparian vegetation and reverine birds: 
Imperial Canyon, Gypsum Canyon, Palmer Canyon, Bowdie Canyon, Rockfall 
Canyon, Park Canyon and Sheep Canyon. It is essential to recognize these 
areas as potential habitat. They should not be dismissed as unimportant 
simply because the inventory is not complete. 

Page 3-43. Figure 3-11 - Wildlife Habitats: Bighorn - The Natural Resource 
Management Plan for Natural Bridges National Monument identifies a 
recotmtendation of reintroducing desert bighorn sheep into the monument. 
Sheep left the area in 1963, according to monument records, but bighorn may 
be migrating to the northwest corner of the monument. The lands in T36S-R17E 
and T36S-RlBE should be designated as crucial habitat for desert bighorn 
sheep. 

Page 3-45. Figure 3-12 - The deer crucial area extends into Canyonlands 
National Park as far as T31S-R20E. The Salt Creek drainage is part of the 
crucial deer winter range for the Abajo Mountains herd. 

channels are shown in figure 3-9. The areas shown are based on mapping 
originally done at a 1:24,000 scale. At this scale. White Canyon and 
several other drainages had floodplains too narrow to show up in the mapping 

Site-specific impacts to these smaller channels would be deter- 
mined at the project level (draft pages 2-1, A-l and A-29). Any project 
that would potentially affect floodplains or flood-prone areas would require 
an onsite inspection by BLM staff specialists. 

BLM agrees that peregrine falcons are important. The draft 

Page 3-43, Figure 3-11. The crucial bi$orn sheep habitat is identified as 
rutting or lambing areas (draft page 3-41). Not all of the area mentioned 
in this connient is used by the sheep for rutting or lading; therefore, it 
does not qualify as crucial habitat. 

Page 3-45, Figure 3-12. The crucial deer habitat is identified as areas of 
puolic land that provide winter habitat for concentrated nutiers of deer 
(draft page 3-491. Therefore, habitat areas on federal lands managed by 
other agencies are not shown as crucial habitat. White Canyon has been 
added to the list of riparian areas (see revisions to draft table 3-6). 

Page 3-47, Figure 3-13. Figure 3-13 shows the boundaries of the White 
Canyon-Red Canyon HMP are shown as they currently exist. The Natural 

The upper 30 miles of White Canyon should be classified as riparian/aquatic 
habitat. 

Page 3-47. To complement the Natural Bridges National Monument RMP the 
public lands surround the monument should be included within the White Canyon 
- Red Canyon habitat management plan. 

Page 3-50. Table 3-6 - White Canyon was not included as a riparian zone even 
though the canyon contains a perennial stream. 

Page 3:53. Under the paragraph on grazing in Glen Canyon National Recreation 
Area an Interagency Agreement between the Bureau of Land Management and the 
National Park Service has recently been finalized and should be added to that 
paragraph as a reference. 

Bridges plan CNPS. 19861 states mat there are no bighorn sheep in the NM 
(although it may be possible to reintroduce the sheep). and that mule deer 

.population numbers are unknown. The draft identifies areas of highest 
priority for implementation of HJPs over the next 10 years (draft appendix 
Bl. As me RMP is periodically reviewed, other areas could be identified 
for preparation of M4Ps after the identified tEIPs are implemented. It is 
not clear to BLM how expansion of the White Canyon-Red Canyon CMP would 
complement the deer monitoring activities in Natural Bridges tZ{ (the only 
wildlife project identified in the w plan). 

Page 3-50, Table 3-6. White Canyon has been added to the table (see 
revisions to draft Eable 3-G). 

Page 3-53. The text has been changed to include the latest BLM-NPS inter- 
agency agreement on grazing (see revisions to draft page 3-53). 

The grazing section beginning on page 3-53 does not identify any existing or 
potential livestock-recreation conflicts. With development and increased 
visitation to Glen Canyon National Recreation Area some conflict presently 
exists in many others. For the most part conflicts occur near developed 
areas and in undeveloped sites which receive frequent recreational use. The' 

OUi is not aware of any specific livestock-recreation conflicts in'either 
SJRA or Glen Cdnyon NRA. As stated in this comment, NPS, not BLM, is 

responsiale for management of recreational uses of Glen Canyon NRA. 
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plan should recognize existing and potential recreation-livestock use 
conflicts. As they relate to Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, it should 
state that BLM will work with the NPS to mitigate these conflicts when they 
are identified by means of seasonal use modifications, area closures or by 
other means which may be appropriate. 

We support the preferred alternative goal of spring grazing closures both for 
the protection of vegetation during its critical growing season and as the 
best means of reducing recreation-livestock conflicts throughout those 
portions of the allotments on Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. All 
allotments on the national recreation area should be included on the selected 
list. 

Page 3-54. Crested wheatgrass has no beneficial value to native animals, 
only livestock benefits. Reseeding with native plants benefits livestock as 
well as wildlife. A recent article on livestock grazing on public lands 
states that crested wheatgrass attracts grasshoppers and is favorable for 
population growth of grasshoppers ("Audubon" Magazine, August 1986). With 
the spraying program taking place in the west. it would seem to benefit 
Bureau of Land Management to not plant vegetation which favors grasshoppers. 
Crested wheatgrass also can out complete native plants in seed mixtures. If 
the seed mixture is heavy on the crested wheat, other plants may not even 
succeed. 

Page 3-57. Riparian areas are identified as heavily utilized by livestock. 
However, the issue is not addressed in the plan. A policy and recommended 
actions for protection and rehabilitation of riparian areas should be stated 
in the plan. Riparian areas are ecological zones in the desert, 
environments significant well beyond their actual size. 

The draft plan also recognizes that hanging gardens contain unique plant 
. While not stated in the draft, livestock are known to utilize 

i!$Ez garden areas which are accessible to them. Several sites in Glen 
Canyon are known to have livestock impacts to hanging gardens, Knowles Canyon 
and Cottonwood Canyon are two examples. No policy on hanging gardens 
management is stated in the plan or its alternatives. A policy with specific 
actions should be included in the plan. 

The draft identifies the significance of relict plant comnunities and 
proposes to protect them as either research natural areas or areas of 
critical environmental concern. While it was appropriate that none were 
proposed In Glen Canyon, the NPS is currently surveying the national 
recreation area to identify relict plant communities. Once identified, the 
NPS will propose to establish them as research natural areas and then will 
develop site specific management plans to preserve these areas. It is 
possible that one or more sites may be identified in the area covered by the 
draft RMP. The RMP must maintain the flexibility to adjust mineral and 
grazing activities on the national recreation are accordingly. 

None of the alternative land treatment proposals appear to include lands 
within Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. We concur with this approach. 
Land treatments are not appropriate within the national recreation area. 
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The goal for livestock grazing under alternative E includes changing season 
of use where needed (draft page 2-t6). Four allotments would have spring 
grazing excluded; none of these is in Glen Canyon NRA. Spring grazing 
within Glen Canyon NRA on allobnents having AHPs is rotated among pastures 
to allow some areas to have spring rest every year. This would also be the 
goal for allotments where AMPS are yet to be developed. (See also the 
response to comment 67 from Rodney Green0 on this topic.) 

Page 3-54. BLM does not agree that crested wheatgrass retards success of 
other species and has no beneficial value to native animals. In some areas, 
crested wheatgrass is used to provide initial ground cover to retard erosion 
until other (native) species can become established. Native species typic- 
ally coexist with crested wheatgrass--even in seeding areas. Crested wheat- 
grass, an important spring and fall forage for both livestock and mule deer 
in SJRA. is useful to any animal that eats grass. USFS studies have shown 
that, in closed pinyon-juniper stands, chainings increase wildlife popula- 
tion numbers and species diversity. Crested wheatgrass is used in rehabili- 
tation because it is generally more successful for rapid revegetation in 
disturbed areas than are native species. The only part of SJRA requiring a 
grasshopper spraying project was an area with native range. 

Page 3-57. Chapter 3 discusses the current situation and does not present 
management proposals to resolve stated problems. Alternative management for 
riparian areas and the impacts of those proposals are discussed in the draft. 

BLM is aware of the significance of riparian areas. Some riparian areas 
would have grazing exclusions on a smaller scale under PMPs prepared after 
completion of tne RMP. Other riparian areas would be managed for improve- 
ment throu 

j" 
grazing systems, allowing periodic rest from grazing (draft 

appendix U . (See also the response to comnent 67 from Rodney Green0 on 
this topic.1 

The RHP is intended to provide broad allocations for use of public resour- 
ces. Grazing use of specific areas, such as hanging gardens, would be 
addressed at the activity level of planning, 
canpletion of the fU4P (draft page 2-61. 

throu@ an AMP prepared after 

The RMP will be reviewed and updated as needed (draft appendix BI. This 
will provide the flexibility suggested in this comnent. Regarding grazing 
adjustments in Glen Canyon NRA, changes can be made within the guidelines 
and authority of BLM-NPS agreements for management of grazing within tne NRA, 



Page 3-58 through 3-65. This discussion should include a recognition of 
Hovenweep National Monument, its relationship to surrounding public lands, 
and the significance of surrounding cultural resource sites to Hovenweep. 

Page 3-59. Table 3-7. "Grazing Allotments with Potential for Special 
Management", has a column on livestock manipulation techniques where it 
identifies allotments and total acres with a footnote stating that this 
applies to BLM and Glen Canyon National Recreation Area acres. Nowhere else 
in the document is this discussed. Since it appears that specific livestock 
manipulation techniques were considered, the specific technique and its 
location should be identified in the plan so that the effect can be 
evaluated. It is impossible to evaluate this important section without more 
information. 

We support the proposal that allotment management plans (AMP) be development 
for all allotments without them. For those allotments extending onto Glen 
Canyon National Recreation Area the NPS should be included in the planning 
process as an interested party. , 

Page 3-60. At least some information should be provided concerning the 
paleontological resources in the area, their rate of occurrence, possible 
significance, and potential impacts. This information can be developed in 
the form of a sensitivity assessment, bases on geologic maps, without the 
need for field inventory. The possible occurrence of dinosaur fossils, noted 
on page 3-60, suggests that there are important resources here which should 
not be overlooked. 

Page 3-61. Figure 3-15 - The NPS strongly supports designating Beef Basin as 
an archeological zone with potential nomination to the National Register. 
Beef Basin seems to be closely affiliated with the adjacent Salt Creek 
Archeological District in Canyonlands and has great archeological 
significance. 

The lands surrounding Natural Bridges National Monument should be 
investigated for inclusion in the Cedar Mesa Archeological District with 
potential for National Register listing. The NPS will likely nominate most 
of Natural Bridges National Monument for the National Register which would 
complement the surrounding BLM district. 

Page 3-67. Figure 3-16 - When responding to the Utah Bureau of Land 
Management wilderness proposal the NPS recomnended the area between Bridger 
Jack wilderness study area and the Canyonlands National Park boundary be 
included in a wilderness area. Figure 3-16 includes a portion of this as a 
Roaded Natural Area (RN). Before any lesser designation is applied to this 
area, we encourage BLM to await the final outcome of the wilderness 
legislation. 

The recreation opportunity spectrum classes (ROS), as shown in figure 3-16, 
are not inconsistent with the Glen Canyon General Management Plan zoning of 
the adjacent national recreation area lands. It is not clear specifically 
how the ROS zoning will change with other actions associated with each 
alternative. The final ROS zoning should be clarified in the final document 
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Pages 3-58 through 3-65. Draft chapter 3 discusses the affected environ- 
ment, which includes only those elements of the hunan envfrormentwhfch 
would be affected by some alternative assessed in the draft (page 3-l). The 
management of Hovenweep would not be affected by any alternative assessed in 
the RMP/EIS; therefore. the national signfffcance of Hovenweep tJ4 is not 
discussed. lbnagement of Hovenweep t#4 is discussed in chapter 5. The 
proposed RMP provides for protection of cultural resource sites adjacent to 
Hovenweep U4 through the proposed Hovenweep ACEC (see revisions to draft 
chapter 2 and appendixes A, H, and I). 

Page 3-59, Table 3-7. This table lists allotments with potential for im- 
provement through intensive management, which would include grazing systems 
and associated range improvements. All six allotments with Glen Canyon NRA 
acreage are included on this list; all'sfx also include acreage on public 
lands. Specific livestock manipulation techniques would be determined when 
Individual p31Ps are written or revised for each of these six allotments, and 
effects on other resources would be evaluated through the NEPA document 
prepared at that time. Under the terms of grazing agreements, NPS would be 
involved in developing these PMPs. 

w 
Paleontological resources were discussed in the MSA (pages 

- ) 331-16) and in the draft (page 3-60). Little information is avail- 
able regarding paleontological resources in SJRA; BLM has identified this as 
a data gap and provided for an ongoing inventory of these resources (draft 
page 2-6). The draft identified the Fbrrison and Chinle Formations as the 
geologic strata in SJRA known to contain fossils; the generalized occurrence 
of these formations can be determfned from figures 3-3 and 3-7. BLM is not 
sure what is meant by a "sensitivity assessment based on geologic maps"; as 
noted. figure 3-7 indicates where the target formations are found. 

Page 3-61, Figure 3-15. Under the preferred alternative, Beef Basin is 
included ln the West Abajo cultural resource use allocation zone (draft page 
2-6). The boundaries shown for the proposed Cedar F&a Archaeologic Dis- 
trfct are based on factors relating to the cultural resources and to manage- 
ability considerations. Neither nanination nor listing of all or part of 
Natural Bridges NM to the National Register would affect either factor 
considered by BLM. 

Page 3-67, Figure 3-16. Upon review, BLM has revised inventory data for the 
isoads ln Davis and Lavender Canyons and changed the ROS class for these road 
corridors from R to SPH (see revisions to draft table 3-11). (See also the 
response to comment 2, National Parks and Conservation Association, comnent 
page 33, on tnis topic.) Figure 3-16 shows the current ROS classes (draft 
table 3-11 and appendix F). Suitibflity for wilderness designation is 
irrelevant to ROS classes. As stated in draft table 2-5, the objectives for 
recreation managgnent vary among alternatives assessed in the draft. Main- 
taining existing ROS classes is an objective only under alternatives C and 

E; the specific actions to accanplish this objective are given in appendix A. 



Page 3-69. Table 3-10 - Under the criteria for. social setting there should 
be an explanation of how the numbers of encounters will be maintained at the 
set level. If visitation increases to the point that more than six parties 
are encountered.on a trail in a day in a primitive area, the RMP/EIS should 
explain whether the designation be changed to a semi-primitive non-motorized 
or motorized area. 

Page 3-73. The NPS supports establishment of developed recreation sites 
along Indian Creek and Indian Creek Falls. 

We also agree that the Indian Creek area has reached capacity for undeveloped 
campsites accessible by vehicle during April and May. Included in the 
general Indian Creek area are Davis and Lavender Canyons, Harts Draw, 
Lockhart Basin and the lands north of U-211 to Indian Creek. 

Page 3-81. Your treatment of U-261 as a visual corridor is to be applauded. 
We feel Highways 95 and 211 should be in this category for scenic protection. 

Lockhart 8asin deserves the ACEC designation the BLM is proposing, 

Page 3-83. Figure 3-18 - Davis and Lavender Canyons are classified as Class 
IV while all surrounding lands are designated Class II or Class III. Both 
canyons deserve Class II status. 

Land treatments proposed near Natural Bridges National Monument and along 
Highway 95 are incompatible with the Class II visual resource management 
designation. Proposed land treatments are also incompatible with the U-95 
corridor study. The corridor study recognizes a visual corridor around 
Natural Bridges which the NPS would like to see maintained. 

The corridor study is a regional interagency recomnendation which recognizes 
a person's perception of the monument, road corridor, or other viewpoint does 
not stop at an artificial political boundary. Highway u-95 was recognized in 
1974 as having potential for formal designation as a scenic highway under the 
Highway Beautification Act of 1965 (u-95 Corridor Study, Page 3). Such a 
designation would help attract tourists to Southern Utah. 

Page 3-89. Figure 3-20 - One hundred ninety one acres is in a Secretarial 
Withdrawal and should be shown along the Natural Bridges National Monument 
entrance road. 

Page 4-l. The statement is repeated that Alternative C would be relatively 
expensive to implement, and that Alternative IJ would be the most expensive. 
These statements need justification. The only differences between 
Alternatives C and E are costs in grazing and range improvements. 

On Page 4-l the statement is made the Alternative C would restrict the 
livestock industry. Table 2-4 on page 2-51 indicates more money would be 
spent on grazing under Alternative C than Alternative E. This appears to be 
a contradiction on the cost comparison of alternatives and on the effects of 
grazing. 
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Page 3-69, Table 3-10. Table 3-10 presents the criteria that must be met 
for an area to rate as a certain ROS class. Field inventory detenines what 
class d given area meets. This table is not intended to guide maintenance 
of ROS classes (see draft appendix A for this infonnationl. If the nu$er 
of group encounters changed, the ROS class would change to meet the criteria 
given in table J-10; this does not require a "designation" by ELM. 

BLM appreciates NPS support of developed.recreation sites along 
Chapter 3 discusses the current situation and does not 

present management proposals. 

Page 3-83. Figure 3-18. BLM agrees that Davis and Lavender Canyon deserve 
VW class II status. Figure 3-18 shows that the two canyons were classified 
as VW class II in 1982. 

The areas Shown as having potential for land treatments (draft figures 2-13 
through 2-15) are areas with physical potential. Under the proposed RMP, in 
the vicinity of Natural Bridges !84. the special conditions for the Scenic 
Highway Corridor proposed ACEC would have to be met. The corridor leading 
to Natural Bridges NM along U-275 was included in the Scenic Hi@way Corn- 
dor potential ACEC assessed under alternative D in the final EIS. No bene- 
fit to BLM management of the area would occur in this area, so the 3-mile 
section was not included in the proposed Scenic Highway Corridor ACEC 
assessed under alternative E in the final EIS. See revisions to draft 
appendix H for a canplete rationale. 

Page 3-89, Figure 3-10. Public Land Order 3352, the official withdrawal 
order for the access road to Natural B-ridges #l. cites 175 acres as the area 
for the road (draft table I-31. The road was not shown in figure 3-10 
because it is an ancillary facility. 

See the response for page 2-51 noting that the budget figures 

l$$Gn revised (see revisions to draft'table 2-4 and appendix Kl. 

Under draft alternative C, changes in grazing managelnent were projected to 
be detrimental to livestock operators in SJRA (draft page 4-45). The alter- 
native snows increased grazing and range improvement costs, primarily be- 
cause of the expense of excluding livestock from riparian areas. (See also 
the response to comment 9 from Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, on this 
topic.) 



Page 4-2. The first paragraph states more acreage would be closed to 
livestock under Alternative E than under Alternative C. AT the same time 
more forage would be available under Alternative E. This means more 
manipulation of the land and range improvements. This seems to be misleading 
and needs to be clarified as more envihonmental effects would accrue under 
Alternative E. 

Page 4-3. Table 4-1 has no apparent meaning. The term thresholds of 
significance needs defining. There is no reference to this table in the 
text. 

Page 4-8. The RMP/EIS identifies the area north of Aneth as having the 
greatest potential for oil and gas discoveries. On page 4-8, the statement 
is made that, ' . . no surface occupancy stipulations adjacent to Hovenweep 
National Monument in the Blanding Basin coincide with an area that contains 
the greatest potential for new discoveries and the majority of production 
operations." This is misleading since there are not production facilities 
within the 2,000-acre zone around Hovenweep, and in light of the fact that 
several dry holes have recently been drilled within that zone. 

Page 4-11. 
significant. 

The loss of 600,000 tons of soil per year due to grazing is 
A major concern across the United States is the loss of 

topsoil. Expensive campaigns have been conducted to make the public aware of 
this problem The RMP/EIS should address whether this loss of soil is due to 
overgrazing. If the answer is yes, reconsidering the Preferred Alternative 
may be in order to mitigate the effects of grazihg. 

Page 4-14. Presently bighorn sheep in the San Juan Resource Area are 
experiencing a decline. Survey data for the past three years have shown lamb 
ewe ratios to be droppinq and the population is declining. The Utah Division 
of Wildlife Resources' data shows this to be happening but no one seems to be 
mentioning it. In 1986 reports of dead bighorn sheep have been turned in by 
river users along the Colorado River. Fourteen sheep have been reported dead 
from Indian Creek in Canyonlands National Park south to Blue Notch Canyon in 
Glen Canyon. The sheep are probably dying from a disease but this has not 
been confirmed. There is serious doubt the present population is 1,100 
animals in the San Juan Resource Area. There is little reason to believe the 
population will reach 1,210 animals by the year 2000. More definitive 
research is needed before management plans can be based on current numbers 
and projections. 
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Implementation of land treatments would increase livestock AUMs 
E (see revisions to draft page 4-2). 

Page 4-3. Table 4-l. NEPA and the CEQ guidelines require that an EIS 
assess sigificant effects to the hunan environment (42 U.S.C. 4321; 40 CFR 
1502.1, 1508.27). The threshold of significance is that level where a 
projected effect is thought to beccme significant (BLM NEPA Handbook, Part 
B. section 2.4 B). Tne threshold is especially relevant for determining the 
point at which individually insignificant impacts, when taken cumulatively, 
could cause a significant impact (40 CFR 1508.71 (draft page 4-21. Table 
4-l lists these threshold levels. 
Environnwntal Protection Agency, 

(See also the response to comnent 22, 
for a discussion on this topic.1 

Page 4-8. As noted in the draft (figure 3-21, the general area around 
Hovenweep l&i has tne greatest potential for new oil and gas discoveries. 
The "dry holes" referenced in this comnent had oil and gas shows that were 
not sufficient to be considered for comnercial production. The geologic 
nature of fields in this area is such that a few hundred feet can make the 
difference between a producing well and a dry hole. 

not describe effects of "overgrazing," because 
studies cannot be completed prfor to the RMP. 

The draft estimates the effect of grazing on soils loss; this assumes graz- 
ing at proper use levels. This type of impact was considered for all alter- 
natives assessed (draft chapter 4). Under alternative A. grazing results in 
tne loss of an estimated one-third ton of soil per acre per year, or a loss 
of about 600,000 tons by the year 2000. Under the different alternatives 
assessed, the resulting soils loss would vary (draft table 2-10 and chapter 
4). The loss of 600,000 tons under alternative A is not considered to be a 
significant loss, since tolerable loss from cultivated lands is considered 
to be 1 to 5 tons per acre per year Itbe tolerable soils loss from semiarid 
rangelands would be expected to be less). The actual effect of grazing 
management on soils loss could not be estimated (draft page 4-11). 

At 
iIt?FkT 

the time the draft was being prepared, UDWR studies indicated 
e iglorn sheep popluation was increasing. ELM is aware that, since 

the draft wds published, the bighorn sheep population is declining for 
unknown reasons. However, given the cyclic nature of the animal popula- 
tions, tne latitude of tne population estimates provided by UDWR and esti- 
mates used in the draft, and the lack of available data on current poplua- 
tion nutiers. the estimates have not been revised for the final EIS. BLM 
agrees mat more definitive research into population nurrl,ers is needed (see 
the response to colrnent 27 from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on this 
topic). 



Page 4-16. There is a disturbing lack of progress in protecting 
archeological sites, as quantified in the projections of sites damaged. The 
RMR/EIS indicates damage to, or loss of, cultural resources would continue at 
the present rate until the year 2000. This indicates there will be no 
improvements in the Bureau of Land Management's ability to protect cultural 
resources. 

The second paragraph, right hand column, states the loss of sites will result 
in the loss of opportunity to manage cultural resources. The opportunity 
exists now, it would seem, to manage cultural resources to prevent the loss 
of sites. 

In the fourth paragraph. right hand column, the impacts to natural history 
and paleontological sites are not to be considered significant. The same 
paragraph admits there is a lack of data to quantify the impacts to these 
sites. If data do not exist, a conclusion should not be drawn, and a plan to 
the year 2000 should not be formulated. 

Cultural resources, natural history and paleontological resources do not seem 
to be given the same importance as consumptive and damaging land uses. 
Before the resources are sacrificed their national significance should be 
assessed. THe RMP/EIS should.explain how other management use zones can be 
determined when the cultural, natural history and paleontological resources 
have not been inventoried, their importance determined and protection 
measures considered in the total resource management plan. The NPS suggests 
cautious and strong protection of cultural resources and development of a 
specific cultural resources management plan for the San Juan Resource Area. 

Page 4-17. As mentioned, the NPS feels lands surrounding the National Park 
System areas should be accorded ACEC designation. Visual and noise 
intrustions and damage to natural and cultural resources from recreational 
off road vehical use are not compatible with suchaa designation on these 
adjacent areas. Off road vehical use should not be allowed in any areas with 
a chance of being included in the final BLM wilderness bill. Several 
wilderness study areas adjacent to Canyonlands were recommended for 
enlargement in conanents to the draft wilderness proposal. 

Page 4-18. The view from the Needles Overlook needs to be considered as a 
Class I visual resource management area. 

Page 4-23. If the air quplity in the Grand Gulch and Dark Canyon primitive 
areas was important in Alternative A. Page 4-10, the air quality should 
remain important under all alternatives. The resource has not changed, nor 
have the requirements of the Clean Air Act. 

Page 4-24. Conents regarding soil loss are the same as were made for this 
subject under Alternative A on Page 4-11. 

Page 4-27. The cultural resources are finite, tangible objects. Their 
importance is recognized an protected by federal and state laws. Each 
alternative should treat these resources the same. If they are important in 
one alternative, they are equally important in all alternatives. 

Page 4-36. Conments on soil loss are the same as for Alternative A on Page 
4-11. 
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iI?- The page cited refers to continuation of current management. 
e assessment of impacts that would occur under alternative A is provided 

for the purpose of comparison (draft page 4-Z). An EIS compares the effects 
of current management with those of the alternatives. The impact projec- 
tions show that protection of cultural sites would improve under the pre- 
ferred alternative (draft page 4-68). BLM recognizes the need to protect 
cultural resources and is confident that the preferred alternative provides 
an adequate framework for management of cultural resources in SJRA. 

This comment correctly notes that BLM cannot quantify the number of natural 
history and paleontological resources sites or the impacts to them. Within 
SJRA, these types of resources are plentiful. The suggestion that a com- 
plete data base must first be canpiled, and effects projected with 
certainty, does not follow CEQ regulations 140 CFR 1500). 

E=Fi 
See the response to comnent 2, National Parks and Conservation 

sot at on, regarding designating an ACEC next to an NPS unit. 

The draft RMPp/EIS applied the least restriction neccessary to resolve re- 
source conflicts (see response to comnent 2, National Parks andconservation 
Association. on this topic). ORV designations are different under each 
alternative because of dlffering management objectives (draft table 2-8 and 
appendix A). Areas under review for wilderness designation are managed 
under the IMP (draft page l-2); the IMP provides for ORV use of WSk in some 
cases. 

?=F 
The page cited describes impacts under current management. The 

v ew ran the Needles Overlook is currently VRM (draft figure 3-18). Under 
other alternatives assessed, the area viewed from Needles Overlook would be 
managed under VRM class I objectives (draft appendix AI. 

F=-= Air quality protection for the Grand Gulch and Dark Canyon 
rimltive Areas did not cone from tne Clean Air Act, as stated in this 

comnent, but from district management policies. Under alternative A, the 
primitive designation would continue, and so would the air quality protec- 
tion. Under alternative I?. this type of resource value would not be 
protected. 

Page 4-24. See the discussion on sofls loss under page 4-11. 

All alternatives recognize the legal requirrments for management 
resources (draft page 2-61. Treatment of cultural resources 

varies under the alternatives to meet different management objectives (table 
Z-5). 

Page 4-3G. See the discussion on soils loss under page 4-11. 



Page 4-41. Add the view from the Needles Overlook to the list of ONAs. 

Page 4-42. Concerning motorized recreation, conments are the same as for 
Alternative A, Page 4-17. 

Preliminary study indicates Beef Basin was the population center for Anasazi 
habitation and use in Canyonlands National Park's Salt Creek Archeological 
District. To emphasize recreation in Beef Basin without corresponding 
protection of the cultural resources denies the importance of these 
resources. 

Recrational off road vehicle use conents are the same as for Alternative A. 
Page 4-17. 

Page 4-43. The view from the Needles Overlook should be included in a visual 
resource management Class I area. 

Page 4-48. In the conclusion for Alternative C there needs to be 
substantiation that 15 jobs would be lost in the livestock industry. On page 
4-40 grazing impacts list 37,840 fewer acres open to grazing, but the number 
of allotments will remain the same. The number of people dependent on 
livestock would seem to be tied more to the numbers of allotments than having 
a few acres taken off each allotment. 

There needs to be a better justification of an income loss of $260,000 and 
a total rancher wealth loss of $2,161,000 from 37.840 acres being withdrawn 
from grazing. BLM states on Page 4-45 that livestock forage AUMs would 
increase because of new land treatments while AUMs would be lost because of 
other activities. It also states that AUMs would increase for eight 
operators by 2% and decrease for 16 operations by 28%. Thirty of 54 
livestock operators would not be affected. If 16 operators are affected by 
;;lea;;s and $2,171?000.income is lost, the average income for those 16 is 

If determination of long range management is to be made on these 
figu;es,'the public needs a more clear breakdown of which jobs will be lost, 
who will be affected by the loss of 37,840 acres of grazing land, and the 
extent of loss to each allotment. 

Under Alternative E, 100.000 acres would be eliminated from grazing but AUMs 
would increase by 365. The RMP/EIS should explain how the 36,840 acres 
eliminated from grazing under Alternative C result in the loss of 12.000 
AlJMs . 

Page 4-64. Comments on soil loss are the same as for Alternative A, Page 
4-11. 

.Page 4-65. Concerning land treatments on 31,300 acres, refer to earlier 
cornnents on view areas from Natural Bridges National Monument and the Highway 
95 road corridor. 

Page 4-66. Under the heading Wildlife Impacts, see comments on bighorn sheep 
for Page 4-14. 

Livestock will be excluded from five mesa tops. The RMP/EIS should define 
which five mesa tops will be excluded from grazing. Bridger Jack and 
Lavender Mesas were mentioned previously and are assumed to be among the 
five. 
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v 
Chapter 4 discusses inpacts expected to occur under the differ- 

ent a ternatives assessed; it does not present management proposals for 
special designations (see, for example, draft table 2-6). The view from the 
Needles Overlook was considered for ACEC designation under draft alterna- 
tives C and D. 5LM has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC 
designation. 

Page 4-42. See the discussion for ORV designations. page 4-17. 

The Beef Basin area was nominated in other conments as a potential ACEC to 
protect cultural resource values, and is assessed in final EIS alternative 
D. For a discussion of this nomination, see comment 2 from National Parks 
and Conservation Association and BLM's response. 

Page 4-43. See the discussion on the view from Needles Overlook, page 4-18. 

Page 4-48. The loss of 15 jobs is explained on page 4-45. 

The job and income losses and reduced livestock production under alternative 
C were projected to result from the reduced amount of public rangeland and 
forage available and the changes in season of use (draft table 2-71. Pro- 
duction, cbst of production. and jobs are more closely tied to seasons of 
use. forage availability, and cost of forage than to the nuamer of acres 
available for grazing. Details on production and costs are explained in 
draft appendix R. The loss of AUMs in alternative C would result primarily 
from licensing grazing at lower levels to maintain existing ROS classes 
(draft page 4-40:. 

Page 4-64. See the discussion on sofls loss, page 4-11. 

;$g: 
See me discussion on land treabnents near Natural Bridges M4, 

Page 4-66. See the discussion on bighorn sheep populations, page 4-14. 

Livestock exclusions from five mesa tops are proposed to protect a portion 
of the crucial oighorn sheep habitat. The five mesa tops are identifed in 
the draft (figures S-4 and 3-11 and page A-221. Bridger JaCk Mesa and 
Lavender t+sa are not within the crucial bi@orn sheep habitat; they are not 
part of ule five mesa tops where livestock exclusions would be made to 
protect crucial habitat. However, grazing would be excluded on these two 
areas to protect the relict plant communities present (draft figure S-4 and 
page A-21). 



It should also be explained whether there is grazing on any of these five 
mesa tops now and if these five mesa tops accessible to cattle. If cattle 
can not use these mesa tops accessible to cattle. If cattle can not use 
these five mesa tops. bighorn are not gaining any habitat even though we are 
led-to believe there is a gain. 

Page 4-68. Alternative E eliminates grazing on 100.400 more acres than 
Alternative A, but AUMs would incresae by 367. In Alternative C, grazing 
would be eliminated on'37.840 acres but AUMs would decrease by 12.3930. The 
EIS must substantiate these figures and show how the Bureau of Land 
Management arrived at these conclusions. 

See the connnents under cultural resources for Page 4-16. On Page 4-69 Beef 
Basin should be included in the potential National Register properties. 

Pages 4-68 through 4-69. The environmental consequences discussion for the 
preferred alternative should include effects on Hovenweep National Monument. 
The Hovenweep General Management Plan/Environmental Assessment of October, 
1985. may assist in this discussion. 

Page 4-70. Concerning off road vehicle use, see cements for Page 4-17 and 
for Beef Basin on Page 4-42. 

Page 4-?i. The view from the Needles Overlook should be included as a Class 
I visual resource management area. 

Page 4-3. In table 5-1, "Agencies Consulted," under Glen Canyon NRA only the 
Mineral Management Plan is listed; Additional topics and issues discussed 
during meetings, by phone and through correspondence, include; the General 
Management Plan, the Natural Resource Management Plan, the draft Cultural 
Resource Management Plan, draft Water Resources Management Plan, Memorandum 
of Understanding for Grazing, and Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 
enabling legislation (PL 92-593). 

Page 5-5. Under Canyonlands National Park, the statement that the 1978 
General Management Plan for Canyonlands National Park established off road 
vehicle use zones is misleading. There is no off road use allowed in 
Canyonlands National Park. All motorized use in the Park is restricted to 
designated roads by vehicles licensed for hig'hway use. 

There is currently no general management plan for Natural Bridges National 
Monument in final or draft form. 

The San Juan Resource Management Plan states the Canyonlands National Park 
Resource Management Plan does not address adjacent land use. Pages 52 and 
53 of the Canyonlands National Park Resource Management Plan discuss issues 
on adjoining land that may influence Canyonlands National Park. 

Under Glen Canyon NRA, in the first sentence of paragraph 3 change "would" to 
"may. " After DRY use insert "restricted to designated road and to designated 
and posted ROV use areas." Add on sentence at the end: 

"The BLM mandate of multiple use and sustained yield creates 
difficulties in coordination and compatibility with NPS plans which are 
based upon NPS preservation mandates." 
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As stated in the draft (page 3-58). cattle and bighorn sheep do not now 
canpote for forage, space, or water; however, there is potential for a 
conflict in the future. It is this possible future conflict that the graz- 
ing exclusions on the five mesa tops would prevent. Although these five 
mesa tops are not grazed heavily, cattle can access some of them. and some 
grazing use presently occurs. Elimination of grazing use on me mesa tops 
would prevent future range improvements geared toward increasing grazing use 
of me mesas, such as construction of a dugay or livestock trail, land 
treatments, or water improvenmnts. The elimination of grazing would serve 
to ensure that large tracts of land rmnain relatively undisturbed, which 
would benefit the bighorn sheep over time. 

The reasons for changes in acreages excluded for grazing, and in 

%ffie E. 
s. are explained on draft page 4-40 for alternative C and page 4-68 for 

Regarding comments on management of cultural resources, chapter 4 of the 
draft presents an impact analysis. not management proposals. Regarding 
National Register nominations, see the discussion for page 2-31. Regarding 
Beef Basin, see me discussion for pages 4-16 and 4-42. 

Pages 4-68 through 4-69. No impacts to Hovenweep m were projected to occur 
.from any alternative assessed. The provisions of the October 1985 assess- 
ment are discussed on draft page 5-6 (see also revisions to draft page 
5-51. (This *was not a final management plan.) 

Page 4-70. See the discussfon for ORV designations, page 4-17. 

Page 4-71. See the discussion on me view from Needles Overlook, page 4-18. 

Page 5-3, Table 5-1. Table 5-l has been revised to reflect the additional 
discussions mentioned (see revisions to draft table 5-1 and page 5-6). 

ifiF= 
Under the terminology used in this RMP/EIS, closing an area to 

use or limiting ORV use to designated roads and trails (such as Elephant 
Hill) is synonomous with establishing ORV use zones. 

The draft was referring to the Natural Resources Management Plan for Natural 
Bridges, which was incorrectly cited as a general managetoant plan (see 
revisions to draft page 5-5). 

The draft has been revised as requested in this comnent regarding Glen 
Canyon NRA (see revisions to draft page 5-6). 



Page A-5. The emphasis in this section with restrictions on the 
archeological consultant rather than on detailing requirements for the actual 
surface activity contributes to our pessimism about successfully fulfilling 
our commitment to preserving the total cultural sequence at Hovenweep 
National Monument. For example. a glarikg shortcoming in this mitigation 
section is the absence of provisions for the cessation of ground disturbance 
of archeological sites located during development operations, but which 
previously had gone undetected by the archeological consultant. 

Page A-75. Under management prescriptions for special management areas, we 
would like to include a section addressing the ACEC and ONA adjacent to 
Canyonlands National Park and Natural Bridges National Monument. In general, 
the management prescription proposed under Alternative D for Bridger Jack 
Mesa is applicable to the National Park Service's proposal. Further 
prescriptions should include: 

- Reclamation should be performed with native species only. 
- Closed to mineral leasing. 
- No surface occupancy. 
- Vehicles should be restricted to existing roads. 
- Class I or II VRM designation,.depending on whether or not the area is a 
USA or wilderness. 
- Any proposed action should include an action plan submitted for review by 
the National Park Service. 

In summary, the above cited law (16 USC la-l) obligates the Secretary not to 
take any action that would derogate the purposes of units of the National 
Park System unless specifically directed by the Congress. We fully support 
the establishment of ACEC's and other management initiatives that offer an 
optimum measure of appropriate use and protection of the resources of the 
public lands. At the same time we advocate BLM's use of those management 
practices which will be compatible with management of adjoining units of the 
National Park System, such as eliminating grazing at Hovenweep National 
Monument. 

We are fully aware of the complicated management procedures that multiple use 
of public lands creates for the BLM, and we appreciate the very difficult 
task that agency faces in providing cultural resource protection in the San 
Juan Resource Area. At the same time, we believe that this RMP/EIS offers an 
outstanding opportunity for the BLM to choose management alternatives that 
will result in optimal resources management for both NPS and BLM. Please 
feel free to continue meeting and working with the staffs of the various park 
areas to achieve our mutual goals. 

Enclosures 
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Page A-5. The section cited in this comnent describes current field oper- 
ating pmcedures. Additional mitigation conditions are provided for the 
different alternatives assessed; compare, for example, the proposed spcecial 
conditions under the preferred alternative for management of cultural 
resources (draft page A-27). 

i?!== 
The suggested managewrit prescriptions for potential ACECs have 

een incorporated into appendix I of the proposed RMP and final EIS (see 
revisions to draft appendix I). The ONA designation has been eliminated 
from the preferred alternative, but is carried in the proposed RMP and final 
EIS under the other alternatives for ease of reference. 

Sumnary. BLM agrees that the San Juan RMP/EIS is a canplex document cover- 
iomplex area. While BLM is aware of (and acknowledges the validity 
of) the NPS mandate for single-use preservation, me San Juan RMP is intend- 
ed as a land-use,plan to allocate and manage the variety of multiple uses . 
authorized by Congress to take place upon public lands. The RMP must take 
its place within the structure of laws, executive orders, regulations and 
departmental policies governing the adninistration and use of public lands 
and resources, and cannot provide for uses or restrictions of uses that do 
not confon to this overlying structure. 

NOTE: Photocopied pages from the Federal Register and a map not suitable 
for reproduction were inclumh this conment letter. but have not 
been reprinted. 

?TfiTniTem Ye s . 



COtWENT 29 

United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING 

Reclamation and Enforcement 
” 6bl3.2 ., 

BROOKS TOWERS 
,_ _, , , ,- r r 
I.., ,.. , cc: “I ,c: 4;: 

1020 1STH STREET 
DENVER. COLORADO -80202 

2 6 AUG 1986 
.:: ,__ 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Ed Scherick, Area Manager, San Juan Resource Area, Utah 
Bureau of Land Management 

FROM: Mel Shilling, Chief 
Mining Analysis Division 
Western Technical Center 

SUBJECT: San Juan Resource Area Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) 

We have reviewed the draft RMP/EIS for the San Juan Resource Area and are 
submitting several comments and suggestions (attached) for your consideration. 
We appreciate this opportunity to participate in the review of the document and 
lock forward to seeing the final RMPIEIS. 

If you have any questions concerning these comments or any other matter relating 
to the RMP/EIS, please feel free to contact Floyd McMullen in Denver at (303) 
844-2451 or FTS 564-2451. 

Attachment 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 29 OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING. REC:MATIOf~ 
AND EdFOR- 
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ELM appreciates this review of the draft. 



OSMRE REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS FOR THE 

SAN JUAN RESOURCE AREA, UTAH 

Comments/Suggestions: 

Page 2-2, para. 7 (Coal Management). Please rework your statement 
concerning approval of a mining permit application package to explain that, upon 
approval of a pending cooperative agreement, a State permit to conduct coal 
mining operations will be issued by the Utah Division of Oil, Gas, and Mining. The 
mining plan contained in the permit application package, upon recommendation by 
OSMRE and consent by the Federal surface-managing agency, will be approved by 
the Assistant Secretary for Land and Minerals Management. You may include the 
following discussion if it is appropriate: 

The Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 
1977 (SMCRA) gives OSMRE primary responsibility to 
administer programs that regulate surface coal mining 
operations on Federal lands and the surface effects of 
underground coat mining operations on these same lands. 
Pursuant to Section 503 of SMCRA, the Utah Division of 
Oil, Gas, and Mining (DOCM) developed, and the Secretary 
of the Interior approved, a permanent program authorizing 
Utah DOGM to regulate surface coal mining operations and 
surface effects of underground mining on non-Federal lands 
within the State of Utah. In late 1986, pursuant to Section 
523(c) of SMCRA, Utah DOCM is anticipated to enter into a 
cooperative agreement with the Secretary of the Interior 
authorizing Utah DOGM to regulate surface coal mining 
operations and surface effects of underground mining on 
Federai iands within the State. 

Pursuant to the upcoming cooperative agreement, 
Federal coal lease holders in Utah must submit permit 
application packages (PAP’s) to OSMRE and Utah DOGM for 
proposed mining and reclamation operations on Federal 
lands in the State. Utah DOGM reviews the PAP to ensure 
that the permit application complies with the permitting 
requirements and that the coal mining operation will meet 
the environmental performance standards of the approved 
permanent program. OSMRE and other Federal agencies 
review the PAP to ensure that it complies with the terms of 
the coal lease, the operation and reclamation requirements 
of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as defined in SMCRA, 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, and other 
Federal laws and their attendant regulations. Utah DOGM 
issues a State permit to the applicant to conduct coal 
mining operations. OSMRE recommends approval, approval 
with conditions, or disapproval of the mining plan contained 
in the PAP to the Assistant Secretary for Land and Minerals 
Management. The Federal surface-managing agency must 
consent to this recommendation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 29 OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING, RECLAMATION 
AND EWORCEMENT 

[Comment page 11 

The text of the draft has been revised to acconraodate the suggestions regard- 
ing the mining permit application package (see revisions to draft page Z-21. 



Utah DOGM enforces the State and Federal 
environmental performance standards and permit 
requirements during operation of the mine and has primary 
authority in emergency environmental situations. OSMRE 
oversees this enforcement. BLM has authority in those 
emergency situations where Utah DOGM or OSMRE 
inspectors are unable to take action before significant harm 
or damage to the environment occurs. 

Page 2-62, table 2-7 (Coal Management). Please reconsider your proposed 
restriction to not allow coal exploration activity under the various alternatives. 
Your assumption that no coal mining would occur in the area for at least 10 years 
appears to be reasonable and is sufficient justification for postponing coal leasing. 
The apparent lack of available information on the quantity and quafity of the coal 
resource points to the need for coal exploration; work that must occur many years 
prior to any lease proposal or resource development. Not allowing coal exploration 
activity under the various alternatives seems rather restrictive, especially since it 
would have little impact on the environment. Coal exploration impacts should be 
very similar to the other mineral exploration activities you propose to allow. 

Page 3-28, para. 2 (Air Resources). We suggest expansion of the visibility 
discussion to provide information on the existing visibility (e.g., background visual 
range) within the Resource Area. Impact discussions of this sensitive resource in 
chapter 4 would be much clearer to the reader as a result of additional background 
material being presented here. 

Page 3-54, para. 5 (Grazing Resources). Please define your use of the term 
!‘ecologicaI site” for the reader either here or in the glossary. 

Page 4-1, Environmental Consequences - General. 

a. Please consider adding discussions regarding the secondary impacts 
of the various proposals on fish and wildlife resources throughout this chapter, as 
appropriate. Secondary activities resulting from resource development could 
include population growth, need for housing, increased demand for hunting, fishing, 
and other outdoor recreation, all of which could affect fish and wildlife in one way 
or the other. 

b. Please consider adding discussions regarding the natural processes of 
soil erosion and headcut migration due to the rapid rate of landform development 
(geomorphology) throughout this chapter, as appropriate. Those watersheds with 
significant soil erosion problems due to natural processes should be identified. 
Those that cannot be improved by proper range management should be 
acknowledged and other management options for those areas should be considered. 

Page 4-13, para. 1 (Water - Concfusion). Please define the specific topic 
being referenced in the various conclusions presented here. The statement that 
surface water quality would “continue to decrease” must surely address a different 
subject from the statements projecting sediment and saft yields to continue at 
constant rates. 

RESPONSE TO COIWENT 29 OFFICE OF SURFACE RINING. RECLPMATION 
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The text of tne draft has been revised to accomsodata the sugges- 
low coal exploration activity (see revisions to draft table 2-7). 

However coal leasing would not be allowed prior to conducting a coal unsuita- 
bility ;tudy and plan amendment (draft page 2-11). 

g The text of the draft has been revised to expand the VfSibfTitY 
iys$:;f,“,, as suggested in this comment (see revisions to draft page 3-28). 

Page 3-54. The draft glossary has been revised to include the definition of 
‘ecological site” (see revisions to draft page 8-4). 

Page 4-1. None of the alternatives assessed was found to have secondary 
impacts on wildlife resources. The effect of erosion from natural causes is 
recognized (draft pages 3-28 and 3-331, but is expected to be negligible by 
the year 2000 (me impact period used in the draft). Watersheds with Sl pi fi- 
cant soil erosion due to natural processes were identifled as a cos!+onent of 
the sensitive soil areas (draft page 3-33). No attempt was made to determine 
the rate of head cutting from either natural or cultural sources due to lack 
of inventory data; this would be a ccrsponent of future actlvfty planning (see 
draft page A-29). 

The intent was to project a continuing downward trend in *ater 
the degradation of water quality at a constant rate). Wording in 

the draft was revised for clarity (see revisions to draft pages 4-13 and 4-24). 

I 1 I 



Page 6-24, para. 3 (Soils - Impacts). please expand this discussion to include 
the potential for disturbance of prime farrrtiand by coal development. Table 3-5 
(pages 3-34 and 3-351 suggests the presence of irrigated cropland in some soil map 
units; irrigated farmland that could constitute prime farmland. The leasing of 
Federal coal would require special consideration and handling of prime farmlands if 
they occurred within the proposed lease boundaries. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 29 OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING. RECLPMATION 
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[Costsent page 31 

Page 4-24. Prim? farmland would be considered when coal unsuitability studies 
are undertaken. The determination of prime farmland is a routine part of any 
project assessment. The text of the draft has been revised for clarity (see 
revisions to draft page 2-7). 



COWlENT 30 

STATE OF UTAH 
NORMAN n. e*N(iEITLI OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

OOVERNOl SALT LAKE CITY 
84114 

October 31, 1986 

Ed Scherick 
San Juan Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Hanagement 
P.0, Box 7 
Monticello, Utah 84535 

Dear Hr. Scherick: 

The Resource Development Coordinating Committee has reviewed the Draft San 
Juan Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. Based on 
that group’s input, there follow the comments of the State of Utah. But, 
before a discussion of the document, I first want to thank you and your staff 
for involving the State in the planning process and for the extra effort 
expended to address the Committee personally. The Plan, in combination with 
the Management Situation Analysis, is impressive in the axtent of information 
and analysis available concerning the resource area, and the variety of 
alternative strategies suggested for its management. 

While the PIan represents a high point in the ever evolving sophistication 
of planning, there remain several areas that do not contribute to the Plan’s 
overall quality. As elaborated on in the attached comments, the areas of 
cultural resources and special designations need to be re-evaluated before the 
preferred alternative would be acceptable to the State. Additionally, the 
preferred alternative is inadequate in ita consideration of grazing 
management. 

I hope that the attached comments will be useful to the BLM in developing 
the best plan possible to menage one of the most complex resource areas in the 
State. Again, thank you for the opportunity provided to be involved in the 
planning process. 

Sincerely, 

d&W . 
Governor 

IWB/ras 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 30 

[Count cover letter] 

ELM appreciates the State's support of the MSA and the draft RMP/EIS. See 
also conment 31, and the response, regarding the State's position on cultural 
resources, special designations, and grazing managerrent. 



CO!@D3RTS OF THE STATE OF UTAH OR TEE 
DEAFT SAE JUAE EESODECE MAEAGEMEEI PLAE AlVD EIS 

I. General 

A. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

There is no question that the San Juan Resource Area contains 
archaeological resources of regional, national and global significance. 
Bar 1s it questioned that these irreplaceable resources are at risk. Both 
the Draft Plan (DEHP) and the Management Situation Analysis (WSA) contain 
numerous references to the resource and the problem. Tb.e problem has 
become so acute that a special Governor’s Task Force was established to 
address the issue. The question remains why cultural resources were not 
considered a planning issue when that is the most significant management 
problem the BLM has in this region. 

BLM makes the distinction between a planning issue, a management 
concern, and those areas that vi11 be managed the same under any 
alternative. Chapter 1 (page l-l) identifies the criteria by which 
planning issues are identified. Cultural *e*ource management appears to 
fit as a planning issue under several categories. Fof example, cultural 
resources “present major land use conflicts regarding management or 
maintenance of a base resource.” Protection, management, maintenance of 
cultural resources may require excluelon or limitation of other resource 
uses such as grazing, 011 and gas development, and recreational uses. 

Additionally, cultural resource management “CM reasonably be resolved 
in alternative ways by BLM field managers.” While “the need for protection 
of these resources la established by law and is beyond the discretion of 
BLM field office personnel” (DEMP page l-6), the degree to which the 
resource is protected m the requirements of the law is discretionary. 
There are instances throughout the Plan where BLM suggests management for 
cultural resources “to a greater extent than law requires” (DPMP, page 
2-11). The question that must be examined and resolved is the “how” of 
protection. The Plan itself proposes various “hows.” Table 2-5, page 
2-56, identifies different management objectives for cultural resources 
based on the five alternatives; and, Table 2-7, page 2-69, identifies 
different management actions for cultural resources among the 
alternatives. Thus the Plan already proposes different management for 
cultural resources under the various alternatives. 

A question is also raised as to the distinction made between management 
of cultural resources and other areas of management that were addreased as 
issues in the Plan. How is the area of cultural resource management 
different from any of the other areas that have been deemed to be planning 
issues? For example, BU6 is also required to manage for wildlife habitat; 
but, the degree to which they provide habitat, beyond the requirements, is 
a matter for in-depth evaluation that balances the needs for wildlife 
habitat against other resource uses and protection. The same degree of 
evaluation should be afforded cultural resources. 
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General Comments 

Cultural Resources -* See comnent 31, and the response, regardfng the State's 
position on cultural resource management. 

BLM recognfzes the need to protect cultural resources and is confident that 
the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for management of 
cultural resources in SJRA. Management of cultural resources peg se does not 
meet the definition of a planning issue (draft page l-1). As a re?Zlt of 
public comnent, the discussion of the treatment of cultural resources under 
the different alternatives has been expanded in this proposed RMP and final 
EIS (see revisions to draft page l-6). 

The draft provides for ongoing inventory of cultural resources (page 2-6) and 
the protection of cultural resource sites (appendfx A). The draft (table 2-2) 
provides for nominations of specific cultural resource properties to the 
National Register. The draft also provides that cultural resource management 
zones would be established (page 2-6, 3-60. figure 3-15, and table 3-9); these 
zones are based on potential cultural resource values present. The draft 
fdentffied areas where specific CRFlP~ would be developed (draft page 2-6 and 
table 2-7); these would be the activity plans prepared after the IMP (draft 
pages 2-l and A-29). 
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BLH has acknowledged that cultural resources ate of high interest and 
has identified the area as one of “specific management concern.” Based on 
the above discussion, the more appropriate category for consideration is 
that of an “Issue” which will provide the emphasis and special sttentlon 
needed to fully evaluate this most critical and vulnerable area. 

8. WATER QUALITT 

It la suggested that future water quality monitoring activities be 
coordinated with either the Bureau of Water Pollution Control or the U.S. 
Geological Survey Water Resources Division. This coordination would allow 
water quality data to be entered into the STORBT or WATSTORB systems. The 
data would then be svailable for all interested wster quality agencies. 
Water quality concerns should be coordinated with Lesh Ann Schlrle, the 
areavlde water quality manager for the Southeastern Utah Association of 
Local Governments. 

C. RABGE COBDITIOA 

From the discussion snd evaluation of range condition in the DRHP, 
there appears to be some confusion between what might be classified ss 
range condition for livestock and/or wildlife and ecological condition as 
discussed in Appendix T. Appendix T implies that ss the vegetation of s 
given *rea crpproaches cllmsx, thus an improvement in “ecological 
condition”, that range condition also improves. However, on page 3-54 it 
is implied that the pinyon/junlper woodland is an area in poor range 
condition and that the sres would need to be chained in order to provide 
the necessary forage for livestock. From an ecological standpoint the 
plnyon/junlper woodland, which characterizes much of the San Juan Resource 
Area (SJRA), could be considered in the climax stage. This confusion needs 
to be clarified in the final RHF’. 

D. SPECIAL MABAGRMRBT DESIGBATIOAS 

The extensive and impressive menu of special management designations 
offered in the DRHP is reflective of the vealth of specisl resources the 
San Juan Resource sres contains. Alternative 2, however, falls short of 
using these designations to the extent necessary to responsibly acknowledge 
the resource base. The following indicates sress of support for, and 
difficulty with, Alternative E. 

The State supports designation of Brldger Jack Hess and L&vender Mesa 
ss Research Ratural Areas under Alternative E. The RR.4 category is more 
reflective of the function that the designation will serve than sn ACEC 
designation. Designation of both sress provides an excellent opportunity 
to monitor the plnyon/juniper and sagebNah/grass ecosystems &s neither are 
grazed by cattle and only Brldger Jack Mess sxperiences use by deer. 

Before all rlparlan/aquatlc habitat sress in the SJRA are ucluded from 
consideration ss ACECs the significance of each area should be evaluated. 
While the sress sre identified, there is no information provided ss to the 
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ii?%??- 
BW has coordinated water quality monitorfng actfvftes kith 

e ta Bureau of Nater Pollution Control and USGS for many years. Under a 
cooperative agreement, BLM collects water samples at desfgnated sftes and the 
Bureau of lster Pollution Control analyzes the smnples and enters the data 
into the STORET system. BLM routinely contracts USGS to fnstall and monitor 
the more intensive sampling sites (although this type of contracting use has 
been greater in the past than it is now). BLM also coordinates with Ms. 
Schfrle of the Association of Goverrsnents, and received copies of the appro- _ 
prfate State Section 208 plans as part of the data for preparfng this RMP/ 
EIS. The text of the draft has been revised to reflect this coordination (see 
revisions to draft table 5-l). 

Range Condition. See conrnent 31, and the response, regarding.the State's 
position on grazing management. See also the response to comment 22, Environ- 
mental Protection Agency, comnent page 3. The difference between ecological 
condition and livestock forage condition has been explained in the proposed 
RMP and final EIS (see revisions to draft glossary). See also response to 
comment 67. Rodney Greene, on this topic. 

Special Management Desfgnatfons. See comment 31, and the response, regarding 
the State's position on special management designations. The proposed RMP 
provides for designation of several additional areas as ACECs (see revisions 
to draft chapter 2 and appendix I). The management provisions in appendix A 
(as revised) are believed adequate to protect natural resource values in SJRA. 

BLM is phasing out the RNA designation and replacing it wfth the ACEC designa- 
tion; Both Rridger Jack and Lavender Mesas are proposed for ACEC designation 
in the proposed PMP, but the reasons, and management prescriptions, are the 
sam as given in the draft in support of the RNA desfgfation. 

BLM agrees that the riparian areas In SJRA are important, but did not find 
that on their own merits they qualify as ACECs (proposed RMP and final E!S 
appendix HI. See also the response to conment 22, Environmental Protectlon 
Agency. page 5-6. 
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i 
condition or value of the resource singly or as compared to the other 
r1pari.n .te.s. The evaluation of Cajon Pond is the exception and the 
State supports the proposed 40 ACEC designation under Alternative B. 

Alkali Ridge is reconraended as an ACEC under Alternative E. The 
acreage to be designated is significantly less than that proposed under 
Alternatives C or D. Other than the statement that the 35,890 acres 
represents the “heart” of the area, no explanation is offered for the 
reduced acreage. The USA doclrments the serious impacts that are affecting 
the entire area (USA page 4331-30) and the irreparable damage that is 
occurring. Is the ACEC proposed under Alternative E adequate to protect 
the resource? 

The same question is raised in regards to the ACEC proposed for the 
Barth Abajo sona. Out of 65,450 acres identified in the MSA as containing 
cultural resources that are regarded as regionally and nationally 
important--irreplacable and extremely vulnerable, only 1,770 acres in Shay 
Canyon are recommended for designation in Alternative E. The MSA states 
that “irreparable damage to the cultural values here CM be prevented only 
by maintaining the area in its relatively primitive state” (MA, page 
4331-28). Again the question is asked, is the designation of 1,770 acres 
adequate to protect the resource? 

The lack of rationale for exclusion of the Outstanding Batural Areas 
(OEA) identified in the DRMP, from Alternative E, is conspicuous in its 
absence. Lime, Road, Fish and Owl, and Mule Canyons art all Wilderness 
Study Areas and have been identified aa poaseaaing outstanding natural 
values. It is perhaps important to consider the results of a recent public 
opinion survey of Utah citizens which showed that 88.9% of all Utahns agree 
or strongly agree that areas with unique wilderness values--like natural 
beauty, isolation or primitive qualfties-should be protected, even if they 
are not designated wilderness. Of those Utahns who reside in southern and 
southeastern Utah, 84.9% agreed or strongly agreed with that statement. In 
BLn’n efforts to assess future management for areaa not designated 
wilderness, the results of the survey should be kept in mind--special areas 
should be given special management protection. Will these areas be 
appropriately managed under the preferred alternative given their 
outstanding resource values? 

While Lime, Road, Fish and Owl, Johns, Slickhorn, Mule and Arch Canyons 
are included in a SIUfA under Alternative E, no special consideration was 
afforded Mancos Mesa USA or Cheesebox Canyon USA--and no explanation van 
offered for the exclusion. EOV vi11 the special resource values identified 
throughout the wilderness review process for these HSAs be protected? 

There is also no justification provided for eliminating Beef Basin, 
Indian Creek Canyon and Ifontetumr Creek potential Rational Register 
Eligible Archaeological Districts from the preferred alternative. Beef 
Basin and Indian Creek Canyon have been included in a proposed SFzMA under 
Alternative E. Given the recommendation in the USA that both areas will 
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BLM appreciates the State's support of the Cajon Pond potentfal ACEC; how- 
ever, under the proposed RMP. this area would be managed as a lo-acre 
special emphasis area within the Hovenweep proposed ACEC (appendix H, as 
revised). 

BW believes the smaller Alkali Ridge proposed ACEC would be adequate to 
protect cultural resource sites present (appendix Ii. as revised). 

BLM also believes the Shay Canyon proposed ACEC would be adequate to protect 
cultural resource sites present (appendix H, as revised). 

Appendix H has been revised to provide a more complete rationale as to why 
the ONA desigration was not carried forward into alternative E in the 
draft. 
tion. 

BLM is phasing out the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC dlsiTa- 
The areas mentioned in this comsent. proposed as ONAs under alterna- 

tives C and D of tine draft, all fall within the proposed Cedar Mesa ACEC 
under the proposed RMP and would be managed to protect natural values pres- 
ent (see revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendixes A. H. and I. 

The areas covered by the Mancos M?sa and Cheesebox Canyon WSAs are recog- 
nized in the preferred alternative as having significant recreational and 
wildlife values. 
special conditions 

These values would receive special protection through the 
developed to protect P and SPNM ROS classes and crucial 

bighorn sheep habitat (draft appendix A). Additionally, under the proposed 
RMP, part of the Cheesebox Canyon USA falls within the proposed Scenic 
Corridor ACEC, and would be managed for scenic values. 

Regarding potential National Register archaeologic districts, BLM would 
manage properties eligible for listing on the National Register under the 
same protective stipulations as sites already listed (draft pages 2-6 and 
A-27). 



need “particular management consideration to tnsurt continued protection if 
the areas are not designattd as wildcmess”(USA, pages 4331-21 and 
4331-26), is tht SQI’lA designation adequate? 

The State also has conctrns about the SRMA designation generally. 
While it is understood that many of the specific details of management for 
specially designated areas will be identified in future activity plans, it 
vould nevertheless be extremely helpful if BLH could detail the various 
restrictions and management actions that could be expected under the 
various designations. It is not clear in the document as to how SRHAs will 
be managed differently from ACECs or ORAs. Are they so different as to be 
distinguishable? It would perhaps be less confusing to use only the ACEC 
designation with more details as to how prescriptions for each ACEC would 
be tailored to fit the special needs of each area. 

Finally, there is also no justification for not including the Davis 
Canyon Archaeoastronomy site, the Moon Rouse Ruin and the Shay Canyon 
Petroglyph site as potential Rational Register Eligible properties as 
indicated in Table 2-2 of the DRMP. These area.8 would all be less than one 
stxt and could not be COnStNed to be excessive withdrawals. 

The above examples tre indicative of the need to review the special 
management considerations proposed under the preferred alternative. The 
Resource Area has certainly made great strides in using these special 
designations; but, it has not gone far enough given the extraordinary 
resource base. The publication, Recent Prooostd Revisions to Guidance for 
-tiffcation. Evaluteion and Desfnnation of Arttt of Critical 
Bnvironmental Concern and Channes to BLM Hanual Section 1617 (September 
1986) undtracort the importance this process of identification and 
dtsignaCfon of ACECs is suppose to have in the planning process. Proposed 
changes to Section 1617 state that “All potential ACEC’s are included in 
the preferrtd alternative unltss there is A clear and documented resson not 
to do so.” Two valid reasons not to include all potential ACECs art 1) 
exposurt Co risks of dsmage or rhrtat to safety; and, 2) no reasonable 
special management actions which can be taken to protect the resource from 
irreparable damage or to restore it to a viable condition. While still 
proposed changes to existing guidance, they nevertheless reflect a spirit 
which is lacking in Alternative E. Perhaps this subtle deficiency can best 
be illustrated by a final example. Lockhart Basin was identified as a 
potential ACXC to protect scenic values that are unique or very rare within 
its physiographic province. The ACEC was not included in tht preferred 
alternative and no explanation was offered for its exclusion. BLM needs to 
rework the special dtsignation section of the DRHP/EIS. 

E. ALTBIWATIVES 

Generally, while a full range of rtasonsbly implementable Alternatives 
art developed for BLH management plans, there is usually ont Alternative 
that provides A more equal btltnct in allocctiag resources than the 
others. In the San Juan DbWP that alttmative is missing. Alternative E 
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SWA designation is aimed at providing activity-level management of recrea- 
tional uses, notat managing National Register properties. BLM is confident 
that SWA designation would be appropriate and adequate for the area men- 
tioned in this conment. In the proposed RMP, three snaller proposed SRMAs 
have been cotiined into the Canyon bsins Proposed SRMA (see revisions to 
draft table Z-3). 

The SRMA is a tool used to manage recreational uses of public lands. The 
areas will generally be managed under Me special conditions presented in 
the RMP, including those to maintain ROS classes. Further refinement would 
be done at the activity planning phase (draft appendix B). The draft pre- 
sented management prescriptions for each area considered for special desig- 
nation (draft appendix A and I). BLM agrees that the differences between 
the ONA and ACEC designations are confusing; as noted above, BLM is phasing 
out the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC designation. 

See comnent 31, and the response, regarding the State's position on cultural 
resource management. As noted in this comnent, the draft (table 2-2) pro- 
vides for nominations of specific cultural resource properties to the 
National Register. However, it is not cost-effective for BLM to naninate 
individual cultural properties to the National Register. Anyone, including 
the comnentor, can naninate cultural sites to the National Register. BLM 
manages sites that are potentially eligible for listing in the same way as 
it manages sites that are listed on the National Register (draft page 2-6). 

See comnent 31, and tne response, regarding the State's position on special 
management designations. ACEC designations considered in tne draft Were 
prepared on the basis of existing gujdance contained in BLN manual 1617.8, 
and not on the basis of draft guidance being circulated for agency and 
public review. This RMP/EIS is not an appropriate forum in which to dfscuss 
the pros and cons of the draft guidance. 

BLM has revised draft appendix H to provide a more complete rationale as to 
the disposition of potential and preliminary potential AC&. In response 
to a nomination in another comnent, the lower Indian Creek drainage, which 
is part of the Lockhart Dasin potential ACEC mentioned in this comment, has 
been proposed for ACEC designation in the proposed PJ4P (see the response to 
comnent 2. National Parks and ConSerVatiOn ksociatfon). 

Alternatives. BLM is confident that draft alternative E (the preferred 
alternativer provides for a balance of allocation of resource uses. 
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attempts to hit the balance mark but falls short in several areas. Two of 
the preferred alternative’s weakest elements are discussed above: cultural 
resources and special management designations. Alternative E has largely 
ignored cultural resource management, it is not even mentioned as part of 
the management goals (DINP, page Z-15). As discussed above, for 
Alternative E to be acceptable to the State, cultural resources should be 
re-evaluated as a planning issue and the special management designations 
re-evaluated. 

What Alternative g has provided is an avoidance of making any changes 
in grazing management. It is understood that no changes CM be made until 
5 years of monitoring has elapsed. However, given the condition of the 
range it is clear that some modifications will need to be made in the 
future. It seems to be a misplaced goal that insists upon “grazing 
use...maintalned at existing levels” (DIWP, page 2-15). At best this 
statement is a poor choice of vords and at worst the admission that 
livestock is driving the planning process instead of an evaluation of all 
multiple uses. 

Range in a deteriorated condition not only results ln.decreased forage 
for livestock but also contributes to a host of other problems such as soil 
erosion (which affects salinity levels in the Colorado). But instead of 
aclcnowledglng the need for modifications, BLH heads in the other direction 
suggesting that the SJBA can “meet the demand for full active preference 
(79,098 ADMs)” (DIfMP, page S-57) while licensed use (54,844 AIJMs) is 
keeping many of the allotments in unsatisfactory range condition. The BLM 
needs to reassess the issue of livestock and prepare a preferred 
alternative that does not acconnnodate livestock at the expense of wildlife, 
rlparian ecosystems, water quality and cultural resources. 

II. Sneclflc Cormaentq 

A. CBAPTEB II COHMUiTS 

Paae 2-8. Eabltat Mananement: BLM is responsible for providing 
adequate life requisites (food, water, space and cover) for u native and 
other desirable wildlife species within the San Juan Resource Area (SJRA), 
and not Just major species. This section should also mention fish species 
and their respective habitat needs. 

Pane 2-12. Alternative A. Venetatlon Management: BLM has legal 
responsibilities to properly manage watersheds and rlparlan areas that 
would include limiting livestock use when necessary. Dote, that riparian 
areas are a wetland (scrub shrub and forested classes of the palustrlne 
system as classified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) and are 
protedted by the Clean Water Act as well as Executive Orders lo. 11990 and 
11988. Protection of riparlan and other vetland areas, even to the 
detriment of livestock use, 18 a legal mandate. Alternatives that would 
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See comment 31, and the response, regarding the State’s position on cultural 
resource management. The management guidance comuon to all alternatives for 
cultural resource management (draft page 2-6) provides for a base level of 
management for cultural resources; the management options described in the 
different alternatives are in addition to that base level. The management 
goals for the preferred alternative have been revised to reflect the changes 
made in the proposed RMP (see revisions to draft page 2-15). Cultural 
resource management is reflected in the revised goals. Livestock alloca- 
tions were one of many factors driving the priorities under the preferred 
alternative. 

See comnent 31, and the response, regarding the State's position on grazing 
management, Under the preferred alternative, grazing management would be 
more intensive and would include the development of 21 additional AMPS and 
the revision of 9 existing AI.IPs. These would provide management measures to 
inmrove plant vigor and density by providing periodic rest for plants during 
critical plant growth periods. BLM does not consider the range to be in a 
deteriorated state (see the response to conment 67, Rodney Greeno, on this 
topic). ELM is confident that the preferred alternative provides adequate 
protection for wildlife, part!cularly in crucial habitat areas (draft 
appendix A). 

Specific Conments, Chapter 2 

Page 2-8, Habitat Management. ELM recognizes the need to provide for habi- 
tat considerations for all wildlife species. The text of the draft has been 
revised to clarify this point (see revisions to draft table 2-5). The 
development of WiPs, however, will be limited to consideration of the habi- 
tat needs for the big game species listed. Fish species and their habitat 
needs are included in the discussion of aquatic habitats. See draft page 
3-42 et seq. for a description of wildlife species in SJRA. 

Page 2-12, Alternative A, Ve etation Fhnagement. BLM is aware that certain 
iiianagement responsi6irities un er ---pa 1 aws, executive orders. and regulations 
would not vary between alternatives (draft page 2-l). The requirements for 
management of floodplains and wetlands under Ia* and executive orders are 
given on draft page 2-8. 

.-. 
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damage riparlan/wetlands seem to be inappropriate. 

Pane 2-13. Alteraerive B. Wildlife-t: It is 
unacceptable for BLH to allow deterioration of habitat for minerals 
production without acceptable mitigation. 

paae 2-13. Alternative C. Venetation Manaaement: A wide array of 
exotic vegetation species have proven to be beneficial for reclamation 
purpose*. Many exotics are cheaper, readily available, more easily 
established and equal or better in palatability as well nutritional value 
than native species. Modem day resource managers should not limit the 
tools and technology available to achieve reclamation success. Therefore, 
exotic vegetation should be considered along with native vegetation in 
reclamation prescriptions. This comment applies to other areas of the 
DIUfP/EIS where the reclamation issue is raised. 

Degradation of rlparlan/wetlands by recreational pursuits is no more 
acceptable than degradation by livestock. BLH is legally mandated to 
protect wetlands, which would include riparlan areas, by Executive Order 
Ho. 11990. Reference comments for page 2-12. (This part of the D!ZMP is 
inconsistent with the direction identified on page z-88, “protection of 
rlparlan vegetation.“) 

Page 2-U. Alternative D. Wildlife Habitat Hananement: ‘It would be 
desirable to let natural succession result in a climax vegetation coaraunlty 
in desert bighorn sheep use areas. Many of the other areas should be 
managed for some successional stage other than climax. 

Paae 2-16. Alternative B. LiVeStOCk Management: The Indian Creek 
riparian zone would greatly benefit from exclusion of livestock grazing. 
The State would support that management’action. 

Eege 2-16. Alternative E. Venetatlon Manaaement: 
to protect only certain riparlan areas. 

It is inappropriate 
Executive Order 11990 directs 

protection to all wetlands. 

Pane 2-16. Alternative S. Wildlife Habitat Hanaaement: BLPI would be 
remiss in their responsibilities only to provide management for wildlife 

I 
habitat where livestock would not be affected. 

Pane 2-58. Endanaered Suecles Hanaaement: In order to fully comply 
I with the Endangered Species Act, BLM must advantage every reasonable 

opportunity to increase populations of T h E species. Such an intent is 
only expressed in Alternatives C, D and E. 

Eege 2-74. Table 2-8: OgV8 should be excluded from rlparian tones 
under all 5 alternatives. 

-2-76 Much of the Table is too vague to 
allow for evaluation. For example (page 2-76, Alternatives A, C, D and E) 
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Page 2-13, Alternative 8, Wildlife Habitat Management. Under alternative 8, 
habitat management would have a lower priority than livestock grazing or 
minerals development. This was not selected as the preferred alternative. 

Page 2-13. Alternative C, Vegetation Management. BLM agrees that many 
species are useful for reclamation. Native species are soecified where 
needed to maintain certain types of ecosystems or certain'visual qualities. 
Resources would be managed in accordance witn law, executive orders, and 
regulations under every alternative. Alternative C would not allow 
degradation of riparian areas in violation of the executive orders cited. 

Page Z-15, Alternative D, Wildlife Management. Under alternative D, vegeta- 
tion over rmch of SJRA would be allowed to achieve natural succession with- 
out human interference. This was not selected as the preferred alternative. 

Page Z-16, Alternative E, Livestock Managecrznt. After the draft was pub- 
lished. 8LM participated in an lnteraoencv tour of the uooer Indian Creek 
drainage; livestock use was not found-to be causing simi'ficant adverse 
impacts (see revisions to draft page 5-2). If partial exclusions become 
necessary, they will be handled through AMPS or activity planning. 

Page 2-16, Alternative E, Vegetation Management. Resources would be managed 
ln accordance with law, executive orders, and regulations under every alter- 
native. Draft alternative E would apply additional protection to certain 
riparian areas defined in appendix A (the upper Indian Creek drainage, 
discussed above, and the potential Cajon Pond ACEC, which is absorbed into 
the proposed Hovenweep ACEC). This requiremnt no longer applies, and the 
text has been revised accordingly (see revisions to draft page 2-16). 

Page 2-16, Alternative E, Wildlife Habitat Management. The statement cited 
presents a resource trade-off, considered under this alternative. that in 
certain big game habitat areas (defined in appendix A) livestock use would 
defer to management for the wildlife; in the remainder of SJRA, wildlife 
habitat would not be managed at the expense of livestock uses. 

Page 2-58, Endaperedecies Management. The management objectives have 
beeii?~~d~ sG9ested (see revisions to draft table 2-5). 

Page Z-74, Tdble 2-8. The draft applied the least restrictive management 
needed to resolve resource conflicts (see the response to comnent 2, Nation- 
al Parks and Conservation Association). Areas would not be closed to ORV 
use if a lesser restriction would suffice. ORV designations vary among 
alternatives because the goals are different (draft table 2-8. appendix A). 

Pages 2-76 throu9h 2-91, Table 2-9. For these phrases, the "certain" areas 
zr deer, the five mesa toos. the "certain" ~lildiife habitats. and "crucial 
habitats" are identified in appendix A; these terms are consistently used 
according to their defined meaning throughout the K4P/EIS. 
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“Ares1 allotments of forage - certain areas to deer” and (page 2-76, 
Alternative C and E) wLlvsatock excluslqns - Wingate Hess and other 
identified mess tops.” The “certain areas to deer” and “other identified 
mesa tops” need to be specified. On page 2-88, Alternative E, what are the 
“certain wildlife habitats and watershed values” to be increased through 
rlparlan management? Lack of specificity makes it impossible to compare 
“crucial habitat protection” between Alternatives C and E on page 2-89. 

psae z-76. Livestock Bxclusionq: In every case, it is recommended that 
livestock ucluslon areas identified for Alternative E be utilized along 
with exclusion of livestock use in rlparlan areas. 

page Z-77. WlIdemess Study Ares Hanallement: The following WSAs or 
portions of WSAs support populations of desert bighorn sheep: Dark Canyon 
WSA, Hancos Mesa WSA (partial 46,120 acres), Grand Gulch WSA Complex ’ 
(partial 37,580 acres), Cheesebox Canyon WSA (all wilderness) and Indian 
Creek WSA (all wilderness). To best advantage the sheep populations the 
areas should be managed as unroaded, restricted to mineral entry and 
livestock use excluded. Aatural succession of vegetation should be allowed 
to progress to climax ecological conditions. 

Fase 2-88. Table 2-9. Wildlife Habitat Hanaaement: The DRHP should 
identify a protective buffer !&one of 0.5 mile radius surrounding raptor 
nests during their active period. Halntensnce of an acceptable density of 
“snag trees” should be addressed also, as well *s protection of critical 
valued use areas from road, or other surface facility developments. 

pese Z-91. ORV Use Deslsnatlonq: Bach alternative should include 
restrlctlons that prohibit ORV use and industrial complexes or field camps 
out of a 0.25 mile radius buffer zone surrounding seeps, springs or 
developed wildlife water sources. 

B. CBAPTgR III COHHMTS 

Pa= 3-m Paranrah 4 : The potential for the existence of tar sand 
deposits in the White Canyon Slope area is discussed. The statement is 
made that “Because the White Rim has not been breached by erosion, the 
existence of a tar sand field as large as the Tar Sand Triangle 18 remotely 
possible, but there is no evidence from which to work.” 

The extent of the Tar Sand Triangle 18 unknown. Recent estimates have 
revised downward previous estimates. Even those previous estimates had 
some drill hole data and physical evidence for the existence of tar sands 
from which to work. The above quoted statement has PO physical evidence to 
indicate the existence of any tar sands in the White Canyon Slope area, 
which would argue against the suggestion made here that it could be a 
resource as large as the Tar Sand Triangle. All that can be said, given 
the facts. is that any potential for tar sands 18 completely unknown. 
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Page 2-76, Livestock Exclusions. See comnent 31, and the response.'regard- 
lng the State's position on grazing management. BLM appreciates support for 
the livestock exclusions shown in the preferred alternative. Livestock 
exclusions are different under the various alternatives to meet the differ- 
ing tnanagemcnt objectives. Under the preferred alternative. livestock would 
not be excluded from riparian areas through the RMP; the reference to this 
in appendix A was in error (see revisions to draft page A-201. 

Page 2-77, Wilderness Study Area 14nagement. See comment 31. and the re- 
sponse, regarding tine State's position on manageemnt of WSAs, and of bighorn 
sheep populations within these areas. As noted, the San Juan RMP addresses 
management of areas under wilderness review if these areas are dropped from 
consideration for wilderness desiqation by Congress (draft page l-2). 

Page 2-88, T.:zle 2-9, Wildlife Habitat Managenmnt. Harvest of fuelwood in 
SJRA is limited to pinyon and juniper (draft page 2-51; snags would not be 
legally harvested. The RMP is used to make broad land-use allocations. 
Because raptor nests are small and their locations or use could vary Over 
time, establishing buffer zones around current nests throu@ the RMP would 
have limited value. This type of consideration is made through the NEPA 
documents prepared at the tim? a project is proposed idraft pages 2-1, A-l 
and A-291. Protected raptors would be managed in accordance with T/E 
species laws (draft page 2-81. 

Page 2-91, Table 2-9, ORV Use Designations. See the response to the comment 
regard!ng page 2-74, table 2-8. --. ahnve, 

Specific Connents, Chapter 3 

Page 3-10, Paragraph 4. The discussion regarding occurrence of tar sand, 
cited in this comment, was based on geologic inference. The text states 
that in the White Canyon Slope area, potential for tar sand occurrence Is 
ccmpletely unknown (draft page 3-101. The text of the draft has been 
revised to clarify this point (see revisions to draft page 3-17). 
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paae 3-38. Paraw: Forest resources within the SJEA may be of 
onlv incidental value as traditional economic forest Droducts. but they are 
of significant biological value to vildlife. Many represent critically 
valued winter use areas for big game animals and riparian voodlands are of 
significant value to all of a local area’s wildlife. 

pkge 3-41. Wildlife. Paranranh 1: The document suggests that BLN only 
manages for major big game species, of which elk were axcluded, riparian 
habitat and T h E species. The Division of Wildlife Besources is of the 
opinion that ELM is legally bound to effectively manage for all wildlife 
within the S.lEA as well as their habitats. 

Elk are a significant element of the big game population associated 
with the SJEA. The DEKP/EIS should acknovledge this situation and be 
modified appropriately to address elk management. 

Also, existing and potential varm water fishery resources are not 
addressed but should be. 

p e aa aDh 2:- The D!UfP should indicate that the 
Colorado squawfish, humpback chub and bonytail chub, each of which are 
federally listed as endangered, inhabit the San Juan, Colorado and Green 
Rivers. 

Peregrine falcon sightings vithin the SJEA are numerous and wide 
spread. Many are made during vinter periods, but sightings do oc.cur during 
this species’ nesting period, also. 

Although blackfooted ferrets have not been verified within the SJEA 
within recent years, a specimen vas taken from the Baylis Raneb 
approximately four miles south of Blanding in the early 1950’s. It is not 
unreasonable to suspect that blackfooted ferrets still persist within the 
SJEA. 

Pane 3-41. Wildlife. Paranraphs 3 and 4: BLM is an integral part of 
the Board of Big Game Control’s Interagency Committee. Concerning big 
game, BLM is equally responsible along wfth the USFS and DWB for hunting 
management recormnendations. 

Paae 3-41. Desert Binhorn SheeD. Paranrsnh 2: The DWE calculates 
791,655 total acres (1,320,600 HEP data) of use area for bighorns, 
including BPS Lands, in the SJEA. Also, note that there exists substantial 
intolerance by desert bighorn sheep of livestock. This represents a 
behavior reaction, not to mention competition for forage, and avoidance of 
disease transmission vhere use may overlap. 

P ane 3 2. Pronnhom Antelone. Paraaran 1 -4 h : Substantial archaeological 
evidence shows that antelope inhabited all suitable areas of the SJEA 
including Batch Point prior to the advent of vhitemen in the 1800.‘~. 
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Page 3-38, Paragraph 3. The text has Deen changed to indicate that other 
values of forest resources are in addition to consumptive uses (see 
revisions to draft page 3-38). 

Page 3-41, Wildlife, Paragraph 1. The text has been changed to clarify 
ELM's current management emphasis (see revisions to draft page 3-41). 

BLM chose not to address elk wintering on public lands in SJRA because only 
about 25 animals are involved (MSA page PP-69). When the elk population on 
public lands increases to the point that management of their habitat in SJRA 
becaes a concern, the RMP would be modified as necessary (draft page 
A-30). (See also the response to comnent 23, Forest Service, Manti-LaSal 
NF, on this topic.) 

Warm and cold water fisheries would be addressed as part of the riparian/ 
aquatic habitat areas, addressed throughout the RMP (draft page 3-52. for 
example). 

Page 3-41, Wildlife, Paragraph 2. T/E wildlife species. including the fish, 
peregrine falcons, and black-Tooted ferrets mentioned in this comnent. are 
discussed on draft page 3-52. 

Page 3-41, Wildlife, Paragraphs 3 and 4. The text has been changed as 
suggested (see rewsions to draft pages 3-41. 5-8 and 5-9). 

Page j-41, Desert Bighorn Sheep, Paragraph 2. BLM's acreage estimates are 
based on mapped data regarding the range of these animals. UDWR assisted in 
providing information as to the extent of habitat. BLll will continue to use 
the figures in the draft unless data are provided to substantiate the lesser 
acreage suggested in this comment. Sources used by BLM [King and Workman, 
19831 indicate that, although bighorn sheep and cattle are socially intoler- 
ant (draft page 3-42). there is currently no competition between cattle and 
bighorn sheep in SJRA (draft page 3-58). BLM knows of no instances of 
disease transmission from cattle to bighorn sheep within SJRA and would be 
glad to review any information available. 

Page 3-42, Pronghorn Antelope, Paragraph 1. BLtl is not aware of any 
"substantial archaeological evidence" to support this statement. A few dry 
caves on both sides of the Colorado River (not Hatch Point) have evidence of 
antelope remains. Regardless, this would not affect Current planning 
decisions. 



me 3-45. aEarLu2 - : The .rea denoted as deer yearlong habitat 
reflects a composite of high-priority valued su!m~er and winter range and 
not the distribution area of deer herd Unit 31. This denoted area is not 
yearlong habitat. The critical valued use areas are in substantial error 
as compared to the use demonstrated by the deer and monitored by DWR. The 
DBMP/EIS needs to be corrected to reflect this situation. 

The riparian/aquatic habitats identified on the map certainly do not 
reflect that total resource in the SJEA. The map and text of the DRMP/EIS 
must be modified to fully explain what is being presented relative to 
riparian/aquatic habitat. 

p P 3-49. D r. Paranr Dh 1. 2 and 3 Deer herd Units 31-A and 31-B 
totala3:300,47g &es (1,83~,0~0 KUP data)‘of which 230,400 (222,700 HRP 
data) are high-priority sunrmer range, 1,779,454 (1,616,4Oq HRP data) are 
high-priority valued winter range, and 1,290,624 are ranked as limited 
valued yearlong range. The 1,000 acres of summer range lying on BLM lands 
are ranked as being of high-priority value and 305,280 (197,550 HRP data) 
acres of the winter range are of critical value. The DRMP needs to be 
corrected to reflect this situation. (Note that DwI( figures reflect total 
acres regardless of land ownership.) 

Pane 3-52. Biparian and Aauatic Habitats. ParanraDh 2: Catfish along 
vith a host of other game and nongame fish are found in the Colorado River 
as well as San Juan River. 

pane 3-52. Threatened and Endannered Animal Soecies. Paranraoh 4: 
Would it be reasonable for BLH to administer protective leasing 
stipulations along the San Juan River to more closely coincide with bald 
eagle habitat areas? 

Pane 3-52. Threatened and Endannered Animal Soecies. ParaKraDh 5: 
Peregrine falcon aeries are kuo~ along Lake Powell (San Juan Arm and 
Colorado River Ann). 

pan 3-53. Specific Indicators Affected: The entire wildlife resource 
(animal: and habitat) could be affected by alternatives described in 
Chapter 2 and not just those listed. 

pane 3-54. Grab. Last Psyauaohs: Maintenance of chainings and 
seedings need to be such that wildlife interests are a consideration. Such 
was not the case in the original planning for many of these projects. 

Pane 57. Grazinn. Paraaraph_d: Paragraph a states that “the SJRA can 
produce forage sufficient to meet the demand for full active preference 
(79,098).” We doubt that sufficient forage could be produced to meet full 
active preference simply by implementing MlPs without vegetative 
manipulation. 
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Page 3-45, Figure 3-12. The "yearlong" deer habitat (draft page 3-49) is 
mislabeled; the legend of this figure has been changed accordingly (see 
revisions to draft figure 3-12). 

BL14 used information provided by UDWR to map the crucial habitat areas shown 
in figure 3-12 (draft page 3-49) and to estimate acreages. UDWR is expected 
to update this information. The special conditions to protect crucial 
habitat would be adjusted accordingly (draft appendix B). 

Major riparian/aquatic habitats are shown in the draft (figure 3-12 and 
table 3-6, as revised). Small or isolated riparian areas are not shown at 
this scale. The definition of riparian area has been changed (see revisions 
to glossary). 

Page 3-49, Deer, Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3. BLM used information provided by 
UDWR to map habitat areas and estimated acreages for public lands. The 
areas could be remapped if the animals mOve to different areas. 

Page 3-52, Riparian and Aquatic Habitats, Paragraph 2. Catfish are dis- 
cussed on draft page 3-52. 

page 3-52, Threatenid and Endangered Animl Species, Paragraph 4. Chapter 3 
of the draft presents the current situation. Leasing cate!3orles along the 
San Juan River have been adjusted under the different alternatives. The 
proposed plan would impose a no-surface-occupancy restriction to protect 
bald eagle habitat in this area. 

Page 3-52, Threatened and Endangered Animal Species, Paragraph 5. The 
locations cited are apparently not on public lands. The text has'been 
revised to indicate known sites within Glen Canyon NRA. 

Page-Specific Indicators Affected. The impact analysis of an EIS is 
Zi%fined to facets of the hunun environlEnt that would be significantly 
affected (draft pages 3-1, 4-2; 40 CFR 1502.3, 1500.27). The indicators 
listed are those that would be significantly affected and for which the 
effects could be projected. 

Page 3-54, Grazing, Last Parqyraph. See comnent 31, and the response, 
Kgmttrete's position on grazing management. Seeding maintenance 
projects on public lands have solir mitigations for wildlife. CLII biologists 
and UDWR have been consulted when designing maintenance projects. 

Page 3-57, Grazing, Paragraph 8. See comment 31, and the response, regard- 
ing the State's position on grazing mandgeiilent. It was assumed that grazing 
systems and associated range improvements would allow better use of existing 
forage and improve forage density and vigor. Range improvements such as 
waters and fences would allow use of presently unused areas and would result 
in a more even utilizdtion level of forage. :bintaining existing seedings 
without implenk?ntiflg new ldrld trentmznts was considered necessary in the 
assumption that SJRA can produce forage to meet full active livestock 
preference. 

I 
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Juan Elrt,ea~ive MA. Par-: Trapping of mountain 
lion is illegal. 

c. CKAPTKB IV coffMKnTs 

Epne 4-i. &8&fsis Plethods. ParanraDh 2: The elimination of Visitor 
use days in the KIS is questioned. They may be far more accurate than the 
figures assumed for sites/square mile, percentage of damaged sites, etc. 
Inclusion of these figures which shov 6,444 visitor days at Mule Canyon 
Indian Ruins, 3,910 visitor days at Butler Wash Indian Ruins, and a total 
of 17,521 visitor use days in the Grand Gulch PA during 1984, should be 
allowed to stand as evidence of use and an indication of possible tourism 
dollars added to the local economy. This type of information would be 
valuable to compare against grazing figures of 58 licensed livestock 
operators, accormtfng for 402 jobs and 3% of the local income in 1982 (MSA, 
page 4322-21 through 25). 

Pane 4-7. AssumDtions. ParaRraDh 2: Is it realistic to assume that 
10,800 acres will be treated given the problem of chaining in areas that. 
have such a high concentration of cultural Sites? 

Paae 4-8. Mineral Comoonents. Paragraoh 2: Seasonal wildlife 
restrictions on mineral activities have only been oriented to exploration 
and mineral claim assessment work. Ro stipulation has ever affected an 
operating facility. In-the-field activity has not been stifled by wildlife 
nor exploration/production costs substantially increased. Undoubtedly, 
industrial developers have had to become involved with planning which is to 
the benefit of all resource management. 

Pa 4- 13. Veaetation. Paranr me aDh 4: Implementation of existing AMPS 
would not necessarily result in higher seral stages thus producing more 
forage for livestock. 

Pane 4-15. Wildlffe: The function of the‘Board of Big Game Control’s 
Interagency Committee, of which BLM is,a member, is to manage big game 
populations so that they can expand to the carrying capacity of the range. 
Under proper livcatock management, such would allow the deer population to 
reach its full potential. 

Paae 4-16. ImDacts on Cultural Resources: Paragraph four states that 
it “was assumed that all sites in these areas would be protected.” This 
appears to contradict the statement made in the first paragraph that 
“Adverse impacts...are residual and occur despite management efforts to 
mitigate them through Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act...". 

Paae 4-38. WildL&fe. ParanraDh 4: Impacts to any high interest species 
that result in loss of habitat in critical valued areas must be mitigated 
on an acre-for-acre basis. BlN should respond to all such problems and not 
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Page 3-79, San Juan Extensive RJ4A. Paragraph 6. The text has been changed 
scorrect the error cited (see revisions to draft page 3-791. 

Specific Comnents, Chapter 4 

Page 4-2, Analysis Methods, Paragraph 2. Visitor use data. if available, 
could be useful in projecting impacts. However. as stated in the draft. 
these data were not consistently available for public lands in SJRA, and 
could not be projected because of the many factors involved (draft page 4-21. 

Page 4-7, Assumptions, Paragraph 7. The treatable acreage is considered 
reallstlc: 10,800 acres were assumed to be actually treatable. after exlu- 
sions are made for poor soils, cultural sites, visual resources, and wild- 
life habitat needs (draft appendix Xl. The referenced paragraph on page 4-7 
indicated an incorrect acreage and has been revised (see revisions to draft 
page 4-7); however, the analysis numbers were correct. 

Page 4-8, Mineral Components, Paragraph 2. The referenced existing seasonal 
.s.tX{u;;;ons apply only to 011 and gas leases, not to mining claim assess- 

. BLM does not agree that stipulations do not affect an Operating 
mine. 

The effect of the seasonal stipulatfons for mineral leases is particularly 
evident when a cuspany drills just prior to the restricted season, makes a 
producing well, and wants to construct a pipeline tie-in but is not allowed 
to do so because of the stipulations. The canpany is then faced with ln- 
creased costs of trucking the product. 

Page 4-13, Vegetation, Paragraph 4. The section on ecological condition has 
been revised (see revisions to draft appendix TI. It is expected that 
grazing management under AMPS would result in more livestock forage produc- 
tion, but not necessarily a higher seral stage. See comaent 31, and. the 
response, regarding the State's position on grazing management. 

Page 4-15, Wildlife. Livestock grazing does not presently limit the deer 
population. but the referenced discussion projects the potential for con- 
flicts if (1) livestock grazing continues at the present level and (21 deer 
populations continue to increase. See comment 31, and the response, regard- 
ing the State's position on grazing management. 

Page 4-16, Impacts of Cultural Resources. See comnent 31, and the response, 
reoarding me State's position on cultural resource manaoement. Impacts to 
culturalresources were determined separately for sites damaged and'sites 
protected (draft page 4-16 and appendix Yl. The referenced statement states' 
that it was assumed that all sites within special cultural properties (draft 
taole 3-B) and within the Grand Gulch Plateau SKIA would be protected, not 
thJt all sites in SJRA would be protected. 

Page 4-39, Wildlife, Paragraph 4. The RllP is intended to provide planning 
decisions on a large scale, not site-specific impacts from individual proJ- 
ects. The lo-acre figure is a threshold level. BL51 agrees that impacts to 
high-interest species must be mitigated. 
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just when 10 acres have been damaged. LThis comment would apply regardless 
of the alternative selected. 

Paae 4-69. ParaaraDh_Z: It is stated that the number of cultural 
resource sites protected vould increase by approximately 10% because of 
restrictive conditions protecting sites vithin Bational Register cultural 
properties, districts or eligibles and ACECs. The BRIiP does not have 
restrictive conditions that protect sites. 

D. APPENDICES COMMENTS 
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Page 4-69, Paragraph 2. BLM applies restrictions to protect all sites 
listed, or eligiblexr listing, on the National Register (draft pages 2-6 
and A-5; appendix A). 

Specific Comnents, Appendixes 

Pa e A-5, Cultural Resee, Paragraph 1. Valid rights are determined by 
U$ laws and regulations that apply to a given public land use. The Area 
Manager would determine what valid rights might apply in a given situation, 
subect to standard administrative review procedures (43 CFR 4). 

paae A-S. Culturml Resources. Paranr~: It is stated that both 
direct and indirect damage to Iiational Begister properties and 
archaeoloeical districts and eligibles will be avoided to the extent 
possible without curtailing “valid rights.” Who makes this determination? 

Pages A-10 through A-!!, Wi?d!ife (Appendix A). Because the mangernot 
priorities are different for the different alternatives, the special condi- 
tions developed under alternative C do not necessarily support the preferred 
alternative. The special conditions for the upper Indian Creek drainage and 
the Cajon Pond area (page A-23, mentioned in this comment) have been revised. 

Pages A-10 and A-11. Wildlife: Regardless of the alternative selected 
by BLX, identical mitigation stipulations identified for Alternative C 
should be incorporated. Similar recommendations are made for floodplains 
and riparian mitigation stipulations on Page A-15 identified under 
Alternative D. Also provide mitigation stipulations identified on Page 
A-23 for “Upper Indian Creek Biparian Area” and “Cajon Pond ACEC.” 

Pane A-72 through A-74. Wildlife Habitat Mananement: Same comment as 
provided for on page A-10 and A-11. 

Paae A-105. Babitat Hanahement Plans: There is a serious need for 
development of IiMPs on all high-priority valued wildlife use areas. 
Additionally, existing IMPa need to be updated and fully implemented. 

Panes A-109-120. Table AD-l: An analysis of data presented in Appendix 
0 and Table 3-6 relative to livestock use and riparian areas indicates 
substantial inconsistency within the DBMP/EIS. Table AO-1 shows 452 of 
BLn’s 481 miles of riparian areas lie in allotments with unsatisfactory 
range conditions. Table 3-6 shows only 383 of BLH’s 481 miles of riparian 
where livestock are a conflict. This situation needs to be clarified. 

BLH should modify livestock manasement such that all riearian areas Z)IP 
improved to a “maintain” category. Currently only 5% of the riparian miles 
lie in allotments with such a classification. This uercentanc seems to 
indicate that current BIH management style is contrary to Executive Order 
11990 for protection of wetlands. 

Pane A-121. Grazing Allotment Man-t Plans: Unsatisfactory range 
conditions over 95% of the SJBA are in part due to failure to fully 
implement existing AMPS. Additional AMPS need to be developed and 
implemented, also. Such action along with appropriate livestock reductions 
and season-of-use adjustments should substantially improve range conditions. 

Pages A-72 through A-74, Wildlife Habitat Wagement (Appendix H). This 
appendix discusses the potential of different areas for ACEC designation and 
provides managgnent prescriptions, as does appendix A (discussed above). 

Page A-105, Habitat f'anagement Plans (Appendix N). This appendix discusses 
the status of exisitng WP (d ft A TO5) not the need for possible 
additional HMPs. The al&iat?:e &iieGnt p;escriptions (draft table 2-7) 
discuss the need to modify the WPs to meet program objectives. 

2ages A-109 through A-120, Table AO-1 (Appendix 0). See comnent 31. and the 
response, regarding the State's posl 'tion on grazing management. Table 3-6 

shads conflicts presently occurring within specific riparian areas; table 
AO-1 shows how many miles of riparian habitat fall within each grazing 
allotment. The grazing allotment category applies to the whole allotment. 
Presence of a riparian area within a grazing allobnent does not imply that 
there is a conflict between livestock management and the‘riparian habitat. 

This comnent's suggestions regarding reclassification of rfparian areas to 
tile M category would not comply with BLM's categorization system (draft 
appendix B), and would not achieve the results indicated in this comment. 

Page A-121. Grazing Allotment Management Plans (Appendix P). See comnent 
31,Zl the response, regarding the State's position on grazing management. 
The draft does not state that 95 percent of SJRA is in unsatisfactory range 
condition (refer to the response to comment 3, National Wildlife Federation. 
comncnt page 3). BLM agrees that revision of existing AMPS and implementa- 
tion of new ones would help to improve range condition (draft appendixes P 
and U). 
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that 
Paae A-125. Isolated Tracts Identified for DfsDOsal: It is recommended 

the BLM land associated with Recapture Reservoir be retained in 
federal ownership to assure public access for recreational purposes, 
especially hunting and fishing. Additionally, those tracts northeast of 
Honticello that support sage grouse are the only ones that remain in public 
ownership. Pangeland conversions on private land in the SJRA have 
substantially reduced sage grouse populations. Their future is dependent 
upon BLH land managed exclusively for this species. 
retained by BLU and a IMP developed for sage grouse. 

Those lands should be 

me A-195. ~Ss~Dtims: What sources were the sssumptions based onl 
The figures for sites per square mile and percentage of damaged sites 
appears arbitrary. 

It is important to note that placement on the liational Register of 
Historic Places does not in and of itself provide statutory protection for 
sites. 
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Page A-125, Isolated Tracts Identified for Disposal. San Juan County has 
received a right-of-way for the area to ensure legal access to Recapture 
Lake and the surrounding area. If the tracts were disposed of, provisions 
would be made to protect these rights-of-way. 

The sage grouse habitat was not identified in the either MSA or the RMP/EIS 
for special management. The RMP sets criteria to guide disposal of tracts 
of public lands; the suitability of an individual tract for disposal would 
be determined through a site-specific analysis done at the time the parcel 
was considered for disposal (draft page A-1251. If disposal of any of the 
tracts identified in the RMP/EIS would cause an adverse effect on public 
resources, including critical wildlife habitat, the terms of disposal would 
be modified to mitigate the potential impact, or the tract would be retained 
in public ownership. 

Page A-195, Assumptions (Appendix Yl. See cokment 31. and the response, 
regarding the State's position on cultural resource management. The analy- 
sis method is presented for information purposes and is based on the profes- 
sional knowledge and judgnent of the RMP team archaeologist. This comnent 
offers no alternative mode for projecting impacts to cultural resources. 

DLM is aware that designation to the National Register does not provide for 
any specific management methods to protect sites present. Accordingly, BLM 
has included special conditions within the RMP/EIS that would serve to 
protect these sites (draft appendix A). 

DiaSGqe to tneXIS? Yes. 



COMMENT 31 

January 21, 1987 

Roland Robison 
Utah State Director 
Bureau of Land Management 
CFS Financial Center 
Suite 301 
324 South State Street 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111-2303 

Dear Far. Robison: 

Developing the best possible working relationship with the 
BLM in Utah has been a very worthwhile state objective for many 
years. In furtherance of that objective, I believe it would be 
helpful to clarify some issues that have arisen over our 
comments on the Draft San Juan Resource Wanagement Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement. It has come to my attention 
that some of those comments have tended to obscure the state's 
position relative to certain key aspects of public lands 
management. It is my intent to clarify those positions and to 
respond to discussions recently held. 

As you know, state and BLM staff met on December 3rd to 
discuss several issues. As a result of this meeting two points 
were clarified. First, in the area of special designations, 
the discussion at the meeting clarified two points of 
misunderstanding: 1) the State in its comments did not intend 
to make any new special area nominations; and, 2) BLM's 
rationale for excluding or reducing acreage of many of the 
areas identified as potential special management areas was 
mistakenly left out of the document. Our major point of 
contention was the lack of rationale for special designation 
decision-making. Inclusion of this explanation in the final 
plan will address these concerns. We appreciate the time your 
staff took to clarify this issue. 

Second, in the area of range management, after discussions 
with your staff, it appears that we misread the information 
provided in the document. We assumed, based on the criteria in 
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BLM appreciates the State's interes.t and involvement in the preparation of the 
San Juan RMP. 

ELM acknowledges the clarification that the State does not intend to recommend 
any areas for specfal designation. In response to the public comnents re- 
ceived on the draft, several changes have been made to the special designation 
areas considered in the draft. See the revisions to draft sumnaty. chapters 2 
and 4, and appendixes A, H, and I. 

I 
ELM regrets any confusion regarding the rationale for dropping areas from 
further consideration for special desipations, or the differences in acreages 
considered among the alternatives. See appendix H, as revised, for a complete 
rationale. 

.,( ‘:,‘I .,, 
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Roland Robison 

Apphdix D and the statement on page 3-54 that 95, percent of 
the area was placed in Category I, that Category I allotments 
were in unsatisfactory condition and thus 95 percent of the 
range in the San Juan Resource Area was in Unsatisfactory or 
poor condition. Further confusion resulted because "ecological 
condition* is defined in the Glossary and 'range condition" is 
not. We were informed that the improvement category does not 
correlate with poor range condition. It was pointed out in the 
meeting that this confusion between the categorization of 
allotments, range condition, and ecological condition needed to 
be clarified in the final environmental impact statement. This 
would help the reader better understand the range condition 
issue in the San Juan Resource Area. Consequently, our concern 
regarding range condition and the maintenance of the status quo 
for grazing management under the preferred alternative was 
alleviated as a result of our meeting. Ljvestock grazing in 
this resource area is very important to the local economy and 
with prudent range management and the stewardship of 
permittees, everyone benefits with improved ranges for both 
livestock and wildlife. 

As you are well aware, the state supports the multiple use 
of public lands. The comments that we submitted were not 
intended to value one use over another but rather to suggest 
possible further considerations. The following specific 
comments are ciarificatioAs of some of those issues, 

Cultural Resources 

The intent was to raise the question as to whether ,cultural 
resources should be considered a planning issue rather than to 
suggest any specific mode of protection for those resources. 
The comments should be evaluated in this context. 

QEf Road WCUzi 

The state does not believe that vehicular access should be 
precluded from all riparian zones. Utah recognizes that 
vehicular access to riparian zones is often essential to 
management of the water resource or to management of users of 
the water resource. Vehicular access to riparian zones should 
not be wasteful of the resouce. 

rea 

While a blanket exclusion is not practical, in riparian 
areas increased management attention/efforts should be provided 
to manage livestock consistent with protection of these 
sensitive areas. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 31 ~--- STATE OF UTAH. OFFICE OF, THE GOVERNOR - 

CComnent page 21 

The draft has been revised to clarify the situation regarding rangeland condi- 
tion (see revisions to appendix T and glossary). See also response to comment 
22, Environmental Protection Agency, comnent page 3. 

Responses to,specific comnents clarified by this letter are as follows. 

Cultural Resources. Management of cultural resources per se does not meet the 
definition of a planning issue (draft page l-11. As a resiilt of public com- 
ment, the discussion of the treatint of cultural resources under the differ- 
ent alternatives has been expanded in this proposed W!P and final EIS (see 
revisions to draft page l-6). 

Off Road Vehicles. The draft RMP/EIS applied the least restriction neccessary 
to resolve resource conflicts. kcordingly, lands would not be designated as 
closed or limited to ORV use unless this level of management was the only way 
to resolve a specific conflict. BLM agrees that exclusion of vehicular access 
to riparian areas is not always needed to protect the riparian resources; the 
proposed RHP would allow ORV use of riparian zones on existing roads and 
trails.‘ 

RipariantAreas. BLM agrees that small grazing exclusions in riparian zones 
are sane imes the preferable means to manage these sensitive areas. If neces- 
sary to preserve riparian values, specific parcels of riparian habitat may be 
closed to grazing as part of the management developed in AMPS after ccmnpletion 
of the RMP. However, it is anticipated that most riparian areas can be man- 
aged for improvement while allowing some grazing, perhaps under grazing 
systems that sould provide for periodic rest and recovery. 



Page three 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 31 STATE OF UTAH. OFFLCE OF THE GOVERNOR 

Roland Robison 

[Coinsent page 31 

ss st@Queas Wilderness Study Areas. The San Juan RMP team is aware of the State's con- I_- 

Utah has not supported wilderness or wilderness-like 
terns and comnents regarding wilderness preservation. As noted, the San Juan 

management of any BLW tracts solely for the purpose of 
RMP addresses management of areas under wilderness review if these areas are 

protecting Big Horn sheep populations. .While Big Horn sheep 
dropped from consideration for wilderness designation by Congress (draft page 

are recognized as a highly valued wildlife resource, the state 
recognizes that tracts inhabited by Big Horn Sheep may well 
have other valuable resources. Utah does not have a policy of 

While the proposed PMP makes no attempt to impose "wilderness-like" management 
designations, ELM recognizes that certain values that may lead to enjoyment of 

excluding other natural resource based activities in tracts, 
solely on the basis of Big Horn sheep inhabitation. 

a wilderness experience, such as the presence of bighorn sheep, may require 
protective measures in their own right. 

Tar Sands ELM agrees that the potential for tar sand occurrence in SJRA 
should not be overlooked. 

Utah recognizes that the suggestion that a tar sands 
resource may exist is based on the known geology of the area. 
The state believes that it is best to error on the side of 

BLM agrees that both tourism and livestock grazing are important to 
thenany of San Juan County, and that conflicts between recreation manage- 

caution in evaluating whether subsurface resources exist. ment and livestock grazing are few. 
state and BLW should be aware of the potentional of these 
subsurface resources, and this is an area that would certainly 
benefit from further geologic study. 

ELM appreciates the State's efforts at open comnunication regarding land 
management. The San Juan RMP will provide guidelines for management of the 
many and varied natural resources within SJRA, and the proposed plan attempts 
to reso!ve conflicts so that the mult!p!e users of our public lands will 
benefit. 

The state’s comments should not be construed as a 
suggestion that tourism should be valued over grazing. It is 
the position of Utah that grazing and tourism are mutually 
camnatible and mutually beneficial. ----c - - 

I know that my staff has discussed with you the need to 
communicate better during the review process of these documents 
to avoid these types of misunderstanding in the future. I 
fully support that effort. 

The San Juan area is a complex resource area and I know 
that you are attempting to develop a responsible management 
plan. I would like the State of Utah to be a partner in that 
effort with the goal of true multiple use management in the 
area. 

Thank you for your interest in accommodating the State’s 
interests. It is through such willingness that our 
relationship will flourish. 

Governor 

NHB/ras ~-E~TTs7 No. 
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SanJuancounty 
Monticello. Utah 84535 

(801) 587-2231 
county oflica 

No\-ember 3, 1986 

Mr. Ed Scherick 
San Juan Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box I 
Monticello, Utah 84535 

Attention: RMP 

Dear Mr. Scherick: 

Enclosed with this letter iS the S2r? JlJ2n count> 
Commission's comments on the draft rtTSO"l-Ce management 
plan/environmental impact statement (RMP/EIS) for the San Juan 
Resource Area. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this plan. 

THE SAN JUAN COUNTY COMMISSION 

renneth' R. Bailey, Vice-Chairman 

:rmb 
Enclosure: 



SAN JUAN COUNTY COMMISSION'S COMMENTS 

ON THE DRAFT RESOURCE M.ZNAGEMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

FOR THE SAN JUAN RESOURCE AREA 

NOVEMBER 1986 

In reviewing the draft document, it is evident that 
Alternative C and D require substantial increases in funding in 
order to provide the needed services and work to accomplish these 
alternatives. As the current federal funding situation is as 
other state and local governments, it seems very difficult that 
such a large increase in funding would be appropriate or possible 
in this time. Also, these tr;0 alternatives seem to move to 
remox'e multiple uses and tend to move toward special interest 
groups more that the other alternatives.. As stated in the 
document itself, public lands are to be managed for multiple use, 
for the many and varied public "Se6 and interests that 
individuais, companies, and other go;.esnments agencies may want 
to. Many of the statements that are made in conjunction with 
some of the alternatives do not preserve the multiple use concept 
and if fact vi11 provide areas in which can be used to oppose 
multiple use. 

k'hile it is argued that public lands are for all the people 
from all areas of the nation, the Bureau of Land Management and 
other agencies, do have a responsibiiity in providing ways for 
all type of uses especially in a county where over 85% of all the 
land ownership is federal and r;here about 1.8 million acres of 
these lands are managed by the BLM. 

The County Commission cannot support either Alternative C or 
D for the preceding and other reasons. 

Alternative E, the preferred alternative also causes Rrf-nt. 
concern for the county Commission. Almost without exception, 
every program contains the phrases, "only so long as certain 
primitive recreational opportunities, identified wildlife habitat 
and watershed activities are protected" or "'only. so long as 
certain as certain recreational values are protected". 

It is easy for the current management of the Bureau of Land 
Management to assure the County that these statements are for 
description "S??S only and will not be a hinderance to any 
development, road, etc. It is not known from one day to the next 
who will be in a management position, and a change in these 
positions, could and will dictate a different assumption as to 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 32 - ,SAN JUAN COUNTY COMMISSION 

CCoament page 11 

8LM ~SSWWS that funding would be available to implement any RMP alternative 
adopted by the state director (draft page l-2). The budget figures have been 
revised; alternative A would be the least costly to implement, followed by 
alternative D. Alternative 8, favored by this comnentor, would be the most 
costly to implement, followed by alternative C. (See revisions to draft table 
2-4 and appendix K; see also the response to comment 9, Southern Utah Wilder- 
ness Alliance. comnent page 4, on this topic.) 

Each alternative would manage public lands based on the multiple use concept 
(draft page l-9). However, each alternative emphasizes a dlfferent mix of 
resource uses (draft page 2-12). 

BLM appreciates the comments regarding the‘alternatives, but notes that the 
public comment period was not intended to solicit votes for any alternative 
presented in the draft. 

As noted in this comnent. the preferred alternative references "certain" 
recreational opportunities, and "identified" wildlife habitats. These terms 
are defined in draft appendix A and used consistently throughout the draft. 
The special conditions developed to protect these values (draft appendix A) 
would not be applied arbitrarily, and could not be applied to different areas 
in the future without changing the RMP (draft page A-30). Changes to the RMP 
would have to follow the NEPA process, and would be subject to public review 
(draft page A-30). 

Under the preferred alternative, protection of "certain" P and SPNM ROS class 
areas refers to all P and SPNH areas shown in figure 3-16 except the areas in 
the vicinity of Squaw and Cross Canyons, near the Colorado state line (draft 
pages A-24 and A-25). Protection of "identified" wildlife habitats refers to 
the crucial habitat areas for bighorn sheep, antelope, and deer. shown in 
figures 3-11 and 3-12 (draft pages A-21 and A-22). Natershed values would be 
protected in riparian areas, sensitive soils areas, and areas of sensitive 
slopes (draft pages A-20 and A-21). 

..- 
I- 

. 

-. _. 



what is meant by such phrases. It is Ells0 certain that 
environmental groups will work long and hard in each and every 
situation to find areas where 
opportunities are 

certain primitive recreational 
not protected and well as the other 

requirement, attempting to tie projects up for years. We believe 
that this gives these groups substantial ammunition in filing 
lawsuits on projects, and asking the courts to determine whnt it 
the definition of these phrases and it is impossible for either 
the County * or the BLM to anticipate what the courts will 
determine. Because of the wording of these alternatives the 
County does not support alternative E. 

The Commission does support the management program for oil 
and gas management in Alternati1.e B. The 10% proposed increase 
in leasing will allow companies for more opportunity to invest 
and enter into this area. The Commission EilSO supports the 
management plan for geothermal management, oil shale/tar sands 
management, mineral materials management and . mining 1aK 
administration and mineral management as contain in Alternative 
9; as dell as the other reSO"PCe management programs. This 
alternative addresses the need and resources of the County and 
hnr; to "se these resources to the maximum. It also benefits 
these individuals and companies who have invested tremendous 
amounts of monies and time in business in both mining, oil and 
gas, and ranching and assures them that these investment will be 
allow to remain. It is aiso possible that environmental concerns 

and needs will be taken i'nto account and properly mitigated and 
handled through proper management the BL!-i. 

RESPONSE TO COI44ENT 32 -__ SAN JUAN COUNTY COFlMISSION 

CCoinnent page 21 

ELM understands the County's concern for economic development of resources 
within County boundaries. 
impacts have been 

Social and econunic considerations and projected 
discussed in the draft (table 2-10, chapter 3, and chapter 

4) and for each management program in part II of the MSA. 



33 COWENT 
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ARCliAEOLOCYLABORATORY 
DEPARTUENTOPANTHROPOLOCY 

BOX15200 

Ed Scherlck, 
sari Juan Resource Area Hanager 
Bureau of Land Nanagement 
P.O. Box 7 
Monticello, Utah. 84535 
Attn: RMP 

Dear Mr. Scherick: 

I em writznq to you in regard to the San Juan Resource 
Management Plan, which I first saw last weekend. It is nice 
to ree the entire area treated a.=, a whole and to see the 
various alternatives outlined. I was. however, very 
concerned about two aspects that occur throughout the 
alternatives, and therefore are a concern for the preferred 
alternative "E". These are the lack of plans for "Cultural 
Resource Management" and the existence of plans for "new land 
treatments" in areas of very high rite densities. 

The firat concern of cultural resource management is 
disappointing to me. While it is admitted that the primary 
loss of sites is due to vandalism and very high numbers are 
given for this, no detailed discussion is given to possible 
ways of curbing it. Given that in a area where 21 large part 
of the population equates pothunting with something like 
Christmas Tree cutting, this is e very difficult rubJect. NO 
matter what the law says, if the local community believes 
differently, the low is apt to be ignored. I can imagine 
that it gets even more difficult when it is possible that 
even BLM staff would rather not enforce the law and one hears 
talea of this. Given this difficult situation, it may be 
easiest Eo let things continue as they are, but I. and I'm 
cure you agree, do not think the current situation should 
continue. Some kind of education program is clearly in 
order. Yet. I found nothing in the RMP in the order of even 
a discussion of alternatives. 

The result of such destruction is clear, our inability to 
learn more about the past in the future. As w single 
WXtllllplW. in part from samples taken from Turkey Pen in Grand 
Gulch in 1972 I have this year, with co-workers. been able to 
demonstrate convincingly the dependence of Basketmaker II on 

PHONE: (602)~2E50361523-3039 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 33 NORTHERN ARIiONA UNIVERSITY 
AR- LABORATORY 
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BLM appreciates this support for the presentation of alternatfves. 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources. and the draft RMP 
provides plans for cultural resource management. The policy and procedures 
for managing cultural resources are discussed in the draft on page 2-6 under 
Management Guidance Comnon to All Alternatives. The preferred alternative 
provides several special designations for cultural resources (see draft table 
2-2. page 2-20, and table 2-6, page 2-60, both as revised). (Stipulations for 
management of the special designations proposed for the RMP are given in draft 
appendix A.) BLM is confident that the preferred alternative provides an 
adequate framework for management of cultural resources in SJRA. 

BLM recognizes that vandalism and adverse impacts to cultural resources have 
occurred in the past and continue to occur despite mitigation efforts (draft 
pages 3-60 and 4-16 and MSA page 4331~201. The preferred alternative is 
expected to improve BLM's management of cultural resources in that fewer 
adverse impacts would occur (see draft table 2-10, page 2-96 as revised, page 
4-68, and appendix Y). 

BLM agrees that education is a valuable tool for promoting protection of 
cultural resources, and BLM provides or participates in educational programs. 
This land-use plan, however, provides for allocation and management of the 
multiple uses of public lands, and would not be expected to cover all types of 
public service programs in which BLM mi@t participate. 

BLM agrees that Turkey Pen Ruin is a significant archaeological site. 

c 
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Naize. This ie in direct contradiction to recent statements 
made about the dependence on maize by someother workers, but 
we now csn show that 70 to 80% of the Cedar Me&a Bssketmsker 
II diet came from maize, about the same as the latter Pueblo 
inhsbitants, not only on Cedar Mesa. but Historically as 
well. Since 1972, se you know, Turkey Pen hss been 
extensively damaged twice. It may now be not possible to 
retrieve a 1 by 3 meter piece of the deposit es I did in 
1972. Extenolve literature review and personal contacts 
indicates that there is no other Basketmaker II midden of 
that size and richness Ln organic remains known. I know you 
have on file a much more extensive discussion of the 
importance of Turkey Pen by William Lipa, although we had not 
obtairied the above results at that time, "or do I think he 
was aware that no other site like it is known to exist. 

In terns of resources, the Anasazi resources have to be 
.some of the most important, to humankind aa a whole, found in 
the San Juan Resource Area. Given their rapid destruction. 
mostly by vsndslien today, this ia (1 topic that is 
inadequately addressed. I doubt that there is another BLH 
area with as important and as ueed srchaaological reacurcee, 
which probably does not make your task easier in getting 
appropriate resources to protect them in either the short or 
long run. 

My second area of concern is the potential land 
treatnents. I" your preferred alternative E (Figure Z-15) 
the highland areas of "Cedar Hess" or the Grand Gulch Plateau 
ia the main ares suggested; with other areae around Natural 
Bridges and between Comb and Cottonwood. While various 
suggestions are made in the various alternatives about 
protecting the Canyons, it is actually on the top of the 
neaae that most of the sites exist. I preeune Land 
Treatments meen modification of the Pinyon-Juniper, and not 
the sagebrush flats. On Cedar Hess it ia exactly the 
highland Pinyon-Juniper that have the highest densities of 
the largest sites, ranging up to 100 per equsre mile, 
depending, of course, how you define "site". It oppeara, 
then. that you are trying to protect certain kinda of areae 
with cliff-dwellings, do nothing in others, but in the ereas 
with the most sites,, endanger them. 

I" ny understanding of "Pinyon-Juniper conversion" the 
economics are doubtful1 (as in the 1975 Pinyon-Juniper 
Symposium volume by Utah State), but that it can be see as a 
subsidy to ranchers. Given the known high site density on 
Cedar Hess the costs would hove to increase dramatically, as 
the lend would have to be carefully surveyed, with all sites 
carefully posted, and the" the chaining carefully supervised 
so that "mistakes" did not occur. -or the aress a;;;z";ites, 
hand cut, which would also drive up the costs. 
result would also result in pointing out 811 the cites to 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 33 -- NORTHERN ARIZONA UNIVERSITY 
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ELM is also concerned with enforcement of laws protecting cultural resources. 
However, a land-use manageieent plan provides for the allocation of multiple 
uses under law (draft page l-10). The RMP does not plan for illegal resource 
uses, or provide an appropriate forum to resolve adaninistrative concerns such 
as funding and personnel needs (draft table I-2 and figure I-3). 

Land treabnents potentially could include conversion of sagebrush flats as 
well as stands of pinyon and juniper. 

The potential land treatments shown in the draft are physically suitable 
areas, not propoled projects. The draft is revised to clarify this, and to 
indicate that priority would be given to maintaining existing land treatments 
(see revisions to draft pages 2-6 and 2-60). The method of treatment would be 
determined when a project was actually proposed. 

It is true that in the past, prehistoric sites have been destroyed in the 
process of pinyon-juniper chainings. NEPA documentation done at the time a 
project was proposed would indicate impacts to other resources, including 
cultural resources (draft pages 2-1, A-l, and A-29). Treatment methods could 
include prescribed fire, herbicides, or mechanical means. Under the proposed 
RMP, the special conditions for Cedar Mesa proposed ACEC would have to be met 
for all projects, including land treatments, within the proposed ACEC. 

It is true that chainings are high-cost projects, and may not be economically 
feasible in a given area. BLM would complete a cost/benefit analysis on each 
site-specific project before deciding whether to fund the project. The poten- 
tial for added cost due to the high density of cultural sites in areas of SJRA 
would be accounted for in the analysis. In cases where permittees are willing 
to fund 100 percent of a project's cost, a cost/benefit analysis yould not be 
prepared. 



vsndala, in case there were .soIle that hadn't already been 
hit, by having them the only areaa with trees or with stumps. 
I don't know what the exact coats would be when the cites ere 
taken into account, but I em certain it would cauee e 
dramatic increase. 

The result of thie land treatment would be e few bore 
aninala at e higher money cost end with other environmental 
costs, at e tine when the demand for beef is decreasing. 
Given that ranchers we hard hit, even the proposed scale ie 
not going to make a eignificant difference, something else is 
needed to change their economic situation. 

I believe the first issue ie not one easily resolved, but 
needs to be faced and resource= allocated. The second of 
land treatments, appeare to be one of economic end 
environmental folly. I can not believe it has been eeriously 
thought through, although it has been raised in the paat ae 
well. In the peat the resources were not ae well known and 
ao perhaps a cese in ignorance could be made. But today we 
know about the sitea and come of the limitations of 
pinyon-Juniper converaione. and come studiee of the latter 
were supported by the BLM and carried out on Cedar Keas. 

R.G. Matson 
AdJunct Professor of Archaeology 

RESPONSE TO COl&XNT 33 NORTHERN ARIZONA UNIVERSITY 
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Livestock use of public rangelands is requested by private permittees. presum- 
ably for econanic profit. me Federal Government does not have the authority 
to dictate the timetable for economic pursuits by private interests or to 
prejudge private proposals as econanic folly. 

No new chainings have occurred on public lands on Cedar Mesa. or elsewhere 
within SJRA. since 1972 (draft page J-581. 
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ARCHAEOLOGYLABORATORY 

DEPARTMENT OF ANTHROPOLOGY 
BOX 15200 

October 27, 1986 

Ed Schetick, Manager 
San Juan Resource Area 
BLM BOX 7 
Monticello, UT 84535 

Dear Mr. Scherick: 

On October 24-25, we held a symposium in Monument Valley on the 
prehistoric Anasazi of the four Corners area. Twenty-eight of the attendees, 
all professional archaeologists, were upset enough by the BLM lack of proper 
attention to prehistoric and historic cultural resources in the San Juan 
Resource Area to sign the enclosed hastiiy-drafted petition. As noted in the 
draft Resource Management Plan, the San Juan Resource Area contains many 
informative and irreplaceable cultural sites i and we feel these should not be 
given short shrift. 

' J. Richard Ambler 
Research Professor 

JRA:bhb 

Enclosure 

PHONE: (602) 5234636 /523-SOS9 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 34 NORTHERN ARTZONA UNIVERSITY 
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BLM appreciates the professional concern and interest of the many people who 
signed the attached petition. 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources, and the draft RMP 
provides for cultural resource management. BLM is confident that the 
preferred alternative provides an adequate fraamwork for management of 
cultural resources in SJRA. See also the response to comment 33. Northern 
Arizona University, Archaeology Laboratory. 
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PEXTION 

Ye, the undersigned members of the professioml archaeological community. 
wish to register a grave concern over the management of cultural 
resqurces on BLM lands in southeast Utah. These cultural resourcea 
are irighly significfmt, unique. and represent an irreplaceable national 
treasure. ?or many yearn we have been aware of the sssive and wide- 
sprpad destruction of.theae resourcee due to vandalism and inadequate 
agency protection and mmgeaent. 

The RLM Ma failed to identify the conservation of these resomeee a8 
a mquisite planning issue in the draft of the San Juah RKP. This 
action fails to satisfy the BLM nandate under FLPMA and other legislation 
requiring protection of these resources. We hereby request that the 
San Juan RKP be rewritten to include the need for protection and 
mrngement of cultuxal resources a8 a @Ming issue. 
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ARIZONA STATE MUSEUM 

THE “NrVERSlTY OF ARIZONA 

TUCSON. ARIZONA 8572, 

Ed Scherick, Msneger 
San Juan Resource Area 
Bureau of land Management 
Box 1 
Monticello, Utah 86535 
Al-IN: RMP 

October 29. 1986 

Deat Mr. Schetick: 

I recently had the opportunity to review the draft resource 
managemezit plan/euviroweutal impact statement for the San Juan Resource 
Area of the MDab District, BIN. Having worked for many years as an 
archaeologist in southwestern Colorado, having hiked or backpacked many 
times in the San Juan Resource Area, and given the recent highly 
publicized vandalism to cultural resources csses originating from 
southeastern Utah, I was frankly shocked that the cultural resources of 
the area were written off as nut qualifying 8s e planning issue in your 
RHP/EIS. 

While use and managemsnt of cultural resoufces sre specifically 
governed by national laws snd regulations, it is in fact the 
responsibility of each district office to implement these laws and 
regulations as they pertain to the unique cultural resources of their 
are&c What you imply in your statement on page 1-6 is that BLM has B 
generic attitude twoard cultural resources. Whether the resou;yacrs 
in Pbntana, Utah. or Arizona they are all treated the same. 
each resource base is unique and needs quite specific guidelines at the 
district level to help local managers in msking reasonable decisions 
about their cultural resource , not some generic solution to a unique 
problem. Are you willing to just write off the more than 15.000 
cultural properties that will be dsmagsd by the year 2000 under your 
preferred alternativ.e? 

The cultural resources administered by the San Juan &source 
ares, Moab District are very significant, unique, irreplaceable 
resources to this nation. Given the massive destruction of this 
resource base through vandalism and natural processes, it is absolutely 
essential that a keystone to the RMP/EIS is a plan to protect and 
conserve these resources. Such a pl+n should deal with the unique 
factors that make culture1 resources in southeastrn Utah what they ere 
today. Such (L plan should include adult and school age educational 
programs : economic disincentives (perhaps through the IRS) for trade in 
antiquities ; stabilizstion and maintenance of the particularly fragile 
rock art, artifacts, and architecture in dry caves; control of 
backpacking and hiking into sensitive sees8 through a permit system: as 
well as standard law enforcement measures. 

RESPONSE TO COWENT 35. UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
ARIZONA ST- 

[Comnent page 11 

BlJ.i agrees that cultural sites are an important resource in SJRA. However, 
management of cultural resources er se does not meet the definition of a 
planning issue (draft page l-1). %- a result of public comnent. the discus- 
sions on planning issues and the treatment of cultural resources under the 
different alternatives have been expanded in this proposed RMP and final EIS 
(see the revisions to draft page l-6). 

BLM's policy and procedures for managing cultural resources are discussed on 
draft page 2-6 under FBnagement Guidance Comaon to All Alternatives. The 
draft would establish cultural use zones under all alternatives which would 
provide for all recoqized manayynent uses of cultural resources (draft pages 
2-6 and 3-60, figure 3-15, and table 3-g). 

BLM recowizes that vandalism and adverse impacts to cultural resources have 
occurred in the past and continue to occur despite mitigation efforts (see 
draft pages 3-60 and 4-16 and MSA page 4331-20). The preferred alternative is 
expected to improve BLM's managemnt of cultural resources in that fewer 
adverse impacts would occur (see draft table 2-10, page 2-96 as revised, page 
4-68, and appendix Y). BLM also recognizes that a residual amount of damage 
to cultural site: would occur under ‘I a,y ajternative assessed iii the draft 
(table 2-10). 

BLM agrees that education is a valuable tool for promoting protection of 
cultural resources, and ELM provides or participates in educational programs. 
The RMP is a land-use plan that provides for allocation and management of the 
multiple uses of public lands. BLM is not in a position, through the RMP or 
otherwise, to tell the schools in San Juan County what to teach. Similarly, 
offering econanic disincentives for trade in antiquities is beyond both BLFi's 
authority and the province of a land-use plan. The RMP cannot serve as a 
medium for BLM to tell IRS how to regulate trade in antiquities. 

The RHP provides overall guidance; management of specific sites or are;sd;Iuf:d 
be detenined through an activity plan (draft pages 2-l and A-29). 
(page 2-6 and table 2-7) provides for developsent of CR#Ps for management of 
specific cultural resource properties or districts. Proiects such as stabil- 
ization and maintenance of rock art, artifacts. and architecture, as suggested 
in this conrnent. would be covered in these activity-level olans. Where need- 
ed, visitor use would be regulated ttlrough registration, reservations. or 
access restrictions at the activity plan level. Standard law enforcement 
measures are now being provided across SJRA; the RMP does not plan for illegal 
uses of public lands (draft page l-10). 



2 

I urge you to .rewrite the Draft San Juan Besource Management 
Plan published in May. 1986, to more accurately deal with cultural 
resources aa required by PLPi4A and to develop A plan to not only manage. 
but also protect and conserve the cultural resources under your 
jurisdiction. To not develop A plan to deal with the major crises 
present in the San Juan Resource Ate* that threatens its cultural 
resources endangering. according to the draft WP/BIS. over 15,000 
cultural properties in the area by the year 2000. is a major failure to 
live up to BIN’s mandate, under FLPMA. to judicially manage all of its 
resources and protect and preserve them for future generations. 

Sincetely. 

E. Charles Mane 
Associate Curator of Archaeology 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 35 UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
ARIZONA STATE MUSEUM 

[Comnent page 21 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources and is confident that 
the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for management of 
cultural resources in SJRA. BLM believes the draft adequately addresses the 
agency's legal obligations, under FLPMA and the antiquities laws, to protect 
cultural resources. 

The RMP contains provisions to protect and conserve cultural resources, 
through consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act (see revisions to draft page 2-6), compliance with PJ4P special conditions 
and project conditions (draft appendix Al, law enforcement, special designa- 
tions (draft chapter 2). and cultural resource use allocation zones (draft 
page 2-6). 

pavrW No. --- L. 



PENT 36 

MESA VERDE REGIONAL RE$EARCH CENTER 

UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO 

P.O. BOX 592 

DOVE CREEK. COLORADO 81324 

31 October 1986 

Ed Scherick, San Juan Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 7 
Monticello, LIT 84535 
Attn: RMP 

Dear Mr. Scherick: 

Once again the BLM has not given adequate considerationto cultural resources 
under its jurisdiction, in this instance the September 1985 and May 1986 San Juan 
Resource Area Management Plans. Both studies contain statement admiting that the 
BLM is currently not managing its cultural resources---Alternative E goes on to 
say that this preferred alternative will continiie to treat cultural resources 
as they are currently managed. 

The September 1985 publication (pg. 4331-1) states categorically that "Archaeologically, 
SJRA is one of the richest locales under BLM management." Yes. there are laws 
designated to protect cultural resources, but the BLM also has an obligation to 
manage/protect these resources. On page 4331-3 it is stated that "Only about 5 
percent of public land in the SJRA has been intensively inventoried for cultural 
resources. . .'. Certainly in order to manage cultural resources, this information 
is essential, AND stipulated by Executive Order 11593. 

Further, on pg. 4331-20 is the statement that "Protection of cultural resources 
is inadequate. . .", but Alternative E proposes to maintain this status quo. The 
situation is compounded by the statement )pg; 4331-20) that there is "No,regional 
research plan. . .". 

Question: Alternative E specific designations for cultural resources are weak; 
are they adequate? Specifically, the cultural resources in the Hovenweep National 
Monument vicinity are given short shrift, as well as the dry caves in the SJRA. 
Overall, the stipulations are inadequate to protect existant cultural resource 
values. 

Finally, Alternative D is the best proposal, as concerns cultural resources, and 
the pertinent elements of Alternative D should be incorporated into the preferred 
Alternative E. 

David A. Breternitz 
Director 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 36 --__ UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO 
MESA VERDE REmONAL RtShli?CH Ck?im 

[Comment page 11 

Both the MSA (referenced in this comment as the September 1985 plan) and the 
draft (referenced in this comment as the fby 1986 plan) acknowledge a continu- 
ing problem with staffing and funding for cultural resource management in SJRA 
(draft page I-7); however these are administrative concerns, which cannot be 
resolved through a land-use plan. (The HSA describes and analyzes the manage- 
ment situation current as of 1985; it discusses problems with existing manage- 
ment, but this does not imply that the RMP/EIS does not address or correct 
these.) The draft was prepared under the assumption that staffing and funding 
would be adequate to carry out the plan adopted by the State Director (draft 
page l-2). 

The draft states that BLM will conduct an ongoing inventory of cultural re- 
sources as funding and personnel are available (draft page 2-6). Also, the 
Utah State Historic Preservation Officer is currently working on a statewide 
research design. 

The preferred alternative as presented in the draft calls for a more active 
management of cultural resources than under the current situation. and incor- 
porates several special designations aimed at protecting cultural resource 
sites (draft chapter 2). The difference between management under alternative 
E and the existing situation is reflected in the impact analysis in the draft 
(draft table 2-10 and chapter 4). Under the proposed RMP, additional areas 
have been proposed for protection of cultural resources present (see revisions 
to draft chapter 2!. 

As a result of coordination with the NPS, the preferred alternative has been 
revised to include the area adjacent to Hovenweep NH as a proposed ACEC (see 
revisions to draft sumnary, chapters 2, 3, and 4, and appendixes A, H, and 
I). The special conditions regarding managgnent of National Register eligible 
sites have also been revised (see revisions to draft appendix A). BLM would 
be glad to review information on the dry caves referenced; BLH dDeS not agree 
that the draft gives cultural resources “Short shrift." 

DLH appreciates the comments regarding alternative D, but notes that the 
public comnent period was not intended to solicit votes for any alternative 
presented in the draft. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 37 DARYL ANDERST 

[Comnent page 11 

&cause of a shift in BLM policy, the ONA designation has been dropped in 
favor of the ACEC designation. 

The areas mentioned in this cement have been considered in the proposed RMP 
and final EIS for potential as ACECs. See the response to comnent 2, tational 
Parks and Conservation Association, on these designations. 

Chanqe to the EIS? No. 

,. 



WENT 38 

October 26, 1986 

Dear BLM: 

I am writing to comment on the San Juan Resource Management Plan. 
In general I would like to recommend that the BLN put the pro- 
tection of wilderness and culutral sites at the top of the 
list of your priorities. 

Specifically I would like to recommend that you adopt the following 
areas as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern: all the lands 
in the Canyonlands Basin, Beef Basin, Natural Bridges, Hoven- 
weep, Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, Cedar Mesa, Alkali 
Ridge, White Canyon Complex, Moki-Red Canyon Complex, Dark 
Canyon and Middle Point. 

And I would like to recommend these areas for Outstanding Narural 
Areas : all the roadiess iands in the Cedar Mesa ACEC, the White 
Canyon Complex, the entire Dark Canyon and Middle Point areas and 
the entire Canyonlends Basin lands, 

The lands that I am recommending should be closed to oil and 
gas leasing. ORV use should be limited in those areas to 
existing roads. Range inprovements and vegetative manipulation 
should be allowed only if ACEC/ONA values are not harmed. 

Finally it is of crucial importance that the BLM recognize 
that cultural resource planning is an issue. The BLM should 
amend or suppliment the draft RMi?-to identify special management 
actions the BIN will take to protect cultural resources. 

Thank you for considering my comments. 

Respectfully, 

R 
&m+-v 

Jim Aton 
9150 W. 2400 S. 
Cedar City, VT 84720 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 38 ATON JIM 

[Comnent page 11 

Discussion of the need to protect wilderness values and wilderness designation 
is deferred to the statewide wilderness EIS (draft page l-2). 

The comment is noted. For a discussion of changes to the draft regarding ACEC 
naninations on DNA designations, and the level of management prescriptions 
needed to protect values at risk. see the response to comnent 2 from National 
Parks and Conservation Association. 

Management of cultural resources er se does not meet the definition of a 
planning issue (draft page l-1). %- a result of public conment, the 
discussion on planning issues and the treaiment of cultural resources under 
the different alternatives has been expanded in this proposed RMP and final 
EIS (see draft page l-6). 

@anae to th EIS? No. -e_ 



F. A. Barhss 
WRITER-PHOTOQRAPHER 

P.O. Box 963, Wosb, UT 84532 
13 October 1966 

Manager 
San Juan Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 
P. 0. Box I 
Monticello, UT 84535 

Reference: Draft Resource Management Plan, San Juan Resource Area 

Dear Sir: 

I have made a preliminary study of the referenced document 
and found,it to be deficient in many ways, but wish to go on 
record as;objecting strenuously to its almost total failure to 
provide adequate recognition of and protection for the area's 
outstanding and important prehistoricacultural values as required 
under various existing laws and implementing regulations. 

It is recognized that an appreciable percentage of the 
cultural resources in your area have been quite literally stolen 
or destroyed by local and regional "pothunters" and vandals, but 
this is certainly no reason for continuing to neglect the careful 
inventorying and more diligent protection of what remains. Under 
various federal laws and policies, this is the duty of the Bur;; 
of Land Management in general and your office in particular. 
this legal obligation is not adequately addressed.within the 
referenced document, it will not be funded or performed. 

During the twenty years that I have lived within 
southeastern Utah I have extensively explored the region and have 
written and had published several books and numerous periodical 
articles on the subject of Utah's prehistoric cultures. While 
gathering material forthese, it has been my direct and personal 
observation that much of the past loss of cultural resources from 
t-he San Juan Resource Area has been due to your office's failure 
to enforoe existing laws requiring their protection, and that 
this obvious and continuing neglect has been interpreted by 
archaeological vandals and thieves as tacit permission to pursue 
their destructive practices. 

I thus strongly recommended that at the very least the 
referenced draft resource management plan be revised to provide 
a framework for MAXIMUM protection under existing law of the 
area's remaining cultural resources, rather than the less-than- 
minimum in the referenced draft plan. 

I may be submitting further comments on this draft plan 
before the established deadline, but wanted to give urgent top 
priority to this extremely critical matter. 

Sinoerelyi 

F. A. Barnes 

RESPONSE TO COt1MENT 39 F.A. BARNES 

EComnent page 11 
8LM's policy and procedures for managing cultural resources are discussed in 
the draft on page 2-6 under knagement Guidance Conmon to All Alternatives. 
BLtJ is confident that the draft adequately addresses the agency's legal obli- 
gations, and does not agree that legal obligations will not be funded or 
performed if not addressed in the RMP. (See also draft page 1-6, as revised, 
page l-10, and the MSA, pages 4331-3 through 4331-6 on these topics.) 

BLM recognizes that vandalism and adverse impacts to cultural resources have 
occurred in the past and continue to occur despite mitigation efforts (see 
draft pages 3-60 and 4-16 and 14SA page 4331-20). The preferred alternative is 
expected to improve BLM's management of cultural resources in that fewer 
adverse iwacts would occur (draft table 2-10, page 2-96 as revised, page 
4-68, and appendix Y). 

Draft alternative D provided for maxinmm protection of cultural resources (see 
draft page S-13). The resulting impacts on management of other resources were 
not thought to provide for the hfghest and best use of public lands and 
resources as a whole (see draft table 2-10 and chapter 4. 

Chanoe to the EIS? No. _I_-_--__ 



,COMlENT 40 

Elliott Bemshau, 
P.0. emI 6if.35 

wr L&E city, UralI &I06 

October 23. 1986 
San Juan Resource Area Manager 
Bureau o’ Land Mismanagement tB.L.M.1 
P.O. Box 7 
Monticello. Utah 84535 

Dear Manager: 

Regarding your suspecf plan for managing 1.8 million acres of 
prrcticrlly pristine public land to the south of Canyonlands National 
Park in southern Utah, 1 wish to indicate my support for the probable 
evaluations presented to you by the National Parks & Conservation Ass’n. 
the Southern Utah Wild Alliance tS.U.W.A.). the Sierra Club (Utah Chapter 
especiallyl. and the nation’s prestigious Wilderness Society (headquartered 
in Washington. D.C.J. 

For preserving the natunl qualities of the entire general area. 
I most strongly urge you to give greater consideration to the national 
interests of preserving remnants of the country’s great natural landscape 
instead of perhaps being too wiflinq to cooperate locally in any and all 
immediate exploitation of the questionable commodity resources and too 
liberally permitting destructive forms of mechanized recreation. 

As far as I am concerned, it would not be too extreme for you even to 
“totally lock up” the entire region and allow -w-m within it 
onfy under the most clear& demonstrated national needs. As for &?RY in 
the area, they should be reduced almost totally in number and restricted to 
a tight permit system. There is pot much pristine landscape left in the 
lower-48 states, and this part of southern Utah is some of the very best the 
nation has left. You myst make an extraordinary emphasis to preserve it 
from man-induced damage and vandalism as much as possible. 

Widespread AC& designations should be considered as a minimum tool 
for containing the certain-to-increase ‘confficting activities” in your area. 

- page 1 - 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 40 ELLIOT BERNSHAW 

[Comment page 11 

This comaent supports the probable evaluations of three organizations. Please 
refer to the responses to comnent 2, National Parks and Conservation 
Association, and comnent 9, Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance. The Wilderness 
Society did not comment on the San Juan draft MP/EIS. 

The comnents regarding preservation of the natural landscape and suggested 
limitations on industrial operations and ORV use are noted. 

Based upon other corrnents received, BLM has re-evaluated several areas for 
ACEC potential. The potential ACECs considered in the proposed RMP and final 
EIS under alternatives D and E have been extensively revised (see revisions to 
the draft sumnary, chapters 2, 3, and 4, and appendixes A, H and I). 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 40 ELLIOT BERNSHAW 

Eventuafly. you also must cease aamu~~insnoU& ffftva~@strrb ~nooftm~~ 
operations in this entire general area. The small economic value of 
public-land livestock grazing does not merit the continued impacts to the 
natural values of the region as a whole. A blade of grass uneaten is IIS& a 
blade of grass wasted. Widespread livestock grazing, economically 
unimportant nationally, must be phased out on public lands with high 
natural values, and your “resource area” is one of the most valuable natural 
areas left in the lower-48 states outside of the National Park System. 

Please enter into your records the following comment from my pet pig 
lone restricted entirely to private property--my computer): 

BLM land managers 
and legWators-- 
if COWS and sheep 
can chomp on the 
public lands, why 

\ too? Sure-- / 

I wish you the best for managing one of the best units of our 
increasingly valued public lands with your minimum budgets. understaffed 
personnel and the “clear mandates” from our legislators. 

one who” enjoys” commenting 
on public land mgmt. plans 

tit’s 50 merningful) 

-p*B* 2- 

[Comment page 21 

Grazing use of public lands is authorized under the Taylor Grazing Act and 
FLPMA, and will be allowed to continue within the parameters of ELM's 
multiple-use mandate. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 41 -- JAY BICKFORD 

[Comment page 11 

The draft (page l-21 discusses management of WSAs and ISAs if released from 
wilderness review by Congress. It is assumed that areas released from wilder- 
ness review are to be managed for nonwilderness purposes. Therefore, no 
attempt was made through the RHP to analyze impacts to wilderness values. 

Congress has determined that units of the NPS are to be managed under NPS 
laws, and that public lands, even those adjacent to units of the NPS, are to 
be managed under FLPMA and other public land laws. See the response to com- 
ment 2, National Parks and Conservation Association, for a broader discussion 
on this topic. 

The proposed RMP provides for designation of several areas as ACECs (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix Il. The management provisions in 
appendix A are believed adequate to manage surface disturbance in SJRA. 
has dropped ONA designation in favor of ACEC designation. 

BLM 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 41 

[Comnent page 21 

JAY BICKFORO‘ 

This comnent's suggestions for ACEC designation of specific areas are noted. 
See the response to cement 2, National Parks and Conservation Association. 
for a discussion of these areas. 

Dame 'CKt?TCCh~ No. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 42 FRED BLACKBUY 

CComnent page 11 

BLM's policy and procedures for managing cultural resources are discussed on 
draft page 2-6 under knagement Guidance Cmon to All Alternatives. Fhnage- 
ment of cultural resources per= does not meet the definition of a planning 
issue (draft page l-1). As a result of public comment, the discussion on 
planning issues and the treatment of cultural resources under the different 
alternatives have been expanded in this proposed RMP and final EIS (see 
revisions to draft page l-6). 

The cultural use zones established through the proposed RMP provide for all 
recognized management uses of cultural resources, including conservation for 
future use (draft pages 2-6, 3-60, figure 3-15. and table 3-9). 

BLM is aware that the General Accounting Office is examining federal manage- 
ment of cultural resources. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 42 
FRED BLACKBURN 

CComent page 21 

BLM is confidant that the draft adequately addresses the agency's legal oblf- 
gations. If this conmnt fs intended to be a protest on me preparation of 
the MdPs me protest procedures explained at 43 CFR 1610.5-2 rmst be foJJowed. 



Bureau of Land Management 
San Juan Resource Area 
P.O. Box 7 
Monticello UT 84535 

Dear ELM, 

Having had opportunity to undertake only a cursory review of 
the kan Juan Resource Area Management Plan, I was none the lass 
alarmed to see that the Plan places so little emphesis on preserva- 
tion. Much of the land in the San Juan District is frequently vis- 
ited by Coloradans such as myself who appreciate its outstanding 
scenic and archeological values. 

Having visited the Canyonlands Basin several times, I would under- 
score the importance of granting ACEC status to all lands visible from 
both BLM and Park Service overloolis in the Basin to protect the scenic 
values of the area. This same area is also deserving of ONA status. 

ACEC status should also be granted to the vicinity of Natural 
Bridges National Monument, including Harmony Flat and the lands be- 
tween the Monument and the National Forest. Similarly, a 2,000 acre 
ACEC designation for Hovenweep National Monument is necessary in or- 
der to preserve both scenic and cultural values there. 

Having spent considerable time in the Glen Canyon National Recre- 
ation Area, including the canyons north of Navajo Mountain as well as 
those of the Escalante. I would say that this area has suffered enough. 
The scenic, wildlife, and cultural values which remain in the area 
should be preserved. 

Cedar Mesa comes to m attention as an area of highest archeolog- 
ical value. An ACEC with ii oundaries as proposed in the C & D alterna- 
tives should be adopted. Furthermore, all roadless Lands near Cedar 
Mesa deserve ONA status. This area, like Alkali Ridge, needs ACEC 
protection because it is an easy target for pot hunters. (We need a 
full 170,320 ACEC for Alkali Ridge.) 

Unfortunately, this list of suggestions is as short as my time is. 
I haven't had.the opportunity to visit nearly all of the areas mentioned 
in the Plan. I always take comfort from knowing that there are many 
areas yet to see... I hope in a pristine state. 

Generally, it would seem that according to current market condi- 
tions, southeastern Utah is not a prime development area. The sheer 
ruggedness of the country makes any access expensive to create. The 
depressed state of the energy industry. particularly Uranium, would 
advise against development of that nature. This market will certainly 
revive eventually, yet by such time, one acould expect conservation 
technolagy to have progressed to the point where it would still be 
economically risky to develop this area. Siting the difficulties the 
timber industry is experiencing in Colorado, one could hardly expect 
it to thrive in this part of the world. The cows and sheep of south- 
eastern Utah may be able to boast of having some of the most scenic 
pastures in the country, but otherwise their lifestyle may be likened 
to a form of animal sacrifice. 

All this would suggest that tourism holds the most promise for 
the local economy. This industry, of course, is based on the largest 
degree of preservation possible. I believe it w&Ld turn olut to be 
the best for all of UB in the long run. 

yours Sincerely, * ..~ " :. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 43 JAMES G. BOCK 

[Comment page 11 

The proposed RMP proposes ACEC designation for several areas mentioned in this 
comnent. See the response to comnent 2 from Natfonal Parks and Conservation 
Association for d discussion of all areas suggested in this comaent (see also 
revisions to the draft sumnary, 
I). 

chapters 2, 3, and 4. and appendixes A, H and 
ELM has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC designation. 

Although the RMP/EIS assesses econanic impacts from management scenarios 
presented in the alternatives, the Federal Government has no authority to 
dictate the type of economic pursuits undertaken by private developers. 

Chanoe to tne EIS? No. _--.--- 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 44 DAVID BOLES 

[Comment page 11 
BLM agrees that SJRA contains appreciable natural resource values. Regarding 
preservation of wilderness values, see the response to comnent 13 from the 
Utah Wilderness Association. 



RESPONSE TO COWENT 44 DAVID BOLES 

[Cement page 21 

Congress has determined that units of the NPS are to be managed under NPS 
laws, and that public lands, even those adjacent to units of the NPS, are to 
be managed under FLPflA and other public land laws. See the response to 
conntent 2. Na.tional Parks and Conservation Association, for a broader 
discussion of this topic. 

The proposed RMP provides for designation of several areas as ACECs (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix Il. This comnent's suggestions for 
specific areas are noted. See the response given to comnent 2, National Parks 
and Conservation Association, for a discussion of these areas. 

BLFl has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC designation. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 44 DAVID BOLES 

CCoaraent page 31 

For potential ACECs, BLM has prepared manageant prescriptions that would be 
needed to protect values identified as at risk (see draft appendixes A and I. 
as revised). See the response to cornaent 2. National Parks and Conservation 
Association. comment page 23, on this topic. 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources (see draft page 2-6), 
and is confident that the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework 
for management of cultural resources in SJRA. 



October 28, 1986 

Bureau of Land Management 
San Juan Resource Area 
P.O. BOX 7 
Monticello, Utah 84535 

Gentlemen: 

I am writing you out of great concern for the fate of South 
Eastern Utah's Colorado River Plateau. This area is one of 
the premier senic, cultural, recreational and wilderness 
areas remaining in the U.S. It must be protected. 

I urgently request that you: 

1. Make it a priority to protect the senic, cultural, and 
wilderness values in the San Juan Resource Area. 

2. Manage the lands adjacent to the National Park units in 
a manner that will fully protect park values. 

3. Establish a meaningful program to protect the area's 
cultural (archeoiogicalj resources from degreddtion. 

Some specific things that can be done to accomplish these 
goals are: 

1. Designate the following areas as "Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern" (ACEC'S) to protect senic and 
cultural value 5: 

a. Canyonlands Basin 
b. Beef Basin 
C. Natural Bridges 
d. Hovenweep 
e. Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 
f. Cedar Mesa 
9. Alkali Ridge 
h. White Canyon Complex 

Moki-Red Canyon Complex 
Dark Canyon and Middle Point 

RESPONSE TO COMKENT 45 CAROL S. BOSSERMAN 

[Comnent page 11 

In response to the conment's requests: 

BLM agrees that SJRA contains appreciable natural resource values. Regarding 
preservation of wilderness values, see the response to comnent 13 from Utah 
Wilderness Association. 

Congress did not direct that public lands adjacent to NPS units be managed to 
protect park values. See the response to comment 2 from National Parks and 
Conservation Association for a discussion of this topic. 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources (see draft page 2-6). 
and is confident that the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework 
for management of cultural resources in SJRA. 

In response to the comnent's suggestions: 

The proposed RMP provides for designation of several areas as ACECs (See 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix I). This comnent's suggestions for 
specific areas are noted. See the response given to comnent 2, National Parks 
and Conservation Association, for a discussion of these areas. 



2. 

3. 

4. 

Designate the following areas as "Outstanding Natural 
Areas" (ONA’s) where management of recreational acti- 
vity is necessary to preserve those outstanding charac- 
teristics: 

a. Canyonlands Basin 
b. Cedar Mesa 
c. White Canyon Complex 
d. Dark Canyon and Uiddle Point 

Establish management prescriptions which provide mean- 
ingful protection for ACECs and ONAs and the values 
they were established to protect. The ACECs and ONAs 
listed above should be: 

a. 

b. 

d. 

e. 

Closed to oil and gas leasing or, at a minimum, 
open to leasing with provisions to prevent surface 
occupancy. 

Limit ORV use to existing roads, except in "cul- 
tural" ACECs where some roads may need to be 
closed to discourage vandalism and pot-hunting. 

Withdrawn from mineral entry or, at a minimum, BLM 
should reguire a Plan of Operations for &~y 
surface disturbing action that demonstrates there 
will be no harm to cultural resources. 

Available for livestock use only if such use will 
not harm the values for which the ACEC or ONA was 
established. 

Excluded from land treatments, range improvements 
and vegetative manipulations unless it is demon- 
strated ACEC/ONA values won't be harmed. 

Excluded from private and commercial use of wood- 
land products. 

Managed as a Visual Resource Management Class I 
area, with only those projects that meet Class I 
objectives allowed. 

Amend or supplement'the draft RMP to identify special 
management actions BLM will take to protect cultural 
resources, especially the estimated 200,000 archeologi- 
cal sites on these lands: 

a. Identify and protect areas with potential cultural 
values until intensive inventories and evalua- 
tions can be completed. 

RESPONSE TO COIMENT 45 CAROL S. BOSSERHAN 

[Conerent page 21 

BLM has dropped ONA designation in favor of ACEC designation. 

For potential ACECs, BLt4 has prepared management prescriptions that would be 
needed to protect values identified as at risk (see draft appendixes A and 1, 
as revised). See the response to comaent 2. National Parks and Conservation 
Association, comment page 28, on this topic. 

The proposed RilP identifies special management actions to protect cultural 
resources. 

The draft provides for ongoing inventory of cultural resources (draft page 
2-6) and protection of cultural resource sites (draft appendix A). 



b. On the basis of these inventories, develop manage- 
ment categories and restrictive stipulations as 
necessary to protect cultural resources from 
energy exploration and development, ORV use, land 
treatments, etc. 

C. Monitor for trend and condition changes. 

d. Increase patrols and surveillance to prevent pot- 
hunting. 

e. Increase evaluation and nomination of districts 
and sites for national register nomination. 

The development of a "Cultural Resource Plan" will help 
highlight to Congress the need for additional funding for 
cultural resources management in the San Juan Area. 

Please do everything you can to save this invaluable cul- 
tural, senic, recreational, and wilderness resource for us 
and for the generations to come. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

ekUQ.h 
/B Car01 S. Bosserman 

7760 W. 87th Drive, Unit I 
Westminster, CO 80005 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 45 - CAROL S. BOSSERMAN 

[Coreaent page 31 

The draft provides special conditions for manageant of specific areas to 
protect resource vdlues believed at risk (draft appendix A). The draft (pages 
2-6, 3-60, figure 3-15, and table 3-9) also provides ici- establishment of 
cultural resource management zones based on potential cultural resource values 
present. 

The draft provides that the RMP will be monitored (draft appendix B). Meni- 
toring programs for specific sites would be developed under CRMPs at the 
activity planning stage (draft page 2-6 and table 2-7); many sites are now 
being monitored using photo trend studies. 

The RiIP provides for allocation and management of authorized uses of public 
lands (draft pages l-10 and 2-l); it does not provide for management of 
illegal uses of public lands, or for enforcenmnt of laws governing public 
resources. 

The draft provides for nominations of specific cultural resource properties to 
the National Register (draft table 2-2). However, it is not cost-effective 
for ELM to nominate individual cultural properties to the National Register. 
Anyone, including the comnentor, can make such nominations. BLM manages sites 
that are potentially eligible for listing in the same way as it manages sites 
that are listed on the National Register (draft page 2-6). 

The draft (page 2-5 and table 2-7) identified areas where specific CRMPs would 
be developed; these would be the activity plans prepared after the RMP (draft 
pages 2-1 and A-29). 



COMIENT 46 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 46 SUSAN BRIDGES 

CComnent page 11 

BLM agrees that SJRA contains appreciable natural resource values. Regarding 
preservation of wilderness values, see the response to cormnent 13 from Utah 
Wilderness Association. 

The proposed IMP provides management to protect primitive and semiprimitive 
recreational values (see revisions to draft appendix A). 

_“. _~ _.... 



CiMENT 47_ 

P.O.Box 571, 
Moab, Ut 84532 

B.L.M., San Juan Resources Area 
PO Box 7. 

Oct. 31.1986 

Monticello, Ut 84535 

Sirs I 
"Unaccustomed as I am to public wr&&ng" I feel so strongly concerning 
the issues involved in the recently released San Juan Resource Area Man- 
angement Plan that I must put myself on record about it. 
I have always thought,with due cause during the past 50 years, that the 
BLK. was impartial: that it acted in favor of controlled industrial and 
agricultural use of its lands, but equally in favor of the continued 
primitive nature and limited access of the lands under its jurisdiction. 
Not so in Utah,it seems, where lthere ss so very much at stake for both 
concerned sides to that picture, "Sides" that are incompatable,it seems, 
unless one thinks of one big common bond that both share: the love that 
we all have for these magnificent last wild lands of southern Utah. 
When it comes to litigation to control or designate control of the 
policies involved with this land, it is a terrible waste of monies, 
energies, and intelligent mihds that could altie put tosuch better con- 
structive use elsewhere.......such as! 
Example: plans and monies for this "currently inadequate cultural re- 
source management". 
ExampleP for the currently inadequate enforcement of the *' Archeological 
Resources Protection Act". 
Exampier for protecting rather than deserrating the non-motorized prim- 
itive and wilderness study-designated areas. 
What good are statements,studies,plans. and v-es of coordinated mat- 
erial if detrimental pressures can force them down the drain? 
For years I have reverently trod, floated and camped in the San Juan 
backcountry. I've seen the Music Temple before Lake "Foul" inundated 
it: looked with awe on the ruins, peCroglyphs and soaring cliffs of 
the Grand Gunch and Escalante depths: driven the Burr Trail in my old 
station wagon (with my heart in my teeth but stars in my eyes!) years 
before it became a Del Webb issue1 and gloried in the many backpacking 
trips spent exploring the parks and canyons in and around Canyonlands 
National Park. 
How can anyone say that oil,gas or other interests are of more value than 
that, especially when wells are being capped faster than new wells can 
be dug, import ores are cheaper than the ores we hold in the ground here, 
and when much of the over-grazed lands are just coming back? 
So. inexperienced as I am in voicing protests of this nature, I do it 
just as one more vote for "Leave it as it is" for furure generations 
to use and enjoy. 

Most sincerely yours, 

Mrs Gale Burak 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 47‘ MRS. GALE BURAK 

CComnent page 11 

;J~~I~RMP is a land-use plan, intended to guide management of public lands in 
It derives from laws and BLM policy, but cannot be used to change those 

overiylng policies. 

Regarding preservation of wilderness values, see the response to cormlent 13 
from Utah Wilderness Association. 

The proposed RMP prMdes management to protect primitive and semiprimitive 
recreational values (see revisions to draft appendix A). 

Change to the EIS? lb. -- - 



@ENT 48 

RESPONSE TO COIWENT 48 RICHARD CAMPANELLA 

[Comnent page 11 

Protection of aesthetfc and natural values in proximity to an NPS unit is 
discussed in the response to conment 2, National Parks and Conservation 
Association. 

The Cedar Mesa, valley of the Cods, and Alkali Canyon areas are proposed for 
ACEC designation in the proposed RMP, because of supporting information 
provided in other comnents. (See revfsions to the draft sumaary, chapters 2, 
3, and 4, and appendixes A, H and Il. 



RESPONSE TO COWlENT 48 RICHARD CAMPANELLA 

[Comnent page 21 

Protection of cultural resources, along with the reasons why management of 
cultural resources did not qualify as a planning issue, is discussed in the 
response to comnent 2, National Parks and Conservation Assodation. 

N 
& 

m 

O-+iiCtotheETST No. 

. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 49 JOSEPH V. CHIARETH 

[Comment page 11 

Congress did not direct that public lands adjacent to NPS unfts be managed to 
protect park values. See the response to comment 2 from National Parks and 
Conservation Association for a discussion of this topic. 

The proposed RMP provides for designation of several areas as ACECs (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix I). 



JOSEPH V. CHIARETH RESPONSE TO COMHENT 49 

CComnent page 21 

The ACEC nominations for specific areas are accepted. See the response to 
comnent 2, National Parks and Conservation Association, for a discussion of 
these areas. See revisions to draft sumary, chapters 2, 3. and 4, and 
appendixes A, H, and I. 



RESPONSE TO COMMCNT 49 JOSEPH V. CHIARETH 

[Comnent page 31 

Management of cultural resources er se does not meet the definition of a 
planning issue (draft page l-1). 5i-- s a result of public conment, the discus- 
sion of the treatment of cultural resources under the different alternatives 
has been expanded in this proposed RMP and final EIS (see revisions to draft 
page l-61. 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources (draft page Z-6). and is 
confident that the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for 
management of cultural resources in SJRA. 

The preferred alternative provides several special designations for cultural 
resources (see draft tables 2-2 and 2-6, both as revised). Special designa- 
tions alone do not guarantee a particular level of management. (Stipulations 
for management of tine special designations proposed for the RMP are given in 
draft appendix A.1 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 49 JOSEPH V. CHIARETH, 

[Comnent page 41 

In response to specific suggestions: 

The draft provides for ongoing inventory of cultural resources (draft page 
2-6) and the protection of cultural resource sites (draft appendix A). 

The draft also provides that cultural resource management tones would be 
established (draft page 2-6, 3-60. figure 3-15. and table 3-9); these zones 
are based on potential cultural resource values present, The draft provides 
special conditions for management of specific areas to protect resource values 
believed at risk (draft appendix A). 

Congress is aware of BLM's projected funding needs; Congressional funding is 
based upon many factors (see response to conment 22, Environmental Protection 
Agency, comment page 8. on this topic). 

BLM has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC designation. 

Chance to the EIS? Yes. 



I” COK'lENT 50 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 50 KRIS CHICK 

[Conrnent page 11 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources and is conffdent that 
the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for management of 
cultural resources in SJRA. The draft identified areas where specific CRMPs 
would be developed (draft page 2-6 and table 2-7); these would be the activity 
plans prepared after the RMP (draft pages 2-l and A-29). 



l 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 50 KRIS CHICK_ 

u - J. J I 
rComnent oaoe 21 - .” - 

Managemnt of cultural resources er se does not meet the definition of a 
planning issue (draft page l-1). %r-- a result of public comnent, the discus- 
sion of the treatment of cultural resources under the different alternatives 
has been expanded in this proposed RMP and final EIS (see revisions to draft 
page l-6). 



.,: 

JESPONSE TO COMMENT 50 KRIS CHICK 

[Comment page 31 

In response to suggestions made in this corrment: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

The draft provides for ongoing inventory of cultural resources (page 2-6) 
and the protection of cultural resource sites (appendix A). The draft 
also provides that cultural resource management zones would be established 
(page 2-6. 3-60, figure 3-15, and table 3-91; these zones are based on 
potential cultural resource values present. 

The draft (appendix A) provides special conditions for management of 
specific areas to protect resource values at risk. 

The draft (appendix B) provides that the RMP will be monitored. Monitor- 
ing.programs for specific sites would be developed under CRMPs at the 
actlvlty planning stage (draft page 2-6 and table 2-7); many sites are now 
being monitored using photo trend studies. 

The RHP is a land-use plan; it provides for allocation and mana ement of 
authorized uses of public lands (draft page l-10 and 2-l). It i oes not 
provide for management of illegal uses of public lands, or for enforcement 
of laws governing public resources. 

The draft (table 2-2) provides for nominations of specific cultural 
resource properties to the National Register. However, it is not cost- 
effective for BLM to nominate individual cultural properties to the 
National Register. Anyone, including the comnentor, can nominate cuJtwaJ 
SlteS t0 the N*tiOnal Regis”&r. BLM manages sites that are potentially 
eli ible for listing in the same way as it manages sites that are listed 
on !. he National Register (draft page 2-6). 



RESPONSE TO COtWENT 50 KRIS CHICK 

[Comnent page 41 

Congress did not direct that public lands adjacent to NPS units be managed to 
protect park values. See the response to comnent 2 from National Parks and 
Conservation ASSOCiatiDn for a discussion of this topic. 

I game to tnex No. 

I 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 51 DOUG CHINN 

[Comment page 11 

BLM agrees that cultural sites are an important resource in SJRA. The draft 
provides for CRMPs to be developed for management of specific cultural 
resource properties or districts (draft page 2-6 and table 2-71. 

Congress has detetmined that NPS units are to be managed under NPS laws, and 
that public lands, even those adjacent to NPS units, are to be managed under 
FLPMA and other public land laws. See the response to comnent 2. National 
Parks and Conservation Association, for a broader discussion on this topic. 

The proposed RMP provides for designation of several areas as ACECs (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix Il. The management provisions in 
appendix A are believed adequate to manage surface disturbance in SJRA. 



COmEwT 
I 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 52 

5 limber Lane 
Evergreen, Colorado 80439 
November 1, 1986 

fear ELM: 

It is absolutely essential that ELM be fair, just and responsible in 
etermining the future of the San Juan Resource Clrea. This is il unique and 
ragile area and its welfare is.in yoQr hands. Once this area is opened up 
o development it can ~RVRT be fully restored; therefore, as much land as 
lossible must be preserved to insure that the resources will be protected. 

I am especially concerned that the wilderness, scenic, and recreationa 
alucs be made a high priority, particularly for those &weas with th’e 
eeignat ion “primitive, ” “semiprimitive nonmotorized, ” and “semiprimitive 
lotori ted. ” Specificallly, it is very important that Beef Basin be set 
side as an qrea of Critical Environmental Concern both for its scenic and 
ts cultural values. If the U.S. Government has gone to ali the trouble to 
et aside Canyonlands as a national park it only makes sense to insure that 
he land surrounding the park which is visible from it should be protected 
n its natural state. Cultural values should be protected for all lands 
totween Canyonlands, the Manti-La Sal Forest, and Dark Canyon. I spent a 
londerfui week near Beef Basin, in !?yps”rr Canyon, in May igg5 and was 
,verwhelmed by the solitude and pristine beauty of the area. In addition, 
he cultural, scenic, and natural values of the Cedar Mesa area must all be 
lrotected as proposed under plternatives C h D. There are no other areas i 
he West with es many archaeological sites and artifacts ss Cedar Mesa. 

It is critical that many other areas be designated Outstanding Natural 
Ireas. These include all lands in the Canyonlends Basin, all roadlcss areas 
n the Ceder Mesa ClCEC and the White Canyon.Complex. 

Pleese do the right and decent thing for this land that has been 
r&rusted to your care rnd for the future of thim country. Thank you very 
iuch. 

Sincerely, 

Nina Churchman 

NINA CtlURCKlAN 

CComnent page 11 

BLM agrees that SJRA contains appreciable natural resource values. Regarding 
oreservation of wilderness values, see the response to cornaent 13 from Utah 
kilderness Association. 

The proposed RMP provides management to protect primitive and semiprimitive 
recreational values (see revisions to draft appendix A). 

Regarding the conment on manageamnt of public lands adjacent to NPS units. see 
the response to comnent 2, National Parks and Conservation Association. BLll 
recognizes tne need to protect cultural resources (see draft page 2-6). and is 
confident that the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for 
manageamnt of cultural resources in SJRA. 

The proposed RMP provides for designation of several areas as ACECs (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix I). This comnent's suggestions for 

specific areas are noted. See the response to comnent 2. Rational Parks and 
Conservation Association, for a discussion of these areas. 

BLM has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC designation. 

~___--- 
Chanqe to the EIS? UO. 



RESPONSE TO COIWENT 53 MEREDITH COX 

CCoament page 11 

Regarding preservation of wflderness values, see the response to comaent 13 
from Utah Wilderness Associatfon. 

The proposed RMP provides management to protect primitive and semfprisritfve 
recreatfonal values (see revisions to draft appendix A). 

Regarding the conment on management of public lands adjacent to NPS units, see 
the response to comment 2, National Parks and Conservation Association. 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources (draft page 2-6). and is 
confident that the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for 
management of cultural resources in SJRA. 



cOF?4ENT 54 

Ed Scherick. Area Manager 
San Juan Resource Area 
ELM, P-0. Box 7 
Monticello, UT, 84535 

Dear Mr. Scherick; 

I have the following comments on the Draft RHP and EIS for the San 
Juan Resource Area. I approach this document from the viewpoint of 
one who has visited a number of BLM WSA's in Colorado, and one who 
values very highly the esthetic and wildlife values of BLM recreational 
and wilderness-quality lands. 

The SJRA is one that is heavily used for recre'ation by people from 
the Four-Corners area as well as from the whole country. Particularly 
in demand is the "primitive and unconfined recreation” that is pre- 
sent on many BLM lands. The document itself states that usage will 
increase over time substantially, and that even now it threatens to 
diminish the very primitive qualities that many recreationists seek. 
Therefore it appears that outside of established WSA's, additional 
areas will have to be designated for recreational purposes, and yet 
the agency is proposing no new such special designations. I would 
urge the BLM to examine additional lands for primitive recreational 
purposes in the Final Plan. 

The second important issue in the SJRA RMP is the protection of cult- 
ural resources. The necessity for doing this is evident not only in 
the SJRA, but also in resource areas in.neighboing states. Yet the 
problems with the enforcement of the Antiquities Act are well known 
and a record of shame for the Government in general and the BLM in 
particular. The RMP appropriately recognises the importance of cult- 
ural resources, yet proposes too little in the way of protective 
action. In particular, BLM's plans for resource protection, such as 
they are, are not consistent with those of adjacent Park Service 
lands. BLM needs to consider special management areas and other tools; 
I would suggest some study of the RMP for SW Colorado, where the BLM 
has proposedand is implementing a more aggressive program of protect- 
Ion and law enforcement. We cannot allow 2000+ years of SW human hist- 
ory to be obliterated by. greedy and/or ignorant vandals! 

Thanks very much for your consideration of these opinions. 

4t!!K& 
680 Tantnn DramBoulder,,CO, 80303 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 54 --- --_ CUNNINGHAF! KIRK 

[Comaent page 11 

Under alternatives C and E in the draft, special condftions were used to 
ensure protection of ROS classes. 
tion. 

including areas used for primitive recrea- 
Many of these areas are outside of WSAs or ISAs (see draft pages 

2-12. 2-13 through 2-14, 2-16, Z-56, A-13 through A-14, and A-24 through 
S-4, 

A-25). Designations of SRMAs and developed recreation sites were proposed 
under all alternatives; many of these would facilitate primitive recreational 
use (see draft page 2-49). 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources (see draft page 2-6). 
The RMP team was aware of the management stipulations imposed in southwestern 
Colorado by the San Juan/San Miguel PMP (see draft page 5-71. Special desig- 
nations alone do not guarantee a particular level of management. A comparison 
of the managemznt actions allowed under the San Juan/San Miguel RMP and the 
preferred alternative of this draft does not necessarily show that south- 
western Colorado has a %ore aggressive" program of cultural resources 
management. 

Management prescriptions for the area around Hovenweep NM, adjacent to the San 
Juan/San Miguel RMP area, have been changed in the proposed RMP and final EIS 
to comply with a request from NPS (see response to comnent 28, National Park 
Service, Rocky Mountain Regional Office). 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 55 
THERESA M. DONAHUE 

CComnent page 11 

This WP/EIS supersedes proposals made in the 1980 draft Grand Gulch Plateau 
knagment Plan. 
topic. 

See cement 9. Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, on thfs 
See also appendix AA to the final EIS. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 55 THERESA M. DONAHUE 

CComnent page 21 

Under the draft preferred alternative, Slickhorn and Bullet Canyons would be 
managed as part of the Grand Gulch proposed ACEC; under the proposed RMP. part 
of the Cedar Mesa proposed ACEC. Under either proposal, no surface disturb- 
ance of these areas would be allowed, and they would be segregated from 
mineral entry. BLM does not agree that these canyons would be "d&stated" 
under the preferred alternative. 

BLM agrees that there is increasing demand for primitive and semiprimitive 
recreation opportunities within SJRA (draft page 3-66). 

In response to this cofment's specific requests: 

1. The proposed RMP provides for designation of several areas as ACECs to 
protect cultural resources (see revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix 
11; it also provides for cultural use allocation zones (draft page 2-6) 
and development of CRMPs (draft page 2-6 and table Z-7). 

2. The management provisions in appendix A are believed adequate to manage 
surface disturbance in SJRA. 
several areas as SRMAs. 

The proposed RMP provides for designation of 

recreational values. 
An ACEC cannot be designated solely to protect 

However, the proposed RMP provides for designation 
of several areas as ACECs to protect scenic and natural values important 
to recreation uses (see revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix I). 



- 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 55 THERESA M, DONAHUE 

[Comnent page 31 

BLM agrees that existing laws should be enforced (draft page 2-l). 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 56 LLYN DOREMUS 

CComaent page 11 CComaent page 11 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources and is confident that BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources and is confident that 
the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for management of the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for management of 
cultural resources in SJRA. cultural resources in SJRA. 

The draft provides for ongoing inventory for cultural resources (draft page 
2-61 and the protection of cultural resource sites (draft appendix A). 
The draft provides for ongoing inventory for cultural resources (draft page 
2-61 and the protection of cultural resource sites (draft appendix A). 

The draft provides for nominations of specific cultural resource properties to 
the National Register (draft table 2-2). BLM manages sites that are poten- 
tially eligible for listing in the same way as it manages sites that are 
listed on the National Register (draft page Z-6). 

The RMP provides for the allocation and managenxznt of authorized uses of 
public lands (draft page l-10 and 2-l); it does not provide for management of 
illegal uses of public lands, or for enforceax?nt of laws governing public 
resources. 

Congress did not direct that public lands adjacent to NPS units be managed-to 
protect park values. See the response to comment 2 from National Parks and 
Conservation Association for a.discussion of this topic. 

The proposed RMP provides for designation of several areas as ACECs (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix I). This comnent's suggestions for 
specific areas are noted. See the response to comnent 2, National Parks and 
Conservation Association, for a discussion of these areas. 



@SPONSE TO COMMENT 56 ,LLYN DOREMUS 

CComnent page 21 

BLM has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC designation. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 56< LLYN DORENUS LLYN DORENUS 

[Comnent page 31 [Comnent page 31 

The draft (page 2-6, 3-60, figure 3-15, and table 3-91 provides for establish- The draft (page 2-6, 3-60, figure 3-15, and table 3-91 provides for establish- 
ment of cultural resource use management zones based on Potential cultural ment of cultural resource use management zones based on Potential cultural 
resource values present. resource values present. Conservation is one type of management objective Conservation is one type of management objective 
(see revisions to draft page 2-6). (see revisions to draft page 2-6). 

nlanrletohem No. nlanrletohem No. 
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10/25/86 

Moab. UT 84532-0084 

Some comments on the San Juan Resource Management Plan. I feel the need to make 

many because I free an opportunity (in archaeology and for future visitors to SE 

Utah) that you in your management plan did not.- I do not understand not developing 

a cultural resource plan as part of your overall management plan. I know that 

insufficient staff and funds are a problem, but how is this problem to be over- 

come without the facts presented by you? A cultural resource plan developed by 

you (however small) would at least reveal the situation to Congress... PLPXA re- 

quests the development of interdisciplinary comprehensive plans to guide yourselves 

(ourselves) with. How can you set the cultural aspect aside when it saturates the 

entire San Juan Resource Area? You yourselves admit it "...is one of the richest 

iocaies under BLMtwmgement...!'and that" . ..the rates of disturbance and destruc- 

tion of cultural resources appear to be accelerating..." 

Please amend the resource management plan identifying and protecting all areas 

of potential cultural value until comprehensive inventories and evaluations can 

be completed. I further request that ihst from such data management categories 

and necessary restrictions (ie camping) be set in place and enforced to protect 

such areas. I believe cultural resources to be our most precious heritage, above 

and beyond all else. I am not alone. There me many the world over who would 

really marvel at the thought of seeing signs of the endemic peoples in their land 

to such a degree as we & see here in SE Utah. Also, I am not alone in prefering 

to see our public lands (especially these semi-desert, fragile lands), our herit- 

age, protected fully now, to let future generations have a choice during their 

time as to how they will use them. Only such documents aa your resource planning 

can give this choice. 

PLPkiA commands to take into account the long-term needs of future generations and 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 57 JAMES DRYER 

[Comnent page 11 
BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources and is confident that 
the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for management of 
cultural resources in SJRA. The draft identified areas where specific cul- 
tural resource management plans would be developed (draft page 2-6 and table 
2-71; these would be the activity plans prepared after the RMP (draft pages 
2-l and A-29). As a result of public comnent, the discussion of the treatment 
of cultural resources under the different alternatives has been expanded in 
this proposed RMP and final EIS (see revisions to draft page l-6). 

Congress appears to be aware of the situation regarding cultural resource 
management. In 1987 the Govermnent Accounting Office is to provide Congress 
with a detailed account of cultural resource managernant on public lands. The 
San Juan RMP will provide BLflwith an interdisciplinary comprehensive land 
management plan, as required by FLPMA. Neither the draft nor the proposed RMP 
sets cultural resources aside (see. for example, cultural resource management 
prescriptions on page 2-6, table 2-7, A-5, and A-23). 

The draft indicates that ongoing inventories and evaluations will be made and 
that cultural resources identified will be protected to the full extent of the 
law (draft page 2-61. As stated in the draft, the entire SJRA contains sig- 
nificant cultural resource sites (draft page 3-60). The proposed RMP would 
place special designations on areas of special significance and areas believed 
to be at risk, or propose such areas for nomination to the National Register. 
Further, SJRA was divided into cultural resource zones to focus BLM management 
on specific uses (draft pages 2-6, 3-60. figure 3-15 and table 3-9). 



I RESPONSE TO COtWENT 57 

that scientific and historical values are included (quoted from FLPMA). The 

archaeological wealth that lies just beneath the surface (yes. information, 

not .$) in places like Beef Basin, Alkali Ridge, Rovenveep, Glen Canyon, Dark 

Canyon, White Canyon, RedfHoki drainages over to Glen Canyon and, of course, 

Cedar Hess from Comb Ridge vest, beyond Grand Gulch is high on the list of 

valuable resources of these areas. FLPMA points out, the values we see in 

these areas are n . ..not necessarily... (the) uses that will give the greatest 

economic return... s but then again these lands, as mandated, are being retained 

in federal ownership for the benefit of the entire nation. Hopefully the nation 

will continue and maybe future citizens will be thankful to visit someplace 

where, give or take a half dozen cattle and some natural decay, it is still as 

it was left a thousand years ago. Or maybe they will visit a reconstructed 

village of Basketmakers in Beef Basin that was excavated and put on display in 

the 1990s. Yes. vith talk like this 1'~ asking for more patrols to prevent 

thefts of our treasures from antiquity. Also from the increased funding due to - 

your well done cultural resource management plan I want monitoring done to note 

impacts to rock art, structures and general change in condition of archaeological 

sites. 

In the general management plan for Glen'Ganyon(ll/79), within the cultural 

management plan it states: 1) Glen Canyon sites reveal evidence of the meeting 

of the Fremont, the Rayenta Anasazi, the Mesa Verde Anssari and the Desert 

Archaic. 2) Artifacts represent a wide range of trade activity. 3) Four distinct 

periods of rock art are represented. 4) Several sites are.easily accessible and 

are important for the visitor8 enjoyment of the overall NRA. 5) Many of the sites 

are even more important in their scientific value. There is great potential to 

acquire a range of cultural information spaning a long period of time.... They go 

on to say that less than one percent of their lands have been inventoried. Row- 

[Comnent page 21 

BLM agrees that,fn places, cultural resource managenmnt provides the highest 
and best use of public lands. 

BLM is also concerned with enforcement of laws protecting cultural resources. 
However the RMP is a land-use management plan which provides far the alloca- *ovides far the alloca- 

tion of'multiple uses under law (draft page l-10). The BMP does not plan for 5 BMP does not plan for 

illegal resource uses, or provide an appropriate forum to resolve adamnistra- 5olve adainistra- 

tive concerns such as funding and personnel needs (draft table I-2 and figure ,le I-2 and figure 

I-3). 

All cultural resource sites believed to be at risk for vandalism are currently 
being monitored. Increased levels of site monitoring may be called for in the 
cultural resource management activity plans discussed earlier. 



ever, they do not stop here, but go ou to state what they would like to see 

come of these things (ie National Register of Historic Places). Lake and Moki 

Canyons they have on their proposed list Tf this register, among seven others. 

These proposed archaeological districts that are in your jurisdiction of grazing 

and mining in GCRRA. as well as yours outside the NRA, I would ask that you 

treat as though already with such status and not allow mining (mineral entry). 

I expect a list of proposals to the NRBP from you in the near future. 

Specifically, amongst your area of jurisdiction, I request that ACECs be desig- 

nated at Hovenweep (2000 acre buffer zone) as you propose under alternative D, 

Cedar Mesa with boundary consistant with archaeological district proposed (lar- 

ger than your alternative D ONAs)--from Comb Ridge west. including all lands to 

your proposed Grand Gulch ONA. Glen Canyon, Red/Hoki Canyon Complex (including 

upper drainages of Red, Cedar, Lake, lioki, Forgotten Canyons and North Gulch) 

information here could aid our understanding of the archaeology under Lake 

Povell..., Natural Bridges (buffer zone including Harmony Flat and the lands 

between NBRF and the national forest) White Canyon Complex (area between NBRP 

buffer zone, U 95. GCNRA. Dark Canyon and national forest), Dark Canyon and 

Riddle Point(Middle Point is a must due to its pristine state and view from 

Canyonlands), Beef Basin (from the SE corner of Canyonlands RF' and the Abajos, 

the whole pocket over to GCNRA and Gypsum (Dark Canyon ONA) Canyon) due to the 

view from Canyonlands and cultural values and the Canyonlands Basin (lands SE 

and S of Deadhorse Pt. Lockhart Basin and areas west of Hatch and Harts Points), 

which would protect lands seen from the overlooks as well as the lower portions 

of Lavender and Davis Canyons, essential additions to the Salt Creek Archaeolog- 

ical District--coincides vith your North Abajo ACEC... This would buffer, then, 

Canyonlends south and east sides. I'thiiik this is very important in light of 

many park problems, therefore the buffer zone approach.is very useful. Also, I 

believe the BLM should move to use other designations that are useful to the 

resource values that their lands hold, such as scenic, cultural, natural, re- 

3 

RESPONSE TO COMEIENT 57 JAMES DRYER 

CComnent page 31 

ELM does not manage cultural resources on Glen Canyon NRA, or on any other NPS 
unit (draft page I-101. Therefore, no consideration has been given in the 
proposed IMP to management of cultural sites on NPS lands. 

Under draft alternative D. consideration was given to closing areas adjacent 
to Glen Canyon NRA, mentioned in thissomnent. to mineral entry. The result- 
ing impact analysis did not indicate that an appreciable benefit to cultural 
resources would accrue (draft chapter 4). and this management prescription was 
not carried into the preferred alternative. 

ELM discussed the potential for nominating cultural resource sites to the 
National Register in the draft (page 2-6 and table Z-20). 

The proposed iU4P proposes ACEC designation for several areas mentioned in this 
comnent. See response to comnent 2 from National Parks and Conservation 
Association for a discussion of all areas suggested in this comment (see also 
revisions to the draft sumnary. chapters 2, 3, and 4, and appendixes A, H and 
I). 

Congress did not direct that public lands be left unimpaired to buffer NPS- 
ahinistered aroas, or to preserve park values. See the response to comment 
2. National Parks and Conservation Association, for a discussion of this topic. 

Special designations alone do not guarantee a particular level of management. 
In proposing special designations, BLM has selected areas where resource 
values are at risk, and which would benefit from special management. Since 
the draft was prepared, ELM has revised its policy on special designations; 
sane designations previously used, such as RNA, have been incorporated in the 
ACEC designation. 

. 



creational and historic in order to prioritize the protection of same. I 

support ONA designation for Canyonlands Basin, Cedar Mesa, the White Canyon 

Complex and Dark Canyon and Middle Point vith aforesaid boundsries. 

Finally. to give the type of protection such high values deserve, I ask that 

these ACBCs and ONAs be closed to oil and gas leasing, withdrawn from mineral 

entry. ORV use be limited to existant roads (except in cultural valued ACECs 

where they would not be allowed and roads would be closed to all motorized 

traffic), available for livestock only if that use will not harm the values 

for which the ACEC or Ot?A was established, excluded from land treatments, range 

I improvements 6 vegetative manipulations, excluded from any use of woodland 

products and managed as a Visual Resource Management Class I area, if set up 

due to scenic values. 

All of you are to be highly commended for your work on the draft SJRKP. Thank 

you for your time. Please do consider the above in the light that a future 

generation may then have a choice and what that mesns to E to have or not 

have a choice.... 

"...unborn generations have a claim on the lan 

--Stuart Udell 

'62 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 57 JAMES DRYER 

[Comment page 41 

This comnent's suggestions regarding management prescriptions for ACECs have 
been reviewed. The draft applied the least-limiting level of restriction 
neccessary to resolve resource conflicts. IELA has directed that the level of 
management imposed on an area should be the minimum level needed (see 76 IBLA 
395 (1983)). 



Ql&iENT 58 

Leo Ft. Eisel 
Rt. 7 Pine Valley 
Everpreen, CO SO439 
October 30, 1986 

Bureau of Land Nanagemsnt 
Ssn Juan Resource Rrea 
PO Box 7 
Monticello, Utah 84535 

Re: Comments on SLM’s Draft San Juan Resource Management Plan 

Dear BLM: 

I would like to take this opportunity to urge the ELM to designate the Beef 
Basin area as an RCEC to protect scenic values for the lends south of 
Canyonlands National Park lying between the Park, Hanti-La Sal National 
Forest and the Dark Canyon Plateau which are visible from the 
the Park. This would include portions of Beef Basin, Dark Canyon Plateau 
and Cathedral Butte. These scenic views are important to visitor enjoyment 
of Canyonlands National Park. This area is also an extremely beautiful and 
enjoyable area for wilderness travel and recreation. I have driven my 
four-wheel drive vehicle into this ares in order to hike into Eypsum Canyon 
and consequently am somewhat familiar with this area and its rugged beauty. 
I urge that you protect this scenic resource. 

I also urge that you designate an PCEC to protect cultural values for all 
lands between Canyonlands National Park, the National Forest, and Dark 
Canyorl. This area includes areas proposed for archaeological district 
designation (Beef Basin and Fable Valley) under alternative C, but not 
adopted under ELM’s preferred alternative E. 

I urge BLM to support designation of the Dark Canyon and middle Point area 
as an PCEC to protect scenic, natural and cultural values. The import ante 
of this area derives from pristine character of outstanding natural and 
~csnic values. Under BLM’s preferred alternative E, a Dark Canyon PCEC is 
adopted, but Middle Point is not included. I ur(le you to adopt the entire 
area as an ON& 

Finally, I urge you to support an PCEC to protect cultural, scenic, and 
natural values for the Cedar Mesa area. I urge you to adopt a boundary 
consistent Mith the archaeological district proposed for designation under 
alternatives C and D (but not adopted in BLM’s preferred alternative E). I 
have hiked in the Grand Gulch, Fish and On1 Creeks area and urge you to 
give this.srea maximum consideration. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

Leo M. Eisel 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 58 LEO M: EISEL 

[Conssent page 11 
The proposed fU4P provides for designation of several areas as ACECs (see several areas as ACECs (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix I). pendix II. This comnent's suggestions for This comnent's suggestions for 
specific areas are noted. See the response to comnent 2, National Parks and response to comnent 2, National Parks and 
Conservation Association, for a discussion of these areas. for a discussion of these areas. 

BLM has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC desigation. 

-~ :. .: . *. 



I RESPONSE TO COMMENT 59 ---.- .- KEVIN EMMERICH ~__ 

[Comnent page 11 

The draft (page l-2) discusses management of WSAs and ISAs if released from 
wilderness review by Congress. The RMP/EIS does not discuss management of 
areas while under wilderness review; these areas will be managed in accordance 
with IMP. No attempt was made through the PMP to apply quasi-wilderness 
protective management to areas released from wilderness review. 

The potential land treatments shown in the draft are areas that are physically 
suitable for land treatments, not scheduled projects. The draft has been 
revised to clarify this, and to indicate that priority would be given to 
maintaining existing land treatments before new treatments are made (see 
revisions to draft pages 2-6 and 2-68). 

Land treatments would be possible over such of Cedar Mesa. (Management pre- 
scriptions for most of Cedar Mesa have changed due to the proposed Cedar Mesa 
ACEC; see revsions to the draft sumnary, chapters 2, 3, and 4, and appendixes 
A, Ii and I.) The NEPA document prepared for a specific project (draft pages 
2-1, A-l and A-29) would identify mitigation for adverse impacts to other 
resource values, such as cultural resources, wilderness values or econcmic 
considerations. 



SOHENT 60 

f3urcau of Land Management 
San Juan Resource Area 
P.0. Box 7 
Monticello, UT 84535 

Oct. 30, 1986 

Sirs: 

I urge you t 0 designate Canyon1 ands 
Natural Rridws, Cedar MSSI, 61 .W canyon NRA 

Basin, Beef Basin, 

Alkali Ridge, White Canyon Complex, 
Hnvenwcep, 

Moki-Red’Canyon Complex, 
and Dark Canyon/Middle Point ae ureas of Critical Environment-1 
COncer" 0" the basis of the outstanding "=tural, 
cultL"--al values of those zlre.zl5. 

scenic, and 

name White Canyon, 
In addition, I ask the HLM to 

Dark Canyon/Middle Point, Cedar Mesa, and 
CanYonlands Basin areas as Outstanding Natural &-eas. 

1 have enjwcd many weeks of recreation in the San .J~,z+~ 
“Resource Area”, and have Some familiarity with each individual 
area under study, with the exception nf Alkali &lny,o"; This 
land is absolutely unparalleled anywhere on the planet for scenic 
wonder. It constitutes a unique ecosystem, and is one of the 
archeologically and culturally richest regions in the hemisphere. 
Too much of this land has already suffered irreparable harm. 
Unless the BLM manages this priceless heritage in a manner which 
will protect It from abuse and exploitation, its values wi:1 
continue to erode. 

BLM should put its highest priority on the protection of this 
primitive red rock wilderness. Lands adjacent to National Park 
units should be managed to preserye park values- And BLM must 

acknowledge preservation of archeological, cultural, and histot-- 
ical resources as a critical planning and managctnent priority. 

To the best of its abilities and *ee.oL,l-ce~, HLM shnul d 

prevent Pot hunting, inventory a"d protect areas of cultural 
significance, limit ORV use to existing reads, pro>hibit chai"i"Q, 
limit grazing, reject projects which would violate Class I air 
and visual quality standards, and severely limit or prohibit 

oil and gas leasing in this region. The economic potenti al of 
these C\CECP~ is small, their intrinsic value, and their value to 
tourism and the recreation industry is great. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment 0" the SJKMP- 

Sincerely, 

Steve Erickson 
961 E. 600 S. 
Salt Lake City, UT 84102 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 60 STEVE ERICKSON 

[Comment page 11 

The proposed RMP provides for designation of several areas as ACECs (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix I). This comnent's suggestions for 
specific areas are noted. See the response to colrment 2, National Parks and 
Conservation Association, for a discussion of all areas mentioned. 

BLM has dropped the ONA designation in_ favor of the ACEC designation. 

BLM agrees that SJRA contains appreciable natural resource values. Regarding 
protection of wilderness values, see the response to comnent13 from Utah 
Wilderness Association. 

The proposed RMP provides management to protect primitive and semiprimitive 
recreational values (see revisions to draft appendix A). 

Regarding management of public lands adjacent to NPS units, see the response 
to comment 2. N&ional Parks and Conservation Association. 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources (see draft page 2-6); 
and is confident that the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework 
for management of cultural resources in SJRA. For a discussion of points 
raised in this corrmcnt regarding cultural resource management, see the 
response to comment 50 from Kris Chick. 

: 



October 29, 1986 
P.O. BOX 401 
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601 

Bureau of Land Mfinagement 
San Juan Resource Area 
P. 0. BOX 7 
Monticello, UT 84535 

Dear Sirs, 

I'm writing you with input on the BLM San Juan Management 
Plan draft. I visit eastern Utah extensively; at least four 
times a year, for sightseeing, hiking and backpacking, camping 
and white water rafting. I have introduced the region to many 
friends from Colorado, other states and foreign countries. The 
preservation of southeast Utah's outstanding cultural, scenic, 
recreational and wilderness values are of paramount concern to me. 

I urge the BLM, as federal managers of these lands, to 
prioritize the protection of these essential qua1ities in the San 
Juan Resource Area, particularly in areas identified as primitive, 
semi-primitive nonmotorized and semiprimitive motorized. 

I further urge the BLR to manage the lands adjacent to the 
National Park units, including Canyonlands, Hovenweep, Natural 
Bridges, Glen Canyon National Recreation Area; and to establish a 
meaningful program to insure protection of the area's magnificent 
cultural (archaeological) resources from degradation and 
exploitation. According to your plan, archaeologists estimate 
the San Juan Resource Area may contain as many as 200,000 sites. 

I believe the following areas should be designated as Areas 
of Critical Environmental Concern (and Outstandinq Natural Areas 
%iere noted): 

-- 

Can onlands Basin - 
in the asin visiblefrom Canyonlands Nation-k, the Needles +-----. 

Protect the scenic values for all lands 

and Canyonlands Ocerlooks, Hatch Point Cliffs. The preservation 
of scenic views are essential to the wilderness experience and 
enjoyment of visiting the park. 

Also protect cultural values for all lands within the 
Canvonlands Basin, and for all lands between Hart's Draw and the 
park boundary. Important cultural resources include a variety of 
archaeological sites. All lands within the basin should also be 
designated as Oustanding Natural Areas. 

Beef Basin - An ACEC designation is needed to protect scenic 
valuexr-&& between Canyonlands National Park, Manti-La Sal 
National Forest and the Dark Canyon Plateau, all areas visible 
from the Park. This includes sections of Beef Basin, Dark Canyon 
Plateau and Cathedral Butte. The area also includes important 

1 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 61 flARLAN FEDER 

CComnent page 11 
BLM agrees that SJRA contains appreciable natural resource values. Regarding 
the comnenton preservation of wilderness values, see the response to comment 
13 from Utah Wilderness Association. 

The proposed RMP provides manageamnt to protect primitive and semiprimitive 
recreational values (see revisions to draft appendix A). 

Regarding the comment on management of public lands adjacent to NPS units, see 
the response to comment 2, Ltional Parks and Conservation Association. BLM 
recognizes the need to protect cultural resources (see draft page 2-6). and is 
confident that the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for 
managemnt of cultural resources in SJRA. 

The proposed RJ4P provides for designation of several areas as ACECs (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix I). This comnent's nominations of 
specific areas are accepted. See the response to comment 2, submftted by 
National Parks and Conservation Association, for a discussion of all areas 
mentioned. 

BLM has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC desigation. 



wildlife habitats for desert bighorn sheep and deer. These lands 
require protection for their cultural values as archaeological 
district designation. 

Natural Bridges - I know from personal experience the area 
surrounding the monument is every bit as beautiful and captivating 
as the monument itself. ACEC designation is necessary to protect 
scenic values for all areas visible from the monument, including 
Harmony Flat, Woodenshoe Butte, The Toe, Deer Canyon. 

Hovenweep - I support a 2000-acre ACEC to protect scenic and 
culutral values in this area as proposed under alternative g. 

Glen Canyon National Recreation Area - All lands in the San 
Juan Resource Area that lie within th=ecreation area should be 
be granted ACEC status to protect their myriad scenic, cultural, 
natural and wildlife values. Mining and grazing in this area 
would detract considerably from the area's special appeal. 

Cedar Mesa - I have visited this area and hope to visit it 
againmts most primitive and undisturbed natural state. I 
urge you to designate this area ACEC to protect its scenic, 
cultural and natural values. The boundary should be consistent 
with proposed archaeological district under alternatives C & D --- 
(but not E). 

This area includes Grand Gulch, Johns, Slickhorn, Fish and 
Owl, Lime, Road, Mule and Arch canyons and Comb Ridge. This area 
is rich in cultural resources , and is very vulnerable to pot- 
hunting. I also support an Outstanding Natural Areas designation 
for Cedar Mesa region. 

Alkali Ridge - ACEC needed to protect cultural values within 
a boundary consistent with the 170,320-acre Alkali Ridge ACEC 
proposed under alternative II. Cultural sites are dense in this 
area, and it's vulnerable to energy exploration and development, 
vandalism and road construction. 

White Canyon Complex - Another extraordinary region of 
southeast Utah that is vulnerable to exploitation. An ACEC is 
needed to protect scenic and cultural values for the area north 
of Utah 95 and south of Dark Canyon Plateau and Manti-La Sal 
National Forest, including Cheesebox, Gravel, Long, Footknocker 
canyons and distinctive landmarks like Jacob's Chair. I also 
support an ONA designation for the White Canyon Complex. 

Moki-Red Canyon Complex - Cultural values within upper Lake 
Canyon, North Gulch and upper ends of Moki, Forgotten, Red and 
Cedar canyons deserve ACEC designation. 

Dark Canyon and Middle Point - Scenic, cultural and natural 
values warrant ACEC and designation of this region. 

. . 



In addition, I urge the BLM to establish managemeat 
prescriptions which provide meaningful protection for ACECS and 
ONAs and the values they were established to protect. The above 
regions which I have strongly recommended for ACEC and ONA status 
should be: 

- closed to oil and gas leasing 
- limited ORV use to exisiting roads, except in some 

cultural ACECs where road access promotes cultural site degradation 
- withdrawn from mineral entry 
- unavailable for livestock 
- excluded from land treatments, range improvements and 

vegetative manipulation (unless it can be demonstrated that 
ACEC/ONA values won't be harmed) 

- excluded from private and commercial use of woodland 
products 

- managed as Visual Resource Management .(VRM] Class I areas 

I further urge the BLM to correct its failure to recognize 
cultural resource protection as a planning issue, and to ammend 
or supplement the draft RMP to identify special management 
actions BLM will take to protect cultural resources. These 
actions should include: 

- identify and protect areas with potential cultural values 
until intensive inventories can.be completed 

- develop management categories on the basis of inventories 
and restrictive stipulations needed to protect cultural resources 
from energy exploration and development, ORV use: land 
treatments, etc. 

- monitor trends for condition changes 
- increase patrols and surveillance to prevent pot-hunting 
- increase efforts to prosecute violators 
- increase evaluation and nomination of districts and sites 

for national register nomination 
-. 

In closing, I wish to note that development of a Cultural 
Resources Plan will help highlight to the U.S. Congress the need 
for additional funding for cultural resource management in the 
San Juan area. 

BLM's 
Thank you for allowing me this opportunity to respond to the 

San Juan Resource,Management Plan draft. MY affection and 
concern for southeast Utah easily justify my time spent in 
familiarizing myself with these specific issues and writing ypu. 

/qqurs trsy, 

RESPONSE TO COTWENT 61 HARLAN FEDER 

[Coinsent page 31 

BLM has prepared managecmnt prescriptions for potential ACECs that would be 
needed to Protect values identified as at risk (see draft appendixes A and I,' 
as revised). See the response to comnent 2. submitted by National Parks and 
Conservation Association, comnent page 28, on thfs topic. 

Management of cultural resources er se does not meet the definition of a 
planning issue (draft page l-1). %-- s a result of public comnent, the discus- 
sion on planning issues and the treatment of cultural resources under the 
different alternatives has been expanded in this proposed RMP and final EIS 
(see the revisions to draft page l-6). 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources and is confident that 
the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for management of 
cultural resources in SJRA. The draft states that CRMPs would be developed 
for management of specific cultural resource properties or districts (draft 
page 2-6 and table 2-7). Congress is aware of BLM's projected funding needs; 
Congressional funding is based upon many factors (see response to comment 22, 
Environmental Protection Agency, comnent page 8, on this topic). 

I Ciianse to the LIST Yes. 



LWENT 62 

Nureau of Ld nmagement 

Sau Juan Resource Ama 

Box 7, Nontla.llo, uhh 84535 

Box 545 

Sn-, Colo. 8l654 

ootober 30, 19% 

Deer sirs: 

aem ttm Bxa’a Dreft Rssource ltaM@Dmt l9au/hhw 

msntaI hpacf Shtamnt for the San &au Nssomce +a, I would 

like to offer the following concerns. In the BUI’s preferred 

alteruitive E, I feel that only a small part of these Uque 

res-es m-a being protected or evetl considered. 

Is a frequent visitor to this area, I have hiked and back- 

packed into - of these are38 included in this resource pian 

cud I am familiar dtb the amasWz= and oultural fsatums 

which are in these places. I have@e h&ory of ths Auaaasi 

culture and the cultures et&h followed and I am shocked that 

the BlH apparently does not reo0gniz.e cultxual resource pro- 

tection as a plenniog issue. There are thousands of archeological 

sitas that have never awn been inventoried. This rich natural 

~~OUIFS belongs to the entire country. Therefore I urge the 

BI?l to amesd the SJBHP to protect these cultural ~sources dth 

whatever strin5nt actions mcessarg to prevent them from energy 

exploration, dwelopnent, ORV use, eto. 

l'be FLF?U &ws priority to the designation of Areae of 

Critical Nnviromsntd Concern. This designation will help 

protect the special raluis of specifio sites in the SJEA. The 

designation of ‘Outstanding Naturel iWese’\here rscrestiorml 

activity is necessary to preserve those characteristioe, will 

protect the natural fedu-ss of these specal sites alao..In 

many cases w need both classifications. e 

Beef Nafdn, Cedar Nesa, Grand Gulch, Namo.3 Nma, the White 

Canyon Complex should have either or both of these designations 

along dtb lands adjacent to Bational Parks such as Canyonleads, 

Hovemrsep, Natural Bridges, and Glen Canyon National Recreation 

Area. 

Poop imtauce at Hoveweep, there should be a boundary to 

protect this utorlc IIonument. The National Park Service has 

,RESPONSE TO COMMENT 62 DOROTHEA FOX 

CComnent page 11 

Management of cultural resources er se does not meet the definition of a 
planning issue (draft page l-11. ?a-- s a result of public comment. the dfscus- 
sion on planning issues and the treatrrmnt of cultural resources under the 
different alternatives has been expanded in this proposed RMP and final EIS 
(see the revisions to draft page l-6).- 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources (see draft page 2-6), 
and is confident that the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework 
for management of cultural resources in the SJRA. 

The proposed RMP provides for designation of several areas as ACECs (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix I). This comment's suggestions for 
specific areas are noted. See the response to coreaent 2, National Parks and 
Conservation Association, for a discussion of these areas. 

BLM has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC designation. 



In the COdar?k~sa area. iaelud~Orand Oulch, Johna, 

Slickhora,Fishand Owl, I&e, Road Rile, ArchCanyona and 

CombBidgeallconbinwtsbnding~tardl,scerdcandcultnral 

values. I urge an OIU for all madless lands in tbie Cedar Nesa 

ACE. 

Iaeumnary, I wouldurge youbecause of the archeological 

trecpsms in theselacda and the i?m-easingde~~~I formore 

these a~ mentioned areas be protected from development aad 

abuse. 

Dorothea Fox 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 62 DOROTHEA FOX 

CComnent page 21 
For potential ACECs, BLM has prepared management that would be 
needed to protect values identified as at risk 

prescriptions 
(see draft appendixes A and 

as revised). 
I, 



RESPONSE TO COtQTENT 63. n 

CComnent page 11 
This comnent mentions the 1980 draft Grand Gulch Plateau Management Plan. 
Proposals made in that draft are superseded by this RMp/EIS (see the response 
to comnent 9. Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, on this topic). See also 
appendix AA to the final EIS. 

DLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources (draft page 2-6) and 
confident that the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for 

is 

management of cultural resources in SJRA. 

The preferred alternative provides several special designations for cultural 
resources (see draft tables 2-2 and 2-6, both as revised). Special designa- 
tions alone do not guarantee a particular level of management. (Stipulations 
for management of the proposed special designations are given in draft 
appendix A.) 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 63 FOY JOHN 

CConment page 21 

BLM recognizes the increasing demand for primitive recreation (draft page 
3-66). 

BLM used the ROS system to inventory and identify areas that now,qualify as P 
and SPEEl class areas (draft page 3-66, figure 3-16, table 3-10. and appendfx 
F). The preferred alternative in the draft would impose special conditions on 
management of these areas to preserve their ROS class (except for areas near 
the Colorado state line); no attempt was made through the preferred alterna- 
tive to create settings that do not now exist. 

The proposed RMP provides for designation of additional SRMAs, and management 
prescriptions to provide for a variety of recreational experiences. 

ChXe to the EK'I No. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 64 ?I_IMGRAHAM_ 

[Comaent page 11 

The proposed RMP provides for desiqation of several areas as ACECs and SRMAs 
(see revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix I). 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources (draft page 2-6). and is 
confident that the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for 
management of cultural resources in SJRA. The proposed RMP provides manage- 
ment to protect primitive and semiprimitive recreational values (see revisions 
to draft appendix A). 

BLM appreciates this conment, but notes that the public comaent period was not 
intended to solicit votes for any alternative presented in the draft. 

-.A 

&nae to the EIS? No. ---- 



SOWlENT 65 

Douglas J. Green 
1197-R Sew Nountain Dr 
Boulder, CO 80303 

Novcober 1, 19Sb 

Ed Scherick, SJRA Ranaqer 
Bureau of Land Nanaqeeent 
P.D. Box 7 
Ronticcllo, UT 84535 

Dear ffr. Scherick, 

I ae witinq to express l y concern over the Resource llsnaqemcnt Plan for 
the San Juan district. In reviewing the plan, I aa disturbed by several things. 

In the first place, I believe there is not l nouqh protection afforded to 
the cultural resources of the area. In l any places throughout the RHP, l eotion 
is made of the extent of these resources, their greet national value, and the 
danqers which threaten then. For example, on paqe 3-60 the RNP states 
‘Archaeologically, SJRA is one of the richest locales under SLH rsnaqeaent. Of 
the l pproxioately 17,000 recorded sites in San Juan County, it is estimated 
that over 10,000 are situated on public lands. Archaeoloqists l stiorte that the 
SJRR my hold as l rny as 200,000 sites.* It also states n Rany sites have been 
disturbed or destroyed through human activity over the past 100 years. It is 
noe difficult to find undisturbed cultural resources.’ end ‘Exploration and 
developoent . . . of minerals, (razing and ralsted Irnd treatsants, and land 

dispo%rI actions . . . carry potential to interfere with protection of cultural 

resources.m 

And yet, in light of this great natioml resource, which is under threat, 
the BLR has chosen to protect through official designation only a fraction of 
the lands which descrvc and require protection under the FLPRR regulations. Rs 

the RRP itself l deits, ‘Use and l anaqcnent of cultural resources is 

specifically governed by Ire and regulation. The need for protection of these 

resources is established by lew and is beyond the discretion of BLR field 
office personnel.* (page I-61 And yet, you hew chosen NOT to make this a 
‘planninq issue in the RIP !,This is wrong! I urge you most rtronqly to adopt 
Cultural ACEC desiqnrtions for the areas I have outlined below. 

In the second place, not l nouqh attention has been paid to protecting the 
outstanding recreational opportunities found throughout the SJRA. In 
particular, the acreage devoted to Prioitive ?nd Semiprimitive Nonootorized ROS 
classes is f4r too mall. As the SLR has recognized, ‘The settings toward the 
primitive end of the spectrum tend to be the cost crucial in the SJRA because 
they contain the least acreape and are l ost in deeand, and because nrny 
l rnrqeoont actions tend to chanqc the 8tttinq awry free the prieitive end of 

the spectrur.’ (page S-661. 

Southern Utah, and San Juan County in particular, is recognized as 
containing the qreatest concentration of wild pleccs Ie’ft in the United States 



outside Masks. Visitors from *cross the country, snd indeed around the world, 
know this. The populsrity of the county ss s destinrtion recreation area is 
growing rspidly, l specially deonq bsckcouotry users, and the BLH needs to 
recognize that people want to see these wild plsces preserved. The pressures 
brought by the public for this type of recreation are only going to increare. 
You hsve both the power snd the opportunity here, today, to l eet this qrouinq 
demand, and to act wisely to provide for the primitive recreation needs of the 
public eel1 into the next century. I urqe you l ost stronqly to increase the 
screaqes devoted to both P and SPNR ROS clrrres, snd to sdopt ACEC snd ONa 
designations for the mess I hsve outlined below. 

nunL1 RIDBE 

I support ACEC designation to protect CULTURAL RESOURCES in this wee, which 
reachs perhaps the highest density of any in the SJRA. Alternative D proposed 
170,320 acres, but this YPS reduced to only 35,890 under Rlternative E. I 
urge you cost strongly to adopt the full 170,320 acres. 

BEEF BASIN 

I support an ACEC for SCENIC VALUES for the lands between Canyonlands NP, the 
Ifanti-La Sal National Forest, and the Dark Canyon Plateau, which are visible 
from the psrk. This includes portions of Beef Basin itself, Dark Canyon 
Plateau itself, and Cathedral Butte. Protecting this visual resource is 
critical to the integrity of the Park, md to the visitor's erpericnce of the 
Psrk. 

I support an ACEC for CULTURAL RESOURCES throuqhout this saee srea. Beef 
Basin rnd Fable Valley uere proposed for Rrchreoloqicrl District designation 
in n::rrnitivi; c , but iii?: undsr the Brefer:ed Alternative. Yhy r;ot? 

I support en RCEC to protect WILDLIFE HABITAT for the Desert Bighorn Sheep in 
this sres. These critical habitats should be peroanently reecved fros all 
fores of land tresteents and dcvelopnent. 

CRNYONLANDS BASIN 

I support rn ACEC for SCENIC VALUES for all the lsnds visible froo the ELM's 
Csnyonlsnds end Needles Overlooks, ss well ss froo Cenyonlsndr National Park 
itself. This includes the Hatch Point Cllffr. As stated &bove, this visual 
resource is critical to the visitor's experience of the psrk IS a 
whole. Lockhart Basin in the northern psrt of Csnyonlands Basin q as 
recommended under Alternative C, but dropped froo the Preferred Rlternrtive. 
Why? 

I support rn ACEC for CULTURRL VALUES within Canyonlands Basin, including the 
lands between Harts Draw and the Park. The southern half of this srer was 
recoeeended under both lllternativcs C and D, but not under the Preferred 
Alternative E. Why was it dropped? 

I support an ONR desiqnation for all lands within Canyonlands Basin. 

DOUGLAS J. GREEN 

CCoanmnt page 21 

The ROS classes reflect the areas now meeting P and SPtUf criteria. This does 
not imply that backcountry uses cannot take place in other ROS class areas. 
An ACEC would not be designated solely to protect recreational opportunities, 
although the desiyiation can be used to protect scenic or natural values 
leading to recreational uses. 
the ACEC designation. 

BLM has dropped the ONA designation in favor of 

The proposed RMP provides for designation of several areas as ACECs (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix Il. This comnent's suggestions for 
specific areas are accepted. See the response to conssent 2. National Parks 
and Conservation Association, for a discussion of all areas mentioned. 



CEDAR lfESI\ 

I support ACEC designations to protect both CULTURAL and RECREATIONAL VALUES 
throughout Cedar Hesr, l nd,espccially for Johns, Fish, Owl, Lime, Road, and 
Rule Canyonsr as well as Arch Canyon end Comb Ridge. This area is LLlI\DED with 
Basketraker and Pueblo sites, and was recoenended under Alternatives C and D, 
but dropped fron Alternative E. These areas need protection! 

In addition, I support ONA designation for the entire area. 

HOVENYEEP (IREA 

I support an ACEC to protect both CULTURI)L and VISUAL RESOURCES in this area. 
In the 1985 Environmental fissessaent for the Hovenweep Nanrgement Plan, the -* 

National Park Service recoamcnded adding 2000 acres to the fionurent to 
protect cultural resources. This is integral to the Honument’r purpose. This 
action was recomacndcd in your Alternative 0, but not under Alternative E. 
Yhy not? 

HIDDLE POINT 

I suppbrt ACEC deripnrtion for SCENIC, NhTURAL, and CULTURlL VALUES here. I 
just don’t understand why this pristine area was not included in the Dark 
Canyon ACEC under alternrt:ve E, It deserves protection! 

UOKI - RED C(INYON COHPLEX 

I support ACEC designation to protect SCENIC, NATURI(L, and CULTURAL RESOURCES 

throughout this area, including the upper ends of Red, Cedar, Forgoiicn, 

Knowles, and lloki Canyons, North 6ulch, and upper Lake Canyon. These ereqs 

are especially important because their loner ends arc non under Lake Powell. 
The remaining cultural resources need protection to &id in understanding the 
cultural data fron the pre-inundation studies. I have personally witnessesed 

the endangerment of cultural resources in lfoki Canyon, just last January. Two 
men on a motorcycle, one carrying a shovel, accessed the canyon down the big 

sand slide north of Clay Hills Divide. I saw the* in the vicinity of known 

ruins in the canyon. When they sew me toeing they packed up and left in a 
hurry. I notified l BLH ranger of the incident the following dry. 

I support ONI\ deeignatlon for the area north of U-263, nest of U-95, and east 
of Elen Canyon NRA. This includes Rancor Uesr, and the upper ends of Boki, 
Knowles, and Cedar Canyons and North Bulch, as well as Red and Blue canyons 

and their tributaries. 

NATURAL BRIDGES NllTIONAL IIONUHENT AREA 

I support an MZEC to protect VISUAL RESOURCES in this area, including Harmony 
Flat, Yoodenshoc Buttes, The Toe, and Deer Canyon. Part of the enjoyment of 
the Honuecnt is the sweeping vista seen from the entrance road off Highway 
95, nhich includes these features. The visual integrity of this erea should 
be protected, and the U-95 Scenic Corridor does not provide enough. 



WHITE CNNVON COHPLEX 

I support an ACEC to protect SCENIC and CULTURRL VALUES for the lands north 
of U-95, and south of the Dark Canyon Pkteau and the Hanti-La Sal National 
Forest. This includes Cheesebox, BraveI, Long, and Fortknocker Canyons, and 
Jacob’s Chair. In addition, I urge the ELII to close this area to any possible 
tar sands dcvclopecnt, which would inevitably destroy the incredible beauty 
of White Canyon and its tributaries. 

Boer of l y above coaeents illustrate the cost disturbing aspect of the 
SJRtIP. It is evident that designation of areas as PICECs, ONAs, ctc, in 
Alternative E was done in an arbitrary and capricious canner. How can an area 
such.as Beef Basin or Fable Valley be cited as an lCEC in one Alternative, but 
then NOT be included in the Preferred filternative? If an area qualifies as an 
ACEC, ONA, or other designation, it qualifies. Period. Either the cultural 
resources are there, or they are not. Either the visual and recreational 
resources exist, or they do not. To state in one Alternative that an area 
deserves protection, and then to reverse that decision in another Alternative, 
indicates that the choice of preferred designation was done arbitrarily, 
without reference to the resources of the location itself. If the resources 
exist in reality, then in practice the RRP should reflect this sieple and 
obvious fact. I urge the BLfl to recognize this , and to use the resources 
theeselves as the ultiaate criteria for area designation. This is a serious 
problem, and would seea to be QrOundS for challenging the validity uf the 
entire document. 

When designating ACECs, ONAs, and SRRAs, I would like to see the BLH adopt 
stringent l anaQeeent prescriptions for those areas. The following QUideIineS 

would provide real, l raningful protection: 

- Close the area to oil and gas leasing, or at least open it to leasing with 
special provisions to prevent surface occupancy. This is especially 
critical for ‘scenic’ ACECs and ONAs. 

- Liuit ORV use to existing roads in all areas. 

- Close srnsitlve areas where vandallse and pot-hUntinQ is a problre. 

- Withdraw the area free l ineral entry, or at a l inieue require a Plan of 
Operations which ensures no hare to cultural resources. 

- Allow livestock use ONLY if such use will NOT hara the values for which the 
MEC or ON4 was established. 

- Prohibit *land treatments’ such as chaining, range ieprovcecnts, and 
vegetative manipulation unless ACEClONA values won’t be hareed. 

- Prohibit private and couaercirl use of woodland products. 

- Ranage the area as a Visual Resource tlanageeent iVRI0 Class I area, so that 
only projects that meet Class I objectives are allowed. This is especially 
important for scenic ACECs and ONFIS. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 65 DOUGLAS J. GREEN 

[Comnent page 41 

Under BLM guidelines for identifying and designating ACE& (manual section 
1617.8). areas that may qualify for ACEC designation go through a screening 
process; the RMP/EIS has been used to provide this level of analysis (draft 
appendix H). Special designations may vary under alternatives developed to 
meet different management objectives. It is not true, as stated in this 
comnent, that once an area is identified as having preliminary potential, it 
must be carried through ACEC designation. This is neither arbitrary nor 
capricious; instead, the alternative consideration of an area for special 
management reflects BLM's concern with finding tile proper balance of multiple 
uses on public lands. 

This coament's suggestions regarding managemnt prescriptions for ACECs have 
been reviewed. See the response to comnent 2, National Parks and Conservation 
Association, comment page 28, on this topic. 



I urge the BLR to adequately address cultural resource protection in the 
final RHP. I believe the following special l anagcacnt actions should be taken: 

- Identify and protect areas with potential cultural values until intensive 
inventories and evaluations can be completed. 

- Develop 8anagemcnt categories and restrictive stipulations as necessary to 
protect cultural resources fros l nerQy exploration and development, ORV 
use, land treatments, pot-hunting, etc. 

- Monitor the areas for trend and condition changes. 

- Increase patrols and surveillance to prevent pot-hunting, illegal grazing, 
illegal ORV use, etc. 

- Increase evaluation and nomination of districts and sites for inclusion in 
the National Register. 

I realize that implementing these guidelines requires money. I know your 
office is under-funded and under-staffed. I also know your fiscal resources are 
allocated by Congress, and I believe that development of a ‘Cultural and 
Recreational Resource Plan’ highlighting the national significance of these 
resources could do much to influence Congress in the direction of additional 
funding for the San Juan Resource Area. You have a very broad base of support 
for such a proposalI your constituency extends far beyond San Juan County, it 
is indeed nationeidc. 

In closing, the RRP states on paQe 3-58 that cultural resources ‘are a 
nonrcncwabie resource . . . they cannot be replaced; I would like to expand this 

to include the other nonrenewable resources of the San Juan District. Our 

nation’s storehouse of outstanding natural areas, special recreation areas, 
prinitivc and wild and scenic areas are shrinking away even while at the same 
time dceand for them is growing as never before. In the face of expanding urban 

sprawl rnd its attendant stresses, ee as a people need these places as’s refuge 
and a sanctuary where we can restore the balance within ourselves. As such, our 
children will need thea even more. You, Rr. Schcrick, and your associates in 
the San Juan District, have the opportunity, the privilege, and the 
responsibility to act today for the sake of our collective future. The greatest 
resources in the San Juan are its pristine ones. Please help to save the*. 

Thank you for this opportunity. 

Sincarely, 

,$+?4, “I 
/ti , 

Dou las 1. Green 

RESPONSE TO COtWENT 65 DOUGLAS J. GREEN 

CComnent page 51 

Regarding cultural resource protection, see the response to comnent 50 from 
Kris Chick. 

The draft identified areas where specific CRMPs would be developed (draft page 
2-6 and table 2-7); these would be the activity plans prepared after the RMP 
(draft pages 2-l and A-29). Congress appears to be aware of the sftuation 
regarding cultural resource management. 

BLM agrees that SJRA contains appreciable natural resource values. 



Route 11 
Camp Douglas, WI 54618 
4 September 1986 

Ed Scherick 
San Juan Resource Area Manager, BLW 
BOX 7 
Monticello, UT 04535 

Ed Scherick, Area Manager: 

Please include this as part of the comment on the San Juan Drart 
RMP. I requested a copy of the REP on July 3 but still have 
not received one. I see from the Federal Register notice 
that the comment period closes tomorrow. Did you receive 
my request? 

My comments based on the Federal Register notice follow: 

1) The preferred alternative calls for continuation of 
existing grazing levels. I urge BLW to be willing to adjust 
those levels as monitoring reveals needed changes. The range 
should be managed to maintain a near natural vegetative cover 
ho chaining, no heavy grazing) to protect watersheds, wildlife 
habitat, and recreation values. 

2) There should be strong stipulations for reclamation 
of mineral exploration impacts. 

3) Alternative D should be adopted for ACEC, ONA, and 
RNA designations. The preferred alternative includes designations 
for Bridger Jack Mesa, Lavender Mesa, Alkali Ridge, North 
Abajo, Grand Gulch, Dark Canyon, and Cajon Pond. The designations 
should be expanded on Alkali Ridge, North Abajo, Grand Gulch, 
and Dark Canyon and should include Hovenweep, Slickhorn Canyon, 
John's Canyon, Fish and Owl Canyons, Road Canyon, Lime Canyon, 
Mule Canyon, Arch Canyon, and Lockhart Basin. All of these 
areas have nationally significant archeological and scenic 
resources that deserve ACEC/NA designations as much as any 
BLM land in the West. 

Please still send a copy of the RMP. Thank you. 

Rodney Green0 

&SPONSE TO COWiENT 66 BODNEY GRE&& 

CComnent Rage 11 

Although the Federal Register notice of June 6. 1986 and the draft indicated 
that In generalgrazing would continue at current use levels (draft page S-41. 
BLM will use range monitoring studies to determine whether changes need to be 
made in grazing levels to protect the range resource (see draft pages I-7. 
1-2, 2-5 through 2-6, 2-19. and A-301. Management-prescriptions for range 
developed in the draft take many factors into account. and maintaining a 
near-natural vegetation cover was not determined to be the best management 
practice in all cases. 

Chancre to the EIS? No. 



Route 1 
Camp Douglas, WI 54618 
October 23, 1986 

Ed Scherick, San Juan Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 1 
Monticello, UT 84535 
Attn: RWP 

Ed Scherick, San Juan Resource Area Manager: 

Please append this letter to my comment letter of early September 
on the San Juan RWP. Thank you for sending the second copy. 
The RMP reflects an impressive level of professional competence. 
It is well-presented and a respectable resolution of the inherent 
technical difficulties in any planning effort. I think BLM 
should take an even more aggressive approach to protecting 
the resources of the San Juan RA, though. 

BLM has recognized the enormous natural and cultural values of 
the 1.0 million acre San Juan RA with proposals for two RNA6 
(5,930 acres), five ACECs (148,870 acres), seven National 

Register nominations (357,290 acres), closure of 251,980 acres 
to surface occupancy for oil/gas leasing (and special stipu- 
lations for 930,900 acres), segregation of 116,940 acres from 
mineral entry, closure of 100,400 additional acres to grazing' 
(for a total of 138,120 acres closed), designation of three 
new special recreation management areas, substantial new ORV 
restrictions, and lessened fire suppression (Figure S-4 and 
Table 2-7). These proposals are a credit to BLM. The aesthetic, 
recreational, natural, and cultural resources of the San Juan 
deserve such recognition. I urge BLW, however, to extend 
ACECorONA designations to all WSAs as well as Arch Canyon, 
Harts Draw, Hovenweep, Lockhart Basin, Wingate Mesa, White 
Canyon, Beef Basin, Castle Creek, Mikes Canyon, and Nokai 
Dome. Segregation from mineral entry and closure to oil/gas 
occupancy should be made on these areas, too. 

LIVESTOCK AND VEGETATION MANAGEMENT 
Current condition--Over 90 percent of the resource area is 
in the "Improve" category (Table AO-1 and page I-21). The 
Improve category includes lands where "present range condition 
is unsatisfactory, " "resource production potential is moderate 
to high and present production is at low to moderate levels," 
"serious resource use conflicts exist," and 'present management 
appears unsatisfactory" (page A-47). This is a bleak picture 
of range conditions on 1,868,035 acres, but BLW's only recommended 
changes in management are 6,300 acres of new land treatments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 67 RODNEY GREEN0 

CComne'nt page 11 

BLM appreciates this support of the level of professional competence reflected 
in the draft. 

BLM has dropped the ONA desiyation in favor of the ACEC designation. While 
this comment does not provide information sufficient to support a.nanination 
of the areas mentioned for consideration as ACECs, most have been considered 
in the proposed RMP and final EIS based on information supplied in other 
comnents (see revisions to the draft sumnary, chapters 2, 3, and 4, and 
appendixes A, H, and Il. 

BLM evaluated all areas mentioned. Arch Canyon was evaluated as part of the 
Cedar Mesa potential ACEC under alternatives D and E in the proposed RMP and 
final EIS. Castle Creek and Mikes Canyon were evaluated as part of the Nokai 
Dome potential ACEC under proposed RMP and final EIS alternative D. Hart's 
Draw and Wingate Mesa were not found to meet the criteria of relevance or 
importance (BLM manual section 1617.81 and were not considered for ACEC desig- 
nation; however, Wingate Mesa does border the White Canyon potential ACEC 
assessed in the proposed RMP and final EIS under alternative D. 

BLM has prepared management prescriptions for potential ACECs that would be 
needed to protect values identified as being at risk (see draft appendixes B 
and I. as revised). IBLA (76 IBLA 395 (1983)) has directed that the level of 
management imposed on an area should be the minimum level needed. 

Livestock and Vegetation Managenmnt 

Current condition. As noted in this co,ament, S5 percent of the allotted 
acreage ln SJRA is in an I category; however, this does not mean that each I 
category allotmant meets all criteria for I classification, or that all acre- 
age within the allotment meets I criteria (draft. page A-47). Several I cate- 
gory allotments fell under this rating because they have the potential to 
produce more forage than they are producing at present. 

Even if a criterion is met, the situation may not be "bleak," as suggested in 
this comment. For example, range condition may be unsatisfactory, but this 
does not necessarily mean that the condition is the worst it could possibly 
be. Unsatisfactory range condition may be poor. fair, or good, but not excel- 
lent (the best it could be). BLM does not consider the rangelands in SJRA to 
be in a widesPread state of degradation. 



1 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 67 RODNEY GREEN0 I I 

I Comments of Rodney Greeno, SJRMP 
Page 2 
Livestock and Vegetation Management Cpntinued CComnent page 21 

I (page 4-68), maintenance of existing treatments (page 2-68). k phd cl,,-, 

and slight stocking adjustments after the five-year monitoring & <p"""1! Changes in gralinn management recommended in alternative E include not only 
-- “‘7 .. 

period (page A-191). These actions seem inadequate in the grr-""'E O- thaw CllooeZt' .__ --,,_--ions li sted in this comnent, but also development of AMPS (draft 

face of such widespread range degradation. e..' v appendix Ul. 
,t t.+d*+% I 

AMPS would include grazing systems designed to improve present 
range condition and eliminate or reduce any resource conflicts. 

Does an allotment have to be classed "Improve" in order to 
get range development money? 

Future condition-:BLM predicts future ecological condition 
of allotments by alternative in Appendix T. The assumptions 
for these predictions are given on page A-155. Are there 
any studies to support these assumptions? Land treatments 
are assumed to improve ecological conditions to climax. 
Crested wheatgrass is a strange definition of climax on the 
Colorado Plateau. Smaller allotments are assumed static. 
Why? AMP's are assumed to give a ten percent increase in 
ecological condition. Is this an average established by past 
experience? It seems obvious BLM does not have a good idea 
of what future conditions will be because it does not know 
how conditions were naturally, how climate has changed, how 
climate will change, what the current trends are, or how vegeta- 
tion will respond to changes. I hope your range staff has 
collected more historical data than are reflected in the RMP 
(I'm sure they have). FLPMA requires sustained yield management, 
but BLM does not have the data needed to know what sustained 
yield would be except to maintain current levels of stocking 
and hope they can last. The level of sustained yield grazing 
intended by FLPMA seems totally ambiguous--maximum sustained 
yield? Sustained current yield? The problem is even more 
difficult when the sustained yield of grazing has to be placed 
in the mixture of sustained yield of other resources. 

BLM recognizes the limitations of its current range knowledge 
and plans to do monitoring studies over the next five years 
saying "the condition of the range in the SJRA cannot be determined 
prior to evaluating the monitoring studies" (page 3-54). 
But after the monitoring studies BLM is going to be faced 
with the same problems in deciding what "sustained yield" 
means. Studies of the RNAs on Bridger Jack Mesa and Lavender 
Mesa RNAs and other areas may help in determining'the potential 
natural sustained yield of much of the RA, but BLM will still 
have to decide what the proper level of grazing is in the 
context of all other resource outputs. The only range condition 
that is clearly unacceptable is a declining condition (under 
the Taylor Grazing Act). BLM seems confident it will not 
find such conditions in its range studies (page A-1911, and 
the predictions under Alternative A (Current Management? in 
Table AT-1 reflect that confidence (only a few allotments 
are predicted to decline --s,omewhat disturbingly--under Alternative 

One use of tne category system is to prioritize the distribution of range 
development funds. These funds would generally be allocated to I category 
allotments before allotments in other categories. 

Future Condition. Future ecological condition cannot be predicted accurate- 
-but can be made. The assumptions made in estimating changes 
in ecological condition are not based on specific studies, but are consid- 
ered to be conservative estimates (draft appendix Tl. In response to this 
cornsent, the text of the draft has been changed to rate seedings as to 
livestock condition instead of ecological condition as indicated in the 
draft (see revisions to draft appendix T). 

Ecological condition ratings are based on the relationship between the 
present vegetative aspect and the potential plant comeunity for a particular 
range site, using a procedure developed by SCS. The potential natural 
comnunity is determined by studying range sites that have been subjected to 
minimal abnormal disturbance. It was assumed that ecological condition 
would remain static in most smeller allotments because no changes were 
proposed or anticipated under current management. 

Sustained yield as defined in FLPMA is maintenance of a high level of renew- 
able resource production consistent with multiple use. This appears to mean 
that sustained yield is not full potential production, but something less 
given tne conflicting deamnds of multiple uses. Allocation of resources to 
these conflicting demands will not be a simple decision, but will be based 
on the new WP. 

Based on this comment, the text of the draft has been changed to indicate 
that the trend (rather than condition1 of the range cannot be determined 
prior to evaluating range studies (see revsions to draft page 3-54). 

Wnitoring will have to be the bdsfs for any adjustments in grazing use. 
Since these data were not availble at the time the draft was prepared, 
predictions on change in grazing use were conservative. If monitoring 
stludies show a need for change, grazing use will be adjusted (draft pages 
2-6 and 3-54 and appendixes B and J). 

. . 



Comments of Rodney Greeno, SJRMP 
Page 3 
Livestock and Vegetation Management Continued 

A and none under Alternative E (Proposed Action) with elimination 
of spring grazing on four allotments and land treatments). The 
questionable assumptions of Table AT-l still need to be recognized, 
though, and if monitoring over the next five years does find 
declining range conditions, there should be immediate action 
to end those conditions--not only judging from entire allotments 
in an overall way but over parts of allotments (especially 
riparian areas). 

What changes in budgeting will make the monitoring studies 
possible in the next five years? Why were they not made over 
the twelve years since the federal court decision? The $14,000 
extra for grazing management required under Alternative E 
(Table AR-S, page A-96) does not seem to be the key--especially 
since BLM's grazing budget in uninflated dollars was much 
higher in the 1970s than in the 1980s (maybe in inflated dollars, 
too). 

Vegetation treatments-- The "potential land treatments" under 
Alternative E total 241,960 acres (page 2-47) and 6,300 acres 
are proposed for treatment (page 4-68). There seems to be 
an error on page 2-68 which says "implement new land treatments 
on 241,960 acres." ShoulQ,not "implement" be changed to potential 
or "241,960" to 6,30O?e%dre are the 6,300 acres of proposed 
treatments? BLM proposes to maintain 57,000 acres of existing 
treatments und$r Alternative E (page 2-68). Nearly half of 
the proposed;%reatments are on the Grand Guicb Plateau (Slickhorn, 
Texas-Muley, and Comb Wash allotments) within a proposed National 
Register Archeologic District (Appendix U, page 3-55, and 
page 2-39). BLM is placing some big challenges before itself. 
Complying with the archeological resources protection statutes 
and regulations is going to make these treatments difficult 
to implement to say the least and they seem to go against 
the intent of the Special Recreation Management Area. 

Economic considerations-- The cost for annual grazing management 
and range improvement under Alternative E is $295,100; under 
Alternative A, $216,500 (page A-96). Total receipts from 
AUMs per year are about $76,950 (57,000 times $1.35 per AUM-- 
a generous estimate). Receipts do not even cover the cost 
of range improvements under the proposed alternative. Even 
ignoring the costs in decreased water quality to Lower Colorado 
water users, and losses to recreation and wildlife from graziug, 
the 58 permittees of the SJRA (page 3-531 are getting a hefty 
subsidy. Of course, recreationists do not pay their way either, 
but they number in the tens of thousands (page 3-72) andthey 
pay a iot more in taxes to the federal government. I do believe 
in agricultural subsidies (things were not so great before 
them either), but in an-area such as the San Juan RA, the 
benefits to society as a whole through grazing are minute 
compared to the costs and the other benefits of the RA. Grazing 
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Using monitoring as the basis for making grazing-use adjustments has been 
BLM policy only since 1982 (final grazing managaent policy). Prior to that 
time. range inventories were used as the basis. Monitoring data have been 
collected during the period since the NRDC decision cited in this coament 
(draft page I-1). but not at the intensity needed to make grazing adjust- 
ments. Since the early 1980s. the monitoring program has been intensified 
to ensure that sufficient data will be available at the end of the 5-year 
monitoring period. 

Rangeland monitoring is now taking place under current management. Monitor- 
ing costs are included in each alternative budget (draft table 2-4 and 
appendix K, as revised). 
priority work; the 

Rangeland monitoring is considered to be high- 

page l-2). 
RMP/EIS dssmnes that funding wfll be available (draft 

Vegetation treatments 

Based on this and other comments, the text in table 2-7 has been changed to 
reflect that the acreage shown for land treatments is the acreage with 
potential for this type of use. 

The draft shows areas that are physically suitable for land treatments, not 
proposed projects. The 6,380 acres is an estimate of the potential land 
treatment acreage that would be completed by the year 2000, assuming that 5 
percent of the potential acreage would be treated (draft page 4-62 and table 
AU-5). (In the proposed RMP and final EIS, this figure has been changed to 
6,090 acres.) No attempt has been made to predict where, wfthin the poten- 
tially suitable acreage, the treatnmnts would actually occur, or the methods 
that would be used to accanplish treatment. The projected treatments could 
occur within any of the allotments that have potential for this type of use. 

Land treatments would be possible over much of Cedar Flesa. (Management 
prescriptions for most of Cedar Mesa have changed due to the proposed Cedar 
lhsa ACEC; see revsions to the draft sumnary. chapters 2, 3. and 4, and 
ayvudixcs A, H and I.) The NEPA docunmnt prepared for a specific land 
treabncnt project (draft pages 2-1. A-l and A-29) would identify mitigation 
for adverse impacts to other resource values, such as cultural resources. 
Potential mitigation measures might include using herbicides or fire to 
accomplish land treatments or leaving buffers (Islands) around cultural 
sites if mechanical means were used. On Cedar Ma, it was assumed that up 
to approximately half of the potential acreage could be treated if mitiga- 
tlon was applied for cultural resources. 

Economic considerations. Budget figures shown in the draft have been 
revised (see the response to ConnIefIt 9. Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, 
co:mnent page 4. for a complete discussion). 

I I 
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should not be allowed to threaten those other values. The 
fact that it does is a testimony to the strength of pork barrel 
congressional politics in BLW management. The ranchers might 
argue we should turn the land over to them to end the subsidy, 
but that would be the ultimate subsidy. 

Other comments--BLW says that Alternative D would decrease 
forage to 25 livestock operators by 125 percent: Isn't this 
impossible? 

Consideration should be given to closing more areas to grazing. 
The recommendations to close or continue closures on Grand 
Gulch, Wingate Mesa, Dark Canyon, Bridger Jack Mesa, Lavender 
Mesa, upper Indian Creek, and Pearson Canyon are excellent, 
but other areas are as critical. There are 2,134 acres of 
riparian areas closed under Alternative D and this should 
be a priority. The destruction of riparian vegetation is 
sickening in lower Indian Creek, Harts Draw, Arch Canyon, 
and doubtlessly in other areas. 

Spring grazing would be eliminated on four allotments under 
Alternative E (page 4-681, but there are 23 allotments with 
spring grazing and without AMPS. Spring grazing threatens 
vegetation during the critical growing season (page 3-591. 
The changes on the four allotments "would allow an increase 
in vigor and density of cool season grasses" but what about 
the 19 other allotments? And what about the allotments with 
AMPS that still have spring grazing? Spring grazing occurs 
in the vast majority of the RA. What does this imply about 
the base properties BLW allowed under the Taylor Grazing Act 
adjudications? Can't they even support their cattle during 
the spring growing season? After one or two years without 
spring grazing the range should show "increased vigor and 
density" and support moqe cattle in the other seasons, but 
the ranchers in the SJRA apparently cannot fall back on their 
base property for those one or two springs. Should spring 
grazing have been eliminated by adjudication7 Spring grazinq 
is harming the vegetation of the SJRA, holding forage production 
at low levels, and increasing damage to other resources (wildlife, 
water, soils, recreation:. 

BLW notes on page 3-54 that the Perkins Brothers and Indian 
Creek allotments (343,610 acres--l9 percent of the RA) "were 
proposed for reductions [in the 1960s adjudicationsl, but 
these were never made." Why not? Why aren't they proposed 
in BLW's Proposed Action? Did the AMPS solve the problem 
with promises of range improvements or rest-rotation? How 
effective is rest-rotation? (I cannot find a discussion of 
it in the RWP which is not a good sign.1 BLW notes that seven 
of the nine AMPS in the RA are "no longer followed to the 
letter because of changes in land status and opc,rators, limited 
project funding, moratoriums against vegetative treatments, 
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Other conments. The statement that forage would be reduced by 125 percent 
was in error and has been changed (see revisions to draft chapter 4. alter- 
native D). 

The RMP would close areas to grazing where needed to protect other resource 
values throughout SJRA; grazing exclusions on smaller areas could be done 
through activity plans. If necessary to preserve riparian values, specific 
parcels of riparian habitat may be closed to grazing as part of the manage- 
ment developed in AI4Ps after completion of the RMP. However, it is antici- 
pated that most riparian areas can be managed for improvement whilg allowing 
some grazing. 

This comment states that there are 23 grazing allotments in SJRA with spring 
grazing but without AMPS. Under alternative E, six allotments would have 
soma spring grazing but no AMP. Season of use on these allotments was not 
changed because it was not considered to be a problem: either the allot- 
ments are very small with a small percentage of public land, or the grazing 
season includes only a part of the spring season (either early or late 
spring). The remaining 17 of the 23 allotments identified in this comment 
are classed as Sumner allotments. Fbst of the grazing is during the Sumner, 
although some spring or fall grazing is included (draft appendix 0). This 
is not considered a problem. Spring grazing in those allotments proposed 
for AMPS would be rotated among pastures within the allotment, so that 
pastures would receive sane rest, allowing an increase in density and vigor 
of cool season grasses. 

Base properties (draft page 3-53) are used to qualify an applicant as a 
grazing penittee, and these properties must be capable of producing forage 
to sustain the permittee's livestock for a 2-month period (in this resource 
area). However, base properties are not required to be.used for grazing. 

Spring grazing was not eliminated by adjudication (draft page 3-54) because 
it does not deteriorate the range if periodic spring rest is provided. It 
is not known why reductions were not made in the 1960s as mentioned in this 
conment. The two allotments are not proposed for reductions in the pre- 
ferred alternative because, under current poltcy. grazing adjustments based 
on range condition can be made only if supported by adequate monitoring 
data, which are not yet available. NlPs are not currently in effect for 
these two allobnents, so the grazing solutions suggested have not been a 
factor (draft appendix PI. 

Rest-rotation grazing can be very effective in improving livestock forage. 
However. it is not the only grazing system that can be effective. Grazing 
systems are discussed in the draft on pages 2-6 and 3-57 and in appendix P; 
the specific type of system used would be assessed in the NEPA document 
prepared at the activity plan level (draft pages 2-1, A-l and A-29). 
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and the fact that some plans have been found to be unworkable" 
(page 3-581. 

BLM also notes that "The SJRA can produce forage sufficient 
to meet the demand for full active preference (79,098 AUMs)" 
(page 3-57). Then why is almost all of the RA in the Improve 
category at only 57,000 AUMs of use? BLM further states, 
-However, it is believed that implementation of grazing systems 
tat what net present benefit?] on allotments with the potential 
to respond to intensive management would produce more livestock 
forage (page 3-571. Does this mean BLM thinks the RA can 
produce even more than 79,098 AVMs? How affordable, desirable, 
or likely is that? It sounds fantastical to me. Barnyard RA. 

Why have no new seedings been initiated since 1972 (page 3-581? 

The following statement on page 3-58 seems self-contradictory: 
"Season of use is also a concern in winter use pastures where 
shrubs are present. [They are present everywhere except new 
seedings?] Reducing the number of livestock in an allotment 
or in a pasture is not a viable alternative to achieve rest 
for plants. Desirable livestock forage plants are grazed 
first regardless of the number of,livestock in a parcel of 
range. Total forage production is therefore reduced with 
a resultant loss in carrying capacity. [Isn't BLM supposed 
to prevent this not just react?] Reductions in active grazing 
preference would then be necessary. Specific allotments that 
require adjustments in grazing preference will ,be identified 
at the RPS or AMP level after completion'of the RMP/EIS." 
[Would adjustments also be made in authorized use or just 
preference?] BLM says reduction is not viable in the first 
senctence but then says required adjustments will be identified. 
Isn't this contradictory? Or an exercise in recognizing the 
need for the politically impossible? Or BLM cannot reduce 
livestock until the damage is done? 

RECREATION AND WSA MANAGEMENT 

BLM recommends 342,950 acres in the San Juan RA for wilderness 
designation in the Statewide Wilderness EIS, but recommends 
only 116,940 acres for segregation from mineral entry, 0 acres 
for no O/G leasing, 251,980 acres for no surface occupancy 
O/G leasing, and 214,120 acres for closure to ORVs in the RMP. 
Lands are best left undeveloped in the Statewide EIS, but 
not in the RMP. Why not? Indian Creek, Mancos Mesa, Mule Can- 
yon, and the other WSAs are the same land in the RMP as in 
the Statewide EIS. BW has made some excellent protective 
recommendations in ACECs, RNAs, ROS Class P and SPNM mitigation 
requirements, ORV closures, and O/G leasing categories, but 
they leave the most important resources of the RA only partially 
protected. 
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The I category means that range condition could be improved from its present 
state. Many allotments are in the I category because they have the poten- 
tial to produce mere forage. BLM's estimate that SJRA could produce more 
than 79,698 AUMs of livestock forage is based on potential if grazing man- 
agement and land treabmants are applied. Whether this would ever happen 
depends on many factors, including the decisions contained in the RMP and 
project economics. 

New seedings have not been done since 1972 because of a moratorium placed by 
the Utah 8LM at that time, and because of the NRDC lawsuit of 1975. Both 
restrictions prevent land treatments until land-use plans and activity plans 
are completed and.site-specific NEPA documentation is prepared. 

This conment questions season of use in winter pastures. The text has been 
clarified (see revisions to draft page 3-58). Reduction in livestock num- 
bers alone is not sufficient to achieve rest for plants, since desirable 
plants will be grazed regardless of the number of livestock. A grazing 
system is necessary that allows plants to rest during critical growth 
periods. Otherwise. livestock reductions will be needed. 

Except to resolve conflicts with other resource uses, 8LM cannot adjust 
livestock use until adequate monitoring data have been collected (draft 
pages 2-6, 3-54, and appendixes B and J). 

Recreation and WSA Management 

The draft (page l-2) discusses manageamnt of WSAs and ISAs if released from 
wilderness review by Congress. It is assumed that areas released by Con- 
gress from wilderness review would be managed for nonwilderness purposes. 
If an area is designated as wilderness, it would be managed under BLM wil- 
derness management policy. BLM acknowledges that the recomnendations, 
alternatives, and analysis used in the statewide wilderness EIS were not 
used in this RMP/EIS. However, BLM sees this as a logical division of 
analysis. 
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Locatable minerals-- The areas closed to mineral entry under 
Alternative E are the existing Dark Canyon and Grand Gulch 
Primitive Areas (about 99,000 acres), Pearson Canyon (1,920 
acres) , part of the San Juan River Special Recreation Management 
Area (9,380 acres), and some small administrative, cultural, 
and recreational withdrawals (pages 3-23 and 4-63). Thus, 
the proposed action fails to segregate even the two proposed 
RNAs and the Slickhorn Canyon portion of the Grand Gulch ACEC. 
All of the WSAs should be segregated as well as Arch Canyon, 
Harts Draw, Lockhart Basin, Sweet Alice Hills, Mikes Canyon, 
Castle Creek, Nokai Dome, Lake Canyon, and the bighorn mesa 
tops (basically all ROS Class P and SPNM areas). Leaving 
these lands open to mineral entry is a waste of the remarkable 
and rare ecologic, aesthetic, and recreational values of the 
RA. BLM recognizes these unique resources (page 3-661, but 
fails to properly protect them. The mitigation requirements 
for ROS Ciass P and SPNM classes ipage A-24 and A-25) are 
an attempt to protect these areas short of segregation from 
mineral entry, but t mineral entry, but they are not enough. 

Oil/Gas Leasing-- Oil/Gas Leasing-- BLt4 recommends no surface occupancy for oil/gas BLt4 recommends no surface occu-'---- &-- -i"--r I altern 

leasing in ROS Class P areas, leasing in ROS Class P areas, the exis&-'-- --I- the existing primitive areas, 
and the San Juan River corridor (Figure S-4, page 2-62, and and the San Juan River corridor (Figure a-+, pay= L-OL, -6~ 
page 3-67). page 3-67). This is another excellent start but should be This is another excellent -*--& L--L -,---*'* -^ 
expanded to all WSAs and most of the north and west portions expanded to all WSAs and most of the n 

Oil and gas leasing. No management prescriptions are developed under any 
alternative in the RMP/EIS for WSAs based merely on the wilderness review 
status. BLM is obligated to apply the least restrictive level of stipula- 
tions to oil and gas leases necessary to resolve resource conflicts (76 IBLA 
335 (198311; the draft impact analysis (chapter 41 did not justify a higher 
level of restriction in the areas mentioned in this comment. 

I CComnent page 61 

Locatable minerals 

Mineral segregations or withdrawals are made either to protect surface 
resources from development of mining claims or to prevent land fran leaving 
the public domain under mineral patent. In either case, a segregation or 
withdrawal is made only where no less stringent management would resolve the 
conflicts. In the case of the two RNAs, the physical characteristics of the 
two mesas would permit mineral access from outside the RNA; these mesas have 
been mined in the past. Under alternative E as presented in the draft, all 
of the Grand Gulch proposed ACEC (including the Slickhorn Canyon area) would 
have been segregated from mineral entry, (draft page A-831. The proposed 
RliP recomnends several additional areas for withdrawal (although not neces- 
sarily the areas mentioned in this comment). No management prescriptions 
are developed under any alternative in the RMP/EIS for WSAs based merely on 
the wilderness review status. The areas mentioned in this comnentwere 
considered for withdrawal under alternative D. but the resulting impact 
analysis did not indicate that an overall benefit to SJRA would result. 

of-the RA. These are not critical areas for oil/gas-activity, 
but as BLW says "The [ROS] settings toward the primitive end 
of the spectrum tend to be the most crucial in the SJRA because 
they contain the least acreage and are most in demand, and 
because many management actions tend to change the setting 
away from the primitive end of the spectrum" (page 3-66). 

ORVs--The ORV recommendations are the best part of the REP. 
They go a long way toward recognizing the need for ORV restric- 
tions in area that is currently 94 percent open with no restric- 
tions. Alternative E would close 274,270 acres, limit 15,850 
acres to designated roads and trails, limit 501,300 acres 
to existing roads and trails, impose only seasonal restrictions 
on 540,260 acres and leave 651,000 acres open. Arch Canyon, 
the RNAs, and ACECs should be closed to ORVs, too. Bow effective 
is BLW likely to be in enforcing the ORV restrictions? 

ROS Classes and Mitigation Requirements --BLW's preferred alter- 
native is "intended to maintain most P class areas" (page 
A-24). This is a great goal and BLW's proposed restricitons 
will help to fulfill the intention but complete segregation 
from mineral entry and other restrictions noted above are 
also needed. Restrictions for Class P and SPNM areas shown 
on pages A-24 and A-25 should note O/G categories and stipuiations. 
The acreages for P and SPNM areas shown on pages A-24 and 
A-25 do not agree with-the acreages on page 2-96. Which 
are correct? There should be a map of Alternative E ROS classes. 

ORVs. BLM appreciates this support for the ORV designations proposed under 
thepreferred alternative. Under the proposed RMP, Bridger Jack and Laven- 
der E'rsas would be ciosed to OR'J use. Arch Canyon contains a county Class D 
road which BLN cannot close; ORV designations do not apply to county roads. 
All of the ACECs assessed have limitations on ORV use included as part of 
the management prescriptions (draft appendix I, as revised). ORV restric- 
tions (draft appendixes B and El will be implemented and enforced in accord- 
ance with BLM manual sections 8341 and 8342. 

RO: Classes and Mitigation Requirenents. BLM appreciates this support for 
managenrnt prescriptions to maintain . RDS classes. Under the proposed RMP, 
many P class areas would be recoranended for mineral withdrawal (see the 
proposed RWP map); in the other HOS class areas, this level of management is 
not believed necessary. The acreages in appendix A are those to which the 
special conditions listed would be applied; the acreages in table Z-10 are 
those that would be expected to be present in the year 2000 under the man- 
agement prescriptions developed for each alternative. As noted in appendix 
A. the areas managed for ROS classes under alternative E are the areas shown 
in figure 3-16, with tile exception of the P and SPNM class areas near the 
Colorado state line. 

..’ 
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ACECs--FLPMA requires that priority be given to the designation 
of ACECs (page l-91, but the San Juan RMP reflects ELM's extreme 
reluctance to use this management tool. Only two existing 
primitive areas as recreational ACECS (with small additions-- 
111,170 acres), three cultural ACECs (37,660 acres plus a 
49,130-acre overlap with a recreational ACEC), and one wildlife 
ACEC (40 acres) are recommended. The primitive areas deserve 
at least ACEC designations and probably should be ONAs. Grand 
Gulch Plateau was recommended as a 400,000-acre congressionally 
designated National Conservation Area in BLM's 1980 Draft 
Management Plan for the Plateau. That plan was deferred for 
the RMP. What happened to the NCA proposal? That plan also 
proposed ONA status for Grand Gulch, Slickhorn Canyon, Johns 
Canyon, Owl and Fish Creek Canyons, Road Canyon, Lime Canyon, 
and Mule Canyon; scenic area status for Arch Canyon and Valley 
of the Gods; and National Natural Landmark status for Comb 
Ridge. What happened to these recommendations? Many comments 
were submitted on these proposals in the Draft Plan and they 
have not been responded to. These areas should all be protected 
as ACECs or ONAs along with Mancos Mesa, the bighorn mesa 
tops, White Canyon, Mikes Canyon, Castle Creek, Nokai Dome, 
Lake Canyon, Beef Basin, Lockhart Basin, and Harts Draw. 

SRMAs--There are three existing special recreation management 
areas: San Juan River (15,100 acres), Grand Gulch Plateau 
!38ScOO0 acres), and Dark Canyon (62,040 acres) and three 
proposed SRMAs: Beef Basin (66,450 acres), Indian Creek (80,000 
acres), and Pearson Canyon (1,920 acres). These recognize 
the most visited recreation lands in the RA and are a good 
part of the framework needed for controlling recreation impacts. 
I urge BLM to act aggressively in educating the public about 
minimizing their impact and imposing restricitons necessary 
to maintaining the cultural, ecologic, aesthetic, and recreational 
values of these areas. 

Other comments--The Dark Canyon ISA is not contiguous with 
the Needles Proposed Wilderness in Canyonlands NP as stated 
on page I-4, but to the Maze Proposed Wilderness. The two 
proposed wilderness areas are separated by the Elephant Hill 
to Beef Basin jeep road. 

WILDLIFE HABITAT MANAGEMENT 
The mitigation requirements and O/G restrictions for wildlife 
are another good start, but should be complemented with segre- 
gations from entry, O/G closures, and ORV closures as discussed 
above. BLM says on page A-20 that under Alternative E "Grazing 
and other iivestock uses will not be allowed" in 25 foot wide 
floodplain and riparian/aquatic corridors shown in Figures 
3-9 and 3-12. Is this a mistake? It contradicts other statements 
about grazing closures. 
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ACECs. BLM does not agree that the draft shows "an extreme reluctance" to 
use ACECs as a management tool: 17 areas are considered for special desig- 
nations, 10 of these for ACEC (both the RNA and ONA desiplations are being 
phased out in favor of the ACEC designation). Draft alternative D would put 
585,800 acres (33 percent of SJRA) under special designation. and draft 
alternative E 154,800 acres (9 percent); to the RMP team's knowledge, this 
acreage considered for special designation is as much as, or more than, 
under any other RMP prepared to date. The proposed RMP provides for desig- 
nation of several additional areas as ACECs (see revisions to draft chapter 
2 and appendix 11: 
SJRA) would be under 

under the proposed RMP, 501,000 acres (28 percent of 
ACEC designation. 

This comnent asks about proposals made under the 1980 draft Grand Gulch 
Plateau Manageamnt Plan. 8LM has included the analysis of public comnents 
received on the draft Grand Gulch f.hnagement Plan (final EIS appendix AA). 
The consensus was that no activity plan should be prepared prior to comple- 
tion of this RMP (MSA page 4333-15, draft page 3-771. Proposals made in 
that draft, including the proposals for a National Conservation Area and 
National Natural Lancknark, are superseded by this PMP/EIS. 

To qualify for consideration as a potential ACEC, an area must meet the two 
criteria of relevance and importance (BLM manual section 1617.81 (see also 
the response to comnent 101, Gwen Severance). In response to other comnents 
received, the areas mentioned have all been considered for ACEC potential in 
the proposed RMP and final EIS. primarily under alternative D (see the 
response to comnent 2. National Pa-"- ,,.> and Conservation Association). 

SRJIAS . BLM appreciates this support for the SRMAs shown in the draft. In 
%Fi%zferred alternative, three of the proposed SRMAs shown in the draft 
have been combined into the Canyon Basins SRMA. Also, in response to this 
conment, Hart's Draw has been added to the SRMA. This comnent correctly 
notes that the Dark Canyon ISA adjoins the Maze proposed wilderness (see 
revisions to draft table 1-l). 

Wildlife Habitat Management 

No conflicts between surface use and wildlife use of crucial habitat areas 
were noted, except during critical periods; therefore, the seasonal restric- 
tions were developed. As noted in this comeent, the stateroent on page A-20 
regarding livestock exclusions in riparian areas is in error and has been 
deleted (see revisions to draft appendix A). 
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CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
BLN notes on page 2-6 that management of cultural resources 
is largely set by law with the dominant objectives being avoid- 
ance and excavation if avoidance is not possible, but BLM 
does have much discretion in deciding how impossible avoidance 
is. BLM is proposing about 3,000 acres of vegetative treatments 
inside proposed National Register properties, but it is also 
proposing significant ORV restrictions which should help greatly 
in protecting cultural resources. 

Many more areas than proposed in the preferred alternative 
are eligible for National Register nomination and cultural 
ACEC designation--and not all of them are shown in Figure 
3-15, Cultural Resources. All that are shown should be nomi- 
nated and I know of at least two other canyons that should 
be nominated. Why aren't all of the potential NR sites/district.s 
shown? The pothunters know, why not everybody else? 

A 2,000-acre ACEC adjacent to Hovenweep NM should be a first 
priority. The NPS recommended this area for addition to the 
NM in 1985 (page 2-10). These lands should be kept from O/G 
activity to protect some of the most outstanding cultural 
sites in the nation. 

OTHER ISSUES 
Figure S-4 should have a better legend explaining how the 
categories shown relate to O/G areas and ROS classes: 

Over 6,000 acres are proposed as suitable for disposal under 
Alternative E including 25.0 acres at Fry Canyon Store and 
40.0 acres at Photograph Gap. I oppose disposal of these 
tracts; It would be a threat to the natural integrity of 
the areas they are set in. 

Thank you for considering my comments. With hope for ELM 
and its lands-e- 

kodne'y Greeno 
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BLM recognizes that many more sites are eligible for listing on the National 
Register than those listed in the draft (draft table 2-2). It is not cost- 
effective for BLM to nominate individual cultural properties to the National 
Register. Anyone, including the conmentor, can nominate cultural sites to 
the National Register. BLM manages sites that are potentially eligible for 
listing in the same way as it manages sites that are listed on the National 
Register (draft page 2-6); therefore, the outcome of RMP decisions would not 
be affected by listing more sites, regardless of whether the sites are 
nominated. listed, or not nominated. 

The area adjacent to Hovenweep. mentioned in this comment. has been proposed 
for ACEC designation, in response to a request from NPS [see the revisions 
to draft chapter 5). The proposed area (that requested by NPS) contains 
1,500 acres (slightly different from the 2,000 acres shown as a potential 
ACEC in draft alternative D) (see revisions to draft, table Z-6). The 
management prescriptions for the proposed ACEC are those worked out between 
BLM and NPS; they are tne level necessary to protect surface resources 
present (see revisions to the draft sumnary, chapters 2, 3, and 4, and 
appendixes A, H and I.) 

Other Issues 

The legend on figure S-4 corresponds to the oil and gas categories. 

The developnent at Fry Canyon, under a lease since 1955, has a store, motel. 
cafe, trailer court, and two residences. The area of development at Fry 
Canyon currently encumbers approximately 17.5 acres, even though the exist- 
ing lease is for 2 acres. The 25 acres identified in the draft is the 
smallest parcel possible to cover the current facilities, using aliquot 
parts. The proposed 25-acre disposal would cause no greater impact to 
scenic resources than the existing facilities now in place. 

The 40-acre tract at Photograph Gap is an isolated parcel; it is uneconomic 
for BLM to manage small, scattered tracts. However, prior to any disposal, 
a field examination of the tract would be conducted. Any adverse impacts to 
surface resources would be assessed through the NEPA document prepared at 
that time (draft pages 2-1, A-l and A-29). The tracts listed in the draft 
are those that meet certain criteria; suitability of each parcel would be 
determined individually. It is not expected that every parcel listed will 
be sold, or that every parcel sold will be contained in this listing. 

. 

CKiitTThtneETSI Yes. 
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COFMENT 68 

October 29, 1986 

Ed Scherick 
San Juan Resource Area Manager 
P.O. Box 7 
Monticello, Utah 84535 

Dear Mr. Scherick: 

Please consider the following comaents. 

Chapter 2-Plan Alternatives: 

It is imperative that we protect what makes San Juan County unique: 
a heavy concentration of prehistoric cultural sites and vast areas of 
land not yet heavily marked by modern man. Aiter-native E is therefore 
a dissapointing choice. The BLM has failed to seize the opportunity to 
protect much of the SJRA's character. 

Alternative E effectively provides no more protection for cultural 
sites that the current policy of inactive management. despite a pro- 
jection of almost 16,000 damaged sites. Vandalism to sites strongly . 
correlates with road access-the greater.the development. the greater the 
loss. Only by limiting development. access roads, and ORV use will the 
BLM live upt to the policy mandates of 16 USC 470-l(1986 Supp.). 

Alternative B unfortunantlp results in a huge loss for nonmotorized 
primitive areas as well. Backcountry area use in the SJRA has grown 
rapidly, wMle there has been no corresponding rise in need for development 
Primitive lands, like archeological sites , once gone vi11 be lost forever. 
Development can alvays occur later if a true need arises. BLM has recog- 
nized that crowding in Grand Gulch and Dark Canyon may soon require a 
permitting system. Areas such as Fish and Owl Creek canyons approach 
similar usage. It is therefore difficult to justify BLM's decision not 
to protect greater amounts of wilderness lands. 

San Juan County is a unique area within our county. It has avoided 
development which has homogenized most of our country. Here it is still 
possible to wander an isolated canyon alone. to visit the dwellings of 
ancient cultures. to enjoy a respite from the hurried vorld that exists 
elsewhere. It is unfortunate that an alternative has been chosen which 
will not protect these resources so that future generations might have 
also enjoyed them. Alternative D would have been a preferable choice. 

Chapter 3- Biotic Components: 
Air 

The Management Plan determines that SJRA air is clean because there 
are no major polluting sources within the region. This blatantly ignores 

RESPONSE TO COWlENT 68 

I [Comment page 11 

SCOTT GROENE 

BlJ4 appreciates this comment. but notes that the public consnent period was not 
intended to solicit votes for any alternative presented in the draft. 

As a result of other public comments received, proposed management of Grand 
Gulch, Fish Creek, and ON1 Creek Canyons has been revised under the proposed 
RMP (see revisions to draft chapter 2). Protection of wilderness lands was 
not discussed in the draft. See the response to comment 13. Utah Wilderness 
Association, comment page 3, on this topic. 

Chapter 3-Air 

The draft notes (page 3-27) that air quality withfn SJRA is affected by 
activities on adjacent lands. Facilities outside SJRA, such as the 
powerplants mentioned in this comnent, may affect air quality within SJRA; 
however, all available data for SJRA and the surrounding area attest to good 
air quality (draft page 3-28). Facilities outside SJRA operating under 
permits are outside the area of public lands covered in this RMP, and 
therefore are not covered by planning decisions that may come from this RMP. 

If outside sources contribute to regional haze and affect visibility (and data 
indicate that the powerplants mentioned in this comment do contribute to 
regional haze), they would cane under the purview of state air quality 
regulations. These are administered by the state. not by BLM. 



Page 2 

large power plant sources within the four corners area which visibly affect 
air quality within the SJRA. 

The SJBA Plan fails to provide any'protection for the air quality of 
the PSD Class I area with in the SJBA. 

Social Conditions: 

The blanket statement that area residents favor development of natural 
resources is overbroad. While the pre-November election San Juan County 
Commissioners have been strident supporters of development at any cost, 
they do not represent the values of many of the county's residents. 

Conclusion: 

I appreciate the enormous difficulty the BLM faces in managing the 
San Juan County area. And while I disagree with the decision to implement 
alternative E, I would like to thank you for choosing to protect Grand Gulch 
and Dark Canyon. 

Thank you for your consideration of these cements. 

Sincerely. 

Scott Groenh 
P.O. Box 32 
Bluff, Utah 84512 

P.S. Would you please place me on the mailing list for a copy of the 
final planning document? 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 68 SCOTT GROENEg 

CComnent page 21 

SJRA contains no class I air quality areas (draft page 3-28). Protection for 
class I areas near or adjacent to SJRA is provided by compliance with class I 
air quality standards as explained in the draft (page 2-81. 

Social Conditions 

The statement that residents favor development of natural resources is based 
on majority of responses to development-related issues at development-related 
public meetings in SJRA. letters to the editor of the San Juan Record, 
responses by elected officials, and socioeconanic s.tudiesTifOIe area [Centaur 
Associates, Inc., 19791. This statement was intended to represent the 
majority of local residents, not all people residing in the area. It did not 
imply that residents favor developnvant of natural resources at any cost. 

Conclusion 

BLM appreciates support for the protection of Grand Gulch and Dark Canyon. 

Chanqe to thefT$? No. --- 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 69 ED GRLMBINE 

CComnent page 11 

BW appreciates this cornsent, but notes that the public comnent period was not 
intended to solicit vote: for any alternative presented in the draft. 

Grazing 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

The draft indicates that 29 of the grazing allotments in SJRA, or 95 
percent of the resource area, are in the I category (draft page 3-54); the 
draft also indicates that one criterion for placement in the I category 
would be unsatisfactory range condition (draft page A-47). However, the 
draft does not state that 95 percent of the allotments are in poor condi- 
tion. Unsatisfactory range condition could be poor, fair, or good, but 
not excellent. There are four other criteria for placement in the I 
category; presence of any one of the criteria would result in I classifi- 
cation. See the response to comnent 3, National Wildlife Federation, on 
this topic. The statement that grazing use would be maintained at exist- 
ing levels (draft page 2-15) is not believed incompatible with the range 
management actions proposed (see draft appendix Ul. 

In areas where grazing was excluded, livestock would be kept out by using 
fencing, topographic barriers, or a cotiination of both. This type of 
detail would be worked out at the activity planning stage, not in the RMP 
(see draft appendix B). 

Although the draft states that downcutting is found in some riparfan areas 
(draft page 3-33) and that most riparian areas have uses that conflict 
with habitat managesmnt (draft table 3-6, pages 3-50 and 3-51). it does 
not state that riparian zones have been severely impacted everywhere in 
SJRA. The draft indicates that changes in livestock use may be made as a 
result of monitoring range condition and trend (draft pages 2-5 and 2-6); 
grazing use in rfparian areas or watersheds could be adjusted if needed 
after monitoring studies are done. Watersheds would be managed for 
improvement under grazing systems developed at the activity plan level. 
The draft proposed management stipulations that would protect riparian 
areas and watershed areas with sensitive soils or sensitive slopes from 
conflicting resource uses (see draft appendix A, pages A-20 and A-21). 

The alternatives considered in the draft favored different uses of 
resources. The preferred alternative showed an insignificant econanic 
benefit to recreation outfitters and a slight economic loss to ranchers 
(draft table 2-101. 



RESPONSE TO COMYENT 69 ED GRLMBINE 

[Comnent page 21 

costs 

The budget figures have been reviewed and corrected (see response to comnent 
9. Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance). See revisions to draft page 2-54 and 
appendix K. 

Nonpublic-land areas in San Juan County which receive significant recreation 
visitation include Canyonlands NP. Natural Bridges l+i. Hovenweep iJ4. Glen 
Canyon NRA, Manti-LaSal NF, and Monument Valley Tribal Park on the Navajo 
Indian reservation. These areas are federal lands, but are not included in 
the public land base assessed in the draft (see draft page I-17). In addi- 
tion, an estimated 50 percent of the visitors traveling through the area are 
en route to a destination outside SJRA (see draft appendix R, page A-1401. 

Wildlife 

BLM does not agree that bighorn sheep have been driven off the public lands. 
The bigllorn sheep population in SJRA is the largest in Utah (draft page 
3-42). The study cited by BLM [King and Workman, 19831 indicate that bighorn 
sheep did not use areas within grazing allotments differently during the 
grazing season from the way they used them during the nongraring season; the 
study did not conclude that desert bighorn sheep were intolerant of cattle. 
(See also response to comment 27, Fish and Wildlife Service.) 

Chaining 

As noted above, the public comaent period was not intended to solicit votes 
for any alternative presented in the draft. This comnent errs in stating the 
preferred alternative in the draft would manipulate 31,300 acres of native 
vegetatlon: of the 31,340 acres of vegetative manipulation in alternative E, 
25,000 acres are existing crested wheatgrass seedings, not native vegetation 
(see draft appendix W. page A-1901. The remaining area (less than 0.5 percent 
of the public land area in SJRA) would be native vegetation, although there 
may be stands of adventive species within these areas. (The figures in the 
final EIS have been changed to 31,090 acres total, with 6,090 acres of new 
land trcnbncntr. This chanye is a result of modifications to management of 
the bighorn sheep habitat.) (See revisions to draft pages 4-68, A-190, and 
A-193.) Crested wheatgrass and other adventive or exotic species are used in 
seedings because of their success in rapid establishment. palatibility as 
forage for livestock and wildlife, and relatively small cost caapared to 
native species. In areas of deep soils where native trees and shrubs become 
daninant, little understory cover of shrubs or grasses occurs. This leaves 
large areas of bare soils which are subject to deep rilling and gullying in 
SJRA. Crested wheatgrass and several other exotic species have been found 
effective in retarding tne effects of erosion. 
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Mr. Ed Scherick, Manager 
San Juan Resource Area 
B.L.bt.1 P.O. BOX 7 
Konticello, Ct. 84535 

Dear hlr. Scherick 

The first time I drove through the country you 
have management responsibility for was in 1959, 
I was seven years old, and my heart poured out 
to it. 

Fven now as a non-resident I have a strong emo- 
tional attachment to the Colorado Plateau. 

After living and working in b!esa Verde National 
Park. I know how valuable and fragile archelogoc- 
ial resources are. 

During pack trips into Dark Canyon and Grand Gulch 
I have seen the potential for degradation of both 
cultural and primitive resources due to,recreational 
pressure. 

Please consider steps to protect and maintain the 
valuable public lands under your management. The 
spirit of place of the Colorado Plateau is 50 unique 
in my opinion it deserves review as to it's special 
management potential. 

Thank You For Your Considerate Attention. 

RESPONSE TO COtMEI~T 70 MICHAEL E. HOLWEGER 

[Comnent page 11 

ELM agrees #at SJRA contains appreciable natural resource values. Regarding 
preservation of wilderness values, see the response to comnent 13 from the 
Utah Wilderness Association. 

The proposed RMP provides management to protect cultural resources.and prlmi- 
tlve and semiprimitive recreational values (see revisions to draft appendix 
A). The proposed RMP provides for special management for Dark Canyon and 
Grand Gulch. 

-_--_ 
Ctianoe to the Ei% ho. - 



COMMENT 71 

hd/8~ RESPONSE TO COMMENT 71 ERIK R, HVOSLEF 

CComnent page 11 
BLM agrees that SJRA contains appreciable natural resource values. Regarding 
preservation of wilderness values, see the response to comnent 13 from the 
Utah Wilderness Association. 

The proposed RMP provides management to protect primitive and semiprimitive 
recreational values (see revisions to draft appendix A). 

Regarding management of public lands adjacent to NPS units, see the response 
to comment 2, National Parks and Conservation Ilssociation. BLM recognizes the 
need to protect cultural resources (draft page 2-6), and is confident that the 
preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for management of 
cultural resources in SJRA. 

Chanqe to thm No. 

* . . 



&ESPON_s_E TO COIMENT 72 KATHLEEN JOHNSON 

[Comnent page 11 
BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources (see draft page Z-61. 
ELM is confident that tire preferred alternative provides an adequate framework 
for managemnt of cultural resources in SJRA; this Comnent offers no specific 
information to the contra*. 

The preferred alternative provides several special designations for cultural 
resources (see draft table 2-2, page Z-20, and table 2-6, page Z-60, both as 
revised). Special designations alone do not guarantee a particular level of 
management. (Stipulations for management of the special desigplations proposed 
for the RMP are given in draft appendix A.1 

This comnent suggests 7 to 9 million acres in SJRA have special management 
designations instead of 1.9 million acres. The public lands within SJRA cover 
1.8 million acres (draft page I-17). and not all of the area is proposed for 
special designation under any aiternative presented. 

Recreation use is expected to increase by 25 percent by 2000 (draft page 
4-201. Under the preferred alternative, there would be a sli#t loss of 
acreage in primitive condition, but this does not correlate to increased use 
(draft page 4-69.). 

_-.- 
%a%? to the EIS? No. 



R$SPONSE TO COMENT 73 WAYNE KING 

[Coresent page 11 

BLM recognizes the need to protect natural values and cultural resources and 
is confident that the preferred alternative provides an adequate (and legal) 
framework for management of cultural resources in SJRA. 

kianagmnent of cultural resources er se does not meet the definition of a 
planning issue (draft page l-11. %- a result of public comnent, the discus- 
sion of the treatment of cultural resources under the different alternatives 
has been expanded in this proposed RMP and final EIS (see revisions to draft 
page l-61. See the response given to comnent 2. National Parks and Conserva- 
tion Association. 



RESPONSE TO COtMENT 73 KING WAYNE 

[Comnent page 21 

The proposed RMP provides for designation of several areas as ACECs (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix I). This comnent's nominations for 
specific areas are accepted. See the response to comnent 2, National Parks 
and Conservation Association, for a discussion of all areas mentioned. BLM 
has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC designatfon; 





RESPONSE TO COtWENT 73 YAYNE KING 

CComwnt page 41 

This cement's suggestions regarding management prescriptions for ACECs have 
been reviewed. See the response to cement 2. National Parks and Conservation 
Association, comnent page 28, on this topic. 



RESPONSE TO COtWENT 73 WAYNE KING 

[Comnent page 51 

The draft identified areas where specific CRI4Ps would be developed (draft page 
2-6 and table 2-7); these would be the activity plans prepared after the RMP 
(draft pages 2-l and A-29). Congress appears to be aware of the situation 
regarding cultural resource management. 
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P.O. box 7, &wactuO, Uf 84535 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 74 KIM KOENIG 

[Comnent page 11 

Cultural Resources 

BLM recognizes the need to conduct cultural resource inventories. and has 

Ii 
rovided for this in the draft RMP (draft page 2-6). Cultural resources will 
e managed in accordance with all applicable laws (draft page 2-11,; the draft 

assumes that funding and personnel will be sufficfent to carry out any plan 
approved by the State Director (draft page l-2). The draft provides that some 
areas will be managed for conservation of cultural sites (draft page 2-6, 
figure 3-15). Because of the wealth of cultural resource sites in SJRA, 
regular monitoring of all known significant sites is not possible. 

The suggestion regarding establishment of special management areas is noted. 
The proposed RMP and final EIS considers ACEC potential for all of the areas 
mentioned in this comment except Tin Cup Mesa, which is considered as a poten- 
tial archaeologic district (see revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix I). 

Uildl ife 

The preferred alternative in the draft includes special conditions to protect 
crucial habitat for bighorn sheep, antelope, and deer (draft appendix Al. The 
approach taken in the draft was to apply the least-limiting level of restric- 
tion neccessary to resolve resource conflicts. The draft did not identify 
conflicts between bighorn sheep and livestock grazing (draft page 3-581. DRV 
use was restricted using seasonal limitations (draft table 2-81. 

The draft incorrectly indicated that livestock would be excluded from all 
riparian areas under the preferred alternative; this has been corrected (see 
revisions to draft page A-20). Springs and riparian areas provide water 
sources for livestock. 744Ps will be developed for most of SJRA (draft appen- 
dix U); under an AMP, grazing may be excluded in selected riparian areas to 
improve riparian condition. 

BLM agrees that T/E species should be monitored. The draft (page 2-81 pro- 
vides for surveys to determine the extent of these species. 

Under alternative D, all WSAs were included in the natural succession areas; 
the impact analysis did not show a net benefit to SJRA (draft chapter 4). BUd 
manages public resources under a nultiple-use mandate which allows many uses 
of the public lands. MDst uses involve human intervention and are incongruous 
with maintaining an undisturbed ecosystem. 



RESPONSE TO CMMENT 74 KIM KOENIG 

[Comnent page 23 

Very little of SJRA is now subject to federal predator control to protect 
livestock. Predator control has not been conducted in WSAs. Elimination of 
grazing would have very little effect on predator populations. Hunting and 
trapping of predators for sport or fur are current activities in SJRA that 
would continue to occur with or without livestock grazing. These activities 
are regulated by the state (UDWR), not by BLM, and are not provided for 
through an RMP. 

Vegetation/Grazing 

BLM agrees that the vegetation in SJRA should be managed to achieve a healthy 
condition. Native plant species are not needed for reclamation in every case; 
exotic or adventive species are sometimes desirable because they may be more 
successful in establishing a ground cover, or because they provide greater 
forage value. BLM does not agree that land treatments should not be conducted. 

A no-grazing alternative was not analyzed because it was not realistic or 
reasonable. BLM is under no obligation to assess a no-grazing alternative 
where livestock grazing is a historic use in the area (Natural Resources 
Defense Council Inc., et al. v. Hodel. 624 F.Supp. 1045 iD.Nev. 1985)). 
Grazing can occur without the types of adverse impacts to the environment 
cited in this comment if managed under sound range management practices, such 
as grazing systems, which protect soil and water resources and provide for the 
physiological needs of plants. 

Wildlife use far more than the 17,300 acres allotted to wildlife (draft fig- 
ures 3-11 and 3-12). Wildlife have access to most of SJRA; livestock do not 
use all of the acreage included in grazing allotments. In many areas, live- 
stock and wildlife coexist with little or no competition (draft page 3-58). 
In some areas, such as Beef Basin, livestock grazing can improve habitat used 
by deer. BLM does not agree that more acres should be allotted to wildlife. 

BLM does not consider public lands in SJRA to be overgrazed (draft appendix 
T). Range monitoring will be used to determine the extent of any damage 
caused by grazing, and as the basis for adjustments to livestock grazing 
neccessary to protect range condition (draft page 2-6 and appendixes B and JI. 

According to BLM records, nearly all of the grazing permittees in SJRA are 
full-time livestock producers (draft page 3-981. 



RESPONSE TO COXMENT 74 KIM KOENIG 

CComnent page 31 

Recreation 

All WSAs and ISAs in SJRA will be managed under the IMP until released from 
wflderness review by Congress (draft page l-2 and 2-71. For areas designated 
as wilderness, a site-specific wilderness management plan will be prepared 
(draft page 2-71. No wilderness management plan will be prepared prior to 
wilderness designations. 

~BLM does not agree that all WSAs need to have special management designations 
to facilitate management as wilderness. The draft (page l-2) discusses man- 
agement of WSAs and ISAs if released from wilderness review by Congress. It 
is assumed that areas released from wilderness review are to be managed for 
nonwilderness purposes, Therefore, no attempt was made through the RMP/EIS to 
apply quasi-wilderness protective management to areas released from wilderness 
review, or to assess impacts to wilderness values from activities projected to 
occur under the alternatives in the draft. 

ORV use is limited to resolve a specific, documented resource use conflict 
(see draft appendix E). Table 2-9 (draft page 2-91) indicates, under the 
different alternatives, where ORY use would be restricted to protect crucial 
wildlife habitat and riparian areas. 

The comnents regarding recreational developments and use in Beef Basin and 
Indian Creek are noted. 

Minerals 

Neither BLM nor the Federal Government has the authority to dictate tne time- 
table for economic pursuits by private interests, or to tell mineral develop- 
ers that their primary consideration should be altruistic, not economic. 

Because of the nature of the laws governing the development of public mineral 
resources, economic benefit is the greatest influence on development of these 
resources. A higher demand for mineral commodities results in developsent Of 
mineral resources that would be uneconomic if demand were low. 

The tU.iP can be used to determine where minerals development would be inappro- 
priate, based on surface resource conflicts; areas would not be withdrawn from 
development because of low or marginal mineral-developsent potential as SUg- 
gested in this comnent. The RIbiP can also be used to set terms and conditions 
for minerals exploration and development which conform to the goals and objec- 
tives of the plan (draft page 2-12). The different alternatives assessed in 
the draft provided for these considerations (draft chapter 2 and appendix A). 
However, the RMP/EIS cannot change the ways in which mineral resources are 
allocated, or rights to developnent under law. 

BLM agrees that avoidance of environmental destruction should be a primary 
consideration for activities on the pi;c?ic lands. 
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CComaent page 41 

There are no provisions under existing laws for the governimznt to force oil 
and gas cuapanies to share exploration data. The RMP cannot impose conditions 
on the use of public lands and resources that are outside the scope of law. 

BLM also hopes that the FIMP provides long-term wisdom in management of'public 
lands and resources. 
plan. 

This is the underlying purpose for preparing a land-use 

?JiiriyieTT?F!CK? No. .- _- .--_=n==z 
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Bureau of Land Management 
San Juan Resource Area 
P.O. Box 7 
tlontlcello, Utah 84535 

November 1, 1986 

Dear Sirs: 
We have often travelled to the San Juan Resource Area for our 

vacations and have frequently vislted the areas Iisted below or places 
adjacent to them. We have done this over a period of many years, with 
many of our friends, and we care very deeply about the futureof these 
special places. Therefore we are recommending a number of actions 
relative to !he San Juan Resource Nanagement Plan. 

We support ‘Area of Critical Environmental Concern’ (&EC) 
designation for all lands in the Canyonfands Basin whfch are visible from 
Canyonlands National Park or BLpl’s Needles and Canyonlands Overlooks 
(including Hatch Point Cliffs) In order to protect scenic values, and ACEC 
designation to protect cultural values within the Canyonlands Basin and 
land between Harts draw and the park boundary. (The southern half of this 
fs not adopted under BLH’s alternative E-1 We support :Outstandtng Natural 
Area’ (ONA) for all Canyonlands Basin land. 

2. Glen Canuon National Recreation Area 
We support an ACEC deslgnatlon to protect wildlife, scenic, natural, 

and cultural values for all lands in this area. 

We suo~ort a 2000 acre ACEC to protect scenic and cultural values in 
an area the boundary of whtch ts descibed under Alternative D (but not in 
E). 

4.8eel 
We are In favor of an ACEC here to protect scenic values for the lands 

south of Canyonlands National Park lying between the Park, Hanti-La Sal 
Natfonal Forget and the Dark Canyon P!ateau and visible from the park, 
including area8 in Beef Basin, the Dark Canyon Plateau, and Cathedral Butte. 
We support ACEC status to protect cultural values for all lands between 
Canyonlands, the forest, and Dark Canyon (in Alternative C but not in E). We 

1 

RESPONSE TO COWlENT 75 4 

CComnent page 11 

BLM agrees that SJRA contains appreciable natural resource values. 

The proposed fIMP provides for designat!n of several areas as ACECs (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix I). This coament's nominations for 
specific areas are accepted. See the response to comnent 2. National Parks 
and Conservation Association, for a discussion of all areas mentioned. BLM 
has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC designation. 



areconcemedaboutthe desertbighomand deer,andwe wishtoinclude 
these areas as ACEC for Wildlife values as well. 

s.Park 
We support an ONA designation for the entire area and an ACEC as 

Well form Dark Canyon a Middle Point (scenic, natural, and cultural 
values). 

6.Whfte 
We urge designation,of an ONA here. We also support an ACEC for 

Scenic and cultural values in the area north of Utah Highway 95 and south 
of the Dark Canyon Plateau and the Manti-La Sal National Forest. 

7.Natural 
We support an ACEC to protect scenic values for visitors to Natural 

Bridges National flonument. The area should include Woodenshoe Buttes, 
the Toe, Qnd Deer Canyon. The boundary should include Harmony Flat (S.E. of 
the Honument) and the land between the Monument and the National Forest. 

We support an ACEC to protect CUltUrpl, scenic and natural values, 
with a boundary the same as the archeological distrtct proposed for the 
area under Alternatives C and D. We support ONA designation for all 
roadless lands in the Cedar Mesa ACEC. 

g.Alkall 
We urge ACEC status to protect cultural values, with a boundary the 

same as for the Alkali Ridge ACEC of Alternative D. 

10. Jloki-Red C~nm 
We support an ACEC designatton to protect cultural values within the 

upper ends of Red, Cedar, Forgotten and Hoki Canyons and North Gulch, as 
well as upper Lake Canyon. 

In general we urge the BLtl to make the protection of wilderness, scenic, 
and recreational values a first priority, especially in areas BLM identtfies 
as primitive, or semi-primitive (motorized or nonmotoriZed We feet 
strongly that the BLM should manage lands adjacent to National Park Units 
(Canyonlands, Hovenweep, Natural Bridges, and Glen Canyon Recreational 
Area) in a manner that wili fully protect park values. fleaningful 
protection for ACECs and ONAs should include the following: (1) closure to 

RESPONSE TO COf&iENT 75 D* 

[Comnent page 21 

Regarding preservation of wilderness values, 
from the Utah Wilderness Association. 

see the response to comnent 13 
The proposed RMP provides for manage- 

ment to protect primitive and semiprimitive recreational values (see revisions 
to draft appendix A). 

Regarding management of public lands adjacent to NPS units, see the response 
to comment 2, National Parks and Conservation Association. ELM recognizes the 
need to protect cultural resources (draft page 2-6). and is confident that the 
preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for management of 
cultural resources in SJRA. 

This comnent's suggestions regarding management prescriptions for ACECs have 
been reviewed. See the response to comment 2, National Parks and Conservation 
Association, comnent page 28, on this topic. 



Oil and gas 18aSlng (or, at th8 YB[Y least, prohibition Of SUrlOC8 OCCUpOnCy) 
(2) limitation of ORV use to existing roads (some roads may even need to be 
closed in order to prevent vandalism in cultural ACEC’sl (3) withdrawal of 
ACEC and ONA land from mineral entry, or proof that any surface 
disturbance will not harm cultural r8sourc85 or scenic values (4) exclusion 
of the land from livestock use, land treatments, range improvements, and 
vegetatfve manipulations unless it can be Proved that ACECIONA values 
will not be harmed by such actions (5) banning of prfvate and commercial 
use of wood products (6) management of the areas as Visual Resource 
Management Class I areas, with no projects violating Class I objectives 
allowed for any ‘scenic’ ACEC or ONA. 

in addition, the BLM should supplement the San Juan flanagement Plan to 
inClUd8 a specie1 management plan for protecting cultural r85ource5 with 
details on such items a5 increased action8 to prevent vandalism, protection 
of areas Until lnventortes are complete, and d8VelOpmsnt of restrictions 
for protecting resources from th8 consequences of ORV, energy 
exploration, or other potentially disruptive use. 

Thank you very much for consideration of the points in this letter. We hope 
that th8Se suggestions or8 helpful and that they will be acted on. Please 
inform us as soon as decisions are made on the the San Juan ReSOUrC8 
Management Plan and at any time before that if additionai public 
participation is involved. 

Stncerely yours, 

Dr. Paul 8. Kunast g. 

-i+?UbWfl~ 
Mrs. Chela V. Kunast 

3 15 Skylark Way 
Boulder, Colorado 80303 

RESPONSE TO COWENT 75 DR. PAUL 8. KUNASZ AND CHELA V. KUNASZ 

[Comnent page 31 

BLM agrees that cultural sites are an important resource in SJRA. The draft 
provides for CRMPs to be developed for management of specific cultural 
resource properties or districts (draft page 2-6 and table 2-7). 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 76 DAVID LENDERTS 

CComnent page 11 

BLM agrees that SJRA contains appreciable natural resource values. 

Mo&iainings have been done on public land in SJRA since 1972 (draft page 
Recreational ORV use in SJRA currently occurs 

ern and eastern parts of SJRA (draft figure 3-16). 
rimarily in the north- 

BL R knows of no "develop- 
ment schemes" proposed at this time for public lands or resources in SJRA. nor 
any schemes that would result in a "scarred polluted scene"; this comment 
offers no information as to specific projects. 

Regarding the suggested special designations, see the response to comment 2 
from National Parks and Conservation Association. BUT has dropped the ONA 
designation in favor of the ACEC designation. 



RESPONSE TO COIMENT 76 DAVID LENDERTS 

CComnent page 21 

Regarding management of public lands adjacent to NPS units, see the response 
to cMnent 2, National Parks and Conservation Association. Regarding preser- 
vation of wilderness values, see the response to comwnt13 from Utah Wilder- 
ness Association. 

ELM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources (draft page 2-6). and is 
confident that the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for 
managewnt of cultural resources in SJRA. 

7&anoe to-em No. 





-~~~prt an m to protect scsnle values important to visitor snjoymttit of 
~~uu-al Bridles H. Monument. Boundary should include H*rmony Fl*t (southeast 
o* the aonunsnt) *n* the lands twtwaen tile uo”“ms”t a”* the National P.r.Pt* 
Thl, *r.* .h.“ld inelude wood.“oho. Buttw. wt. me, a”* D..P canyon. 

*support * 2coo *cr. ACEC to protect cultural ..“d Sf.“iO values.. support * 
boundary eonsist*nt with tha Xovenxeep ACEC proposed under alternative D . 
(but not =dapt.d under BLM's ~ra~srrsd sAt.r"atl". E.) Cultural =.DOU=C.S hi- 
tlli, are* *l-e M int.gr*l part Of th. archeological sires within Ho"e"wssp 
NaCionsl Mon*m*nt. and *r* important to understanding Hovsnwccp’s sites. 
sesnio prc.t*etion is essential to pr.a.rv. Ho”.nn..p’a hiatorio sc.ne.. 
I” their 198.5 w *or the “o”.“*..p Ma”~g.m.“t PM”. the Hlltlonal P*rk s.r”ic. 
has .“gg.st.* mar this zoo0 ..cre *.I.* b. prot.wta* by **ding It to the pal-k 
or *.*ignating it *n ACEC with stro”g at1pu1arions to pPOt.Cr va1u.a. 

-.*upport L” ACEC to protect Cultural. acanic an* natural values. Propose 
a boundary conaiarsnr with the *rCh.OlO~IEBl.diStP~Ct propose* for *.sig- 
narfon un**r alt*mativ*r C&D (but not adopted in *IX’s pre**rred alternative 
s). Area lnoludss Grand C”lch, Johns. Sli+m?,, Fish and Owl. lime. Road. 
ml. and mch Canyons and Comb Ridge-all containing outstanling natural. 
scenic and culr"=al "al".S. Ths Plan notes that cultural r.so"rc.s *I-. sig- 
,,ir,cmt In this entire are8 becsus. of the vealrh of undisturbsd Basket- 
maker and Pueblo sit*sy Area Is vulnerable to pot.-hunting. 

--support a,, m for ell roadleas lands in the Cedar Mesa ACEC. 

--s”pport en *cm to protect EUlrUral “al”.... support a bo”“*ary eonsirrsnt’ 
*iti-, tll. l?a;jiO acra Alkali Ridl. ACEC propose* ""de= alternative D 
(but r.*ue.* to Only ,5.~dgo a.=.. ""de= BLM'P p=.Z.==.* alrarnatl". E.) 
*he are* ia important b.CBUS. Of Irr.plae.abl. Basketmaksr an* Pueblo 
"illag. sit... oiren reaching densities of 200 sit.. per qua=. rnil.. 
Sit. a,-. very ""lnsrabl. ho energy .xplo=atio" .,"d *s"elo,m."t. "a"dalism, 
ma* constrvctlo" B"d naintmance. nn* propose* vegetation nanipu1ations. 



Group CIaims -viwderrne~s ACE 

Hurts St@& Jobs, Econ03~y 
By Jim H‘oolf 

Tribune Enrironmemal H’r~ter 
me .dcd the desigoation of 1.9 millicn 
acres ot ai:derncss o!, il* L’tah l&s. 

A new coalition to oppose the des- CcnPcrrat:on groupr \Wl;,d ,,t.e ,o see 
ignation of additional wilderness in marh “OX wl!derness than scgqc;:. 
Ulah was unveiled Tuesdig. ed by the BLhl 

“The key issue is lhe economy of Nr. Wlllenti?c said coaXtic: IW~,. 
I’lah - jobs. jobs. jobs,“s.M C. Eoolh bet3 fJ”or”pro:ec!ion 2nd wj;z o: I I : 
Wallentine. executive vice prcwd2nt OUT IXXLI rcsJurcc*.~~ tut GFp?.,. 
of the Utah Fsrm Sureail Fedwa:ioz Ihe scvcre rc;lrlc!~ons i!,.~OSCd t:. 
and chawman of the newly formed nil<erness des,gnarion. 

: Utah Public Lrnds hlcltiple Use Co- The fact thet hundreds of t!,,,:.. 
alition. sandsof xrei of land in Ulah remoilx 

. . Designation wilderness as 
clef&h ‘by the National Wderness 

in near pris1ir.e cow.fitio,n is pro: 1 ol 
the ‘xwstanding joy federal Inal 

i ~cl means locking up the lands. cut- 
tlng of1 Ihe jobs, taking away the 

agencies have ,done at managin: 
their property wthoot tbe wilderness 

~~~‘“1~. ..*.a . . . . . .l.... o .I:-:- ‘i”” “.i*rr,, Ll,tlC. . . . . . . . . designation. he said. 
j tion. turning back the sportsmen. the 

handicapped and the elderly. Many Nichaei R Sibbctt. executive vice 
Utahns do not understand that ail- president of the Ctah CntUemen’s AS. 
demr-s designation of state and fed- social;on,said vilderncssdesignstlon 
ernl lands signillcantly cuts int3 the Is “o goarantee thal a ,XWXl of land 
economy.” said hlr. Wallemmc dur. Mll be protewd. Indeed. hesaid Wl- 
In&! a press conference at the state dC’:“eSS CZt” Fr.“.“, Ihc “se 0,“nrcd. 

C4@tOl. em Iwhn:ques” needed to prow: 

Members 01 lhe anti.rildemess co- 
lands. 

, alition are: Utah Arsociatlon of Cow. He asked. for example. whether 
I Iles: Utah Cattlemen‘s Association; Utzhns aould prefer lo visit a core- 
: Ulsh Farm Bureau Federation; Utah fully macaged !orcst of ‘uall trees” or 

Forest Industry Council; Utah Nanu- a wilderness wea ravaged by “in. 
! facluren Assmlatfon; Utah Mining LecLs, noxious weeds and wild Ilrcs: 

Assocla~ion; Utah Petroleum Associ- MarkWalsh.representing theL%sti 
ation; Utah Taxpayers Association; Association of Counties, Mid Ulahns 
and lJ.uh !Vool Crowers Associstion. don’t yet understand the economtc 

1 
’ 

sllr. Walientine characterized the ~nseqoen~ of designktfng wilder - 
coalition as “the propellant force be- ness in their stale. In addition I,> 

, bind jobs In Utah.” “lockingup”valuable resoorceswith- 
Becaose of iu concems about vii- in their boundaries. Xr. Walsh s&d 

dcrness, the coalition sill launch B ndderness designation could resu!t in 
rertriclions on adjacerd “huller” statewide educational campaign on ,snds. 

the economic problems associated 
, ailh wilderness and lobby hard to And if wiidemess areas are desig- 

prevent the passage of a?other xii- nated “C:LSS one.” or pristine air 
derness bill in Utah. qurlity ureas. lilt. Wnlsh said serious 

Congress last year aurhorired Ihe’ rcXraints would he imposed on tho 
creation of 750,OW acres of wldcr- 

s(afe.s ~onomic grot*lh, 

ness in Utah o” lands con:roll?d by Clair Amrd. executive secretx~ of 
the U.S. Forest Service. The Bureau the Utah Wool Growers Asswfation; 

,L - of Lmd Management has recom- See B.P, IWnma 4 

RESPoNS& TO COMENT 77 MARJORIE G. LEWIS 

[Comment page 11 

BLM agrees that SJRA contains appreciable scenic and natural resource values. 

Regarding preservation of wilderness values, see the response to conent 13 
from the Utah Wilderness Association. 
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Up and Down the Street 

By Robert H. woody 
Tribune Burnerr Edllor 

Who visits Utah in summertime? 
Hey. it isn’t mom and pop and the 

kids - welcome as tier are - with 
!ravel gear lied on top of the car. 
and expeclaliolu of a welcome 
bath and bed al homes of Mormon 
relatives. 

Mostly, the viiilors are an affht- 
ml and well-educated lot of profes- 
sionals and mid-managers who. for 
ibe Giost par: stag h Ice! n?o1e!s 
sod hotels. and oat al local resta”. 
rants accordinr! to a new survey. 

And they lik;what they set. but 
iG; -b,irily HL.1 ibsr rat. Awi 

spondenls reported family incomes 
ol more than $IO.wo; 13 percent. 
more than $60.000. 

Nationally. oniy 5 percent of U.S. 
families report income over 
$60.600, says Mr. Frechlling. 

A mri;t;:b were co&fe~rd io 
If they baven‘ibeen 10 the slate be. 
fate. they do find local liquor laws 
s bit annoying. 

‘Ibe profile of the affluent sum- 
mertime visitor cornea as bit of P 
surprfse. say9 Douglas C. Frech- 
Uing. director of the US. Travel 
data Center. Washington. D.C.. and 
Jay C. Qolley. director of the Utah‘ 
Travel Council. 

For when they undertook the s”r- 
vey earlier this year. they had l x- 
petted tno,rr of the budgelcqn- 
scious family type of visitor wth 
religious lies to the Church of Jesus 
Christ of Latter-day Saints. 

But only 13 percent surveyed 
were Mommnr 

The survey aas done al 21 sites 
- from Temple Square in down- 
tom Salt Lake City lo Bryce Can- 
yon 

And it is soother step in o 
SIM).OC4 study that will be wrapped 
up by by next September lo help 
lhesule fine tune ilstowism pitch. 

Mr. Frechlling’r group is the 
lead investigator. 

llie study team did I.636 inler- 
vim 

Iforty-three percent of the I-+ 

be from proicssional. managerial 
or technical ranks. 

The difference between what re- 
senrchen had expected of visitors 
and what showed up in lhe survey. 
is an echo of misperceptions of the 
stale by outsiders in a study in the 
early 1970s by John Hunt. o former 
Utah State University professor. 

NXtle*: 
There was the perception that 

Utah was a desert slate. and that - 
because of the local Mormon cub 
lore -inhabitants wore black suits 
and gowns and were topped by 
black. broad-brimmed hats and 
bonnels like 1hoSe of Pennsylva- 
nia’s Amish. 

Mr. Hoa now a professor of 
tourism al George Washington Uni- 
versity, Washington. D.C.. is a par- 
ticipant in lbc newest study. 

The Utah Travel Council is pul- 
ling up 6100.000 for the *weyear 
studs the Salt Lake Convention 
and Visitors Bureau 6% 000 t I . 

Mr. Frechlling’s group is the 
lead investigator. 

Another finding in the latest 
study 

Fifty-four percent said Utah was 

their travel destination. T: ey wxc 
not just “oassins tl:rowh.” _ . - 

Average slay for all rcspond;..:S 
was 311 dnys. 

They ranked fricadlinesr high 
Utah cuisine got a IOwer mark. 

They were astooi;hed by lhz 2i- 
versity of scenery. 

Each party spcnlS+5 daily I” iI.5 
state. 

A ahopping 16 percent came b: 
air - a level lhal surorised lhe rd- 
searc+s. 

It is generally understood that 
many winter ski wsitots come by 
air, h’ll a:: FTzzx-r 7’-i:cr;. 

More will be known about the 
winter visitor after the local firm 
of Dan Jones B Associates corn 
pletes a Dec. I lo hlarch 31 serjes of 
interviews. 

Where are the visitors coming 
from? 

Relatively close and lith 21 r?iL 
lion in pop&lion, California 5 ‘p 
plied nws! of the vmtors - 19 p?r- 
cent. Next was Arizona. with 6 
purer& Colorado - with whom 
Utah has long been waging a tnur- 
1st war - followed with 5 percent. 

States east of the 3fississ:ppl 
provided 21 percent of the visilo:a. 
The lead stales were X’ew Sork ‘,:,d 
New Jersey with three and lw; 
percent, mpeclively. 

Twelve percent were from out- 
side the U.S. although langu:,~. 
romplicatiocs might have maw.4 
accuracy of the tally. Surprisingly. 
Canadians accounted for only or.e 
out of four foreign visitors. The 0th. 
ers were from overseas. 

And. says Mr. Woolley, most of 
the “others” are Germans who. by 
natore. like the robust hiking. cook- 
log and camping opporlcr.ities 
Utah affords them. 

PES'qNSE 70 COPWENT 771 MARJOQE G. LEQ 

[Comment page 21 

BLM appreciates this comnent, but notes that the public comnent period was not 
intended to solicit votes for any alternative presented in the draft. 

The RMP/EIS has analyzed the projected increase in tourism and related 
economic benefits expected to occur under the preferred alternative (draft 
chapter 4). 

Chawe to the m No. 



CO~+IENT 78 

William J. Lockhart 
P.Q. Box 8672 

Salt Lake city, Utah 84108 

November 3, 1986 

Ed Scherick 
San Juan Resource Area Manager 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. BOX 7 
Monticello, UT 84535 

Roland Robison 
State Director 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
Suite 301 
324 South State Street 
Salt Lake City, UT 64111-2303 

Re: Comments on draft San Juan Resource Hanagement Plan 

Dear Sirs: 

This is to advise that I join in and incorporate by 
reference the comments and requests submitted with regard to the 
above draft management plan by Terri Martin on behalf of the 
National Parks and Conservation Association and by the Southern 
Utah Wilderness Alliance. 

In particular, I wish to emphasize the need for the State 
Director to issue detailed guidance to the Moab District and San 
Juan Resource Area regarding the plan's serious failure to assure 
consistency with the resource values and uses of National Park 
Service lands adjacent to the San Juan BI.H lands, as well as 
consistency with the specific management plans of the specific 
Park units. In particular, .the plan fails to deal with key 
issues which I requested to be addressed in my prior letter of 
February 2, 1985, concerning the inadequacy of the preplanning 
analysis. (Copy enclosed.) 

As NPCA's comments make clear, detailed guidance is also 
needed to deal with-- 

(a) The failure to address cultural resources as a planning 
issue, and the failure to develop an adequate factual basis for 
assessing the impacts on cultural resources that will result from 
alternative management proposals; and 

(b) Application of proper standards and procedures in 
identifying and considering appropriate protection for "areas of 
critical environmental concern." 

Because of these and other inadequacies discussed in NPCA's 
comments, I join in the request that these fundamental 
deficiencies be remedied in a new draft plan and EIS to be made 
available for public comment. Particularly in failing to provide 

RESPONSE TO COt&IENT 78 WILLIAM J. LOCKHART 

CComent page 11 

See the response to cement 2. National Parks and Conservation Assoclatfon, 
and comnent 9, Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance. 
designation in favor of the ACEC designation. 

BLM has dropped the ONA 

Regarding State Director's guidance for this RMP. see response to cement 2, 
National Parks and Conservation Association, cement page 13. 



an adequate basis for analysis of the above issues, the current 
draft is "so inadequate as to preclude meaningful analysis" by 
the public, requiring preparation and circulation of a revised 
draft. 40 CFR 5 1502.9(a). 

sin re, , 

H&f* 
William J. c art 

RESPONSE TO COWENT 78_ AM J. LOCKHART WILL1 

[Conment page 21 

BW is confident that the proposed Rl4P provides an adequate framework for 
management of public lands and resources in SJRA, and that both the draft and 
final EIS present a realistic and adequate analysis of the projected impacts 
of the alternative plans presented, in keeping with Section 102(2)(C) of NEPA 
and the CEQ regulations cited in this comment. Accordingly. this proposed RMP 
and final EIS is believed sufficient to respond to public comments on the 
draft and to present revisions to the draft based on public and aqency review. 



William J. Lockhart 
P.O. Box 8672 
Salt Lake City 
Utah 84Lo8 

2 February 1985 

Roland G. Roblson 
State Director 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Third South and State Street 
selt Lake City, Utah 

Gene Nodine, District Director 
Moab District 
Edward R. Scherick, Area MTnager 
San Juan Resource Area 
U.S. meau of Land Mpnagement 

Re: San Juan Resource Management 
Plan, Preplanning Analysis 

Dear SirS: 

!fhis letter protests and asks yo'ur reconsideration of certain 
decisions about the scope and content of the above resource manage- 
ment plen as reported in your' preplenning analysis transmitted 
under cover of your letter of 25 January 1965. 

While the four planning issues discussed in your preplanning 
analysis are important concerns n the failure to include many of 
the additional planning issues Identified by the public and aris- 
ing from major aotivitles anticipated in the region is clearly 
inconsistent with the planning objectives of the Federal Land Pol- 
icy and &tigemant Aot. 

The FLPHA planning proceea was explicitly designed to assure 
that crltioal Issues affecting present and future uses of the pub- 

lic lends, partlculerly controvarslal or conflicting uses or poten- 
tial uses, would be considered and addressed in an open end pub- 
110 process. 

your current preplanning analysis attempts to avoid public 
accountability for addressing certain of the difficult planning 
and use issues that are already ocourrlng or are imminent in the 
San Juan ReSomCe Area. If your planning process is to comply uith 
fiP?#, those issues cannot be avoided. Furthermore, the basis on 
which you explain your declination to address many key issues is 
unsound. Spacifice3.ly, the esee--- r*4on that many of those key issues 
will not be addressed beoause they are "not discretionary is 



Roblson, et al., Page 2 

inaccurate 8.a a matter of law and IS Inconsistent with the repeated 
claim and exercise of discretionary authority asserted by BLM. 

This letter requests t 

1. That BLM revise Its ldentlflcatlon of the planning lseuea 
to be addresaed in the San Juan RKP to Include issuea effecting use 
of the public lands for possible development of e nucleer waste re- 
ponltory end potential conflicts between thet development end scenla, 
recreational, aesthetic end cultural values, particularly those of 
Canyonlends National Park. 

2. Thet BLM revise Its identification of the plenning 
iaauea to include Issues addressing the conflicta between mineral 
development end the acenlc , recreetionel, aesthetic end cultural 
values of the eraal particularly es those conflicts may affect Can- 
yonlends Ratlonal Park. 

revise Its 
3. As obviously required b{ the above issues, that BLM 

identification of acrlter a for problem identiflcetlonv 
to require thet consideration of “problem areas” include the con- 
flict between existing and proposed uses, and conflicts between 
different propoaed uae8. 

4. Ihat BLM revise or supplement its present preplanning 
enslysls to address the issues that ere likely to arise from the 
proposed transfer of Forest Service lands to BLM msnagement. 

In addition, if ELM peraiata in reiusing to consider sny of 
the ebo.ve issues, It is speclficellg requested, pursuant to 5 U.S. 
code, section $&S(e)P that the undersigned be supplied wltb a 
statement of the basis for the conclusion thEt the verioua issues 
listed on pages 13 and 14 of your preplanning enalyaia should be 
ellmlnated or disregarded on the ground that: 

%anagement of the resource is governed by 
specific lava and regulations or 1s other- 
wise not dlscretlonery with the area manager.” 

Similarly, it 1s requested that the authority to disregard a 
major laeue on the ground that It Involves a “certain elte or lncl- 
dent” be supplied. If that has reference to, e.g., the problems 
associated with the proposed nuclear waste repository, your pre- 
planning anslyslo offera no basis for dlarbgarding the massive 
planning and management impacts of that project on the public lends. 

FlnaIIy, with reference to the planning Issues associated with 
the proposed nucleer waste repoeltory, it should be emphasized that 
the lmportanca of that issue and t’he need for FLPI44 planning to 
address it hee been repeatedly ralaed with the EDAS DISTRICT since 
at least ~~1~~1962. See Notice of ~ppe al to Board of Land Appeals 
transmitted by my letter of 19 July 1982. Repeated requests to the 

Roeb Dlatrlct to address this problem were answered by the District 

1 I 



Roblson, et al., Pega 3 

mnager on 14 August 1984, assuring that: 

8Moeb District BLM will complete a plan amendment 
in compllsnce with 43 C.F.R., Part 1600, et the 
time the Davis end Lavender Canyon sites ere nom- 
inated es suitable for site chsracterlz8t10n.1V 

The undersigned has previously protested that conclusion on the 
ground that the planning process should eddress the issue before 
the crucial decisions are mede. gee attached letters of 2r 
ober 1984 to Gene Rodlne and to Roland G. Robison, snd references 
to extended previous correspondamoe on this Issue* yf gbR is going 
to persist in this position , it is requested that some statement 
of the legal and factual basis for that decision be supplied to 
the undersigned. 

S /wr ,.” 

4 

& 7 .’ \. 
. “’ 

llliam JJLckhart J 
Pro se, &d i;s 
Attorney for the Rational parks 
end Conservetion A8societion, 
Friends of the Earth, the Utah 
Wilderness Associetlon end 
the Don't Waste Utah Campelgn 



UKNT 79 

Ed Scherick, Manager 
San Juan Resource Area 
6Li”i, P.O. Box 7 
Mont ice1 lo, UT 84535 

26 October I986 

Subject Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement 
for the San Juan Resource Area 

Dear f”lr. Scherick 

Protection of cultural resolurces is not adeq?rately addressed In the 
R!lP/EIS I am urging you to use both special management designations (such 
as areas of crItical environmental concern) and stringent management 
Stlpu\atfOnS to Insure adequate protectlon of cultural re5Ource5 1 have 
several personai experiences with degradation of cultural resources which I 
w!il cite as examples of the need for strong management guidance. Each time 
I revisit the ruins in the Beef Basin area, I see more ORV tire tracks, evidence 
of vandalism, and even sorne archeological destruction due to agricultural 
operations. I have seen where graineries hidden in the tributaries of White 
Canyon have been knocked down. I have seen piles of excavated earth inside 
natural alcoves In the same area, lndlcating Shumway-type vandalism. 

in addltlon, I am urging you to use both special management designations 
(such as ACECs and Special Recreation Management Areas) and stringent 
management stipulations to Insure adequate protection of primitive 
recreation resources. I was astonished during my last visit to Comb Wash. It 
was overrun with ATCs and dirt bikes. Meanwhile, rnore and more wild areas, 
such as Red Canyon and the White Canyon tributaries, are being overused by 
hikers and horsepackers Grand Gulch and Dark Canyon require special 
protectron designations, for they are completely overrun with hikers One 
Memorial Day weekend, a family held its reunion in lower Dark Canyon Forty 
family members were bathing, camplng and hiking in the Same area, and a 
constant stream of hikers passed through them 

Please help protect ELM cultural and recreational resources in the San 
Juan Resource Area. 

RESPONSE TO Cof+iENT 79 TONY MERTEN 

CComnent page 13 

EILM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources and is confident that 
the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for management of 
cultural resources in SJRA. The proposed RMP provides for designation of 
ACECs to protect cultural resources, and for development of CRMPs (draft page 
2-6 and table 2-71; these would include management prescriptions.to protect 
cultural properties from other surface uses (draft appendix A, as revised). 

ACECs would not be designated solely to protect recreation opportunities, 
although they may be designated to protect natural and scenic values leading 
to recreatfonal uses, The preferred alternative provides for the designation 
of SRMAs, which would be the basis for recreation activity planning (draft 
page 2-7 and table 2-71. The proposed RMP would also limit ORV use in areas 
where conflicts with other surface resources exist (draft table 2-U and 
appendix A). 

Both Dark Canyon and Grand Gulch would have special designations under the 
proposed RMP. Regulation of visitor use would be detetmined through an ac- 
tivity plan, prepared after completion of the RMP (draft page 2-l and A-29). 

-_.I__-~ 

Chanoe to the EIS? No. 



CO&iENT 80 

RESPONSE TO COi+iENT 80 POLLY MILLS 

[Comnent page 11 

BLM agrees that SJRA contains appreciable natural resource values. Regarding 
preservation of wilderness values, see the response to comaent 13 from the 
Utah Wilderness Association. 

The proposed RMP provides for designation of several areas as ACECs (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix Il. This comnent's suggestions for 
specific areas are noted. See the response given to comment 2, submitted by 
the National Parks and Conservation Association, for a discussion of these 
areas. 



RJSPONSE TO CWU4ENT 80 POLLY MILLS 

CComnent page 21 

BLM has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC designation. 



COHMENT 81 

[Comment page 11 

BLM agrees that SJRA contains appreciable natural resource values. The 
proposed RMP provides for deslgnation of SP.MAs to better manage recreational 
values, including primitive recreational opportunities (draft table 2-7 and 
appendix A). 
page Z-61, 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources (see draft 
and the proposed RI4P includes ACECs designated to protect cultural 

resources (see revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix I). 

Regarding preservation of wilderness values, see the response to comnent 13 
from Utah Wilderness Association. 

I 



October 18, 1986 

Ed Sharick 

Manager, San Juan Resource Area 
Uonticello, Utah 

Dear Mr. Sherick: 

I'm writing to ask you to maintain as much area a6 possible in 

a pristine. wilderness state in your re8ource management plan. From 

lvhat I've see, not nearly enough area is designated this way 

1 Clearly remember the excitment of seeing petr@yphS and mountain 
lion tracks in remote, nearly untravslled canyons. This excitment 
should remain a possibility for people in the years to come. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel Murphy ' I 

1556 Sunset Elud 
Boulder CO 80302 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 82 

[Comnent page 11 

BLM agrees that SJRA contains appreciable natural resource values. 
preservation of wilderness values, 

Regarding 
see the response to comnent 13 from Utah 

Wilderness ksociation. 

The opinions expressed in this comnent are noted. 

Chanqe to the EIS? No. -- 



Dctoher 30, lo86 

COMMENT 83 

ureau of Land Management 
an Juan Resource Area 
.o. Box 7 
onticello, Utah 84535 

ear Sirs: 

am writing in regard to your draft San Juan Resource Management Plan. 

his section of the country is probably the most unusual and spectacular 

rea of its kind. Both the wilderness canyon country and the'incredible 

rcheological sites in this area are unsurpassed. It is because of my 

eep concern and love for this area that I am urging you to protect this 

atural ( and national ) resource by enacting the following strategies 

n your RMP: 

(a)prioritize the protection Of Wil 

values in the San Juan Resource 

valuable are the primitive, semi 

motorized areas. 

derness, scenic and recreational 

Area, Especially vulnerable and 

-primitive andsemi-primitive non- 

(h)manage the areas adjacent to the National Parks and Monuments in 

a way which ~;11 protect the val~ues the parks were created for, 

(c)do something to protect the archeological resources 

from destruction by ORV use and pot hunters, 

of the area 

hese general guidelines can be implemented by declaring certain regions 

s Areas of Critical Environmental Concern and/or Outstanding Natural Areas 

reas I believe merit these distinctions are listed below. 

Canyonlands basin 

Hovenweep (using boundaries given in alternative D) 

Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 

Cedar Mesa 

Alkali Ridge (using boundaries given 

Beef Basin 

Natural Bridges 

White Canyon Complex 

Moki-Red Canyon Comlex 

Dark Canyon and Middle Point 

in alternative D) 

RESPONSE TO COt#4ENT 83 JEFF NELSON 

[Comnent page 11 

8LM agrees that SJRA contains appreciable natural resource values. 

Following are responses to the specific points raised: 

a. Regarding preservation of wilderness values, see the response to comnent 
13 from the Utah Wilderness Association. The proposed RMP provides 
management to protect scenic and primitive and semiprimitive recreational 
values (see revisions to draft appendix A). 

b. Regarding the comnent on management of public lands adjacent to NPS units, 
see the response to comnent 2, National Parks and Conservation Association. 

c. ELM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources (draft page 2-6), 
and is confident that the preferred alternative provides an adequate 
framework for management of cultural resources in SJRA. 

The proposed RMP provides for designation of several areas as ACECs (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendixes H and I). This cormrent's sugges- 
tions for specific areas and management actions are noted. See the response 
to comnent 2, submitted by the National Parks and Conservation Association, 
for a discussion of these areas and management options required. 

BLM has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC designation. 



JEFF NELSON (2) 
October 30, 1986 

These ACEA's and ONA's should be managed in a way which will preserve their 

scenic and recreational qualities. Therefore they should he: 

-closed to oil and gas leasing which involves surface impacts 

-limited use ORV areas to keep ORV's on existing roads 

-withdrawn from mineral entry 

-available for grazing use only if this use is not detrimental to 

the qualities for which the area was designated 

-excluded from land treatments, range improvements and vegetative 

manipulation unless these actions do not degrade the qualities the 

area was designated for. 

-excluded from all private and commercial use of woodland products 

-managed as a Visual Resource Management Class 1 area. 

This part of the country is unique in the world. Nowhere else can the 

kind of country found here be explored and enjoyed, I therefore urge you 

E 

to do all you can to insure that it will remain a beautiful and scenic 

area both now and in the future, Thank you very much. 
0 

Sincerely yours, 

9 

i '3 & 
L' 

Jeff Nelson 

4300 Whitney Pl. 

Couldcr, CO EC303 

CComnent page 21 

The suggestions for management of ACECs are noted. 

The draft RMP/EIS applied the least restriction necessary to resolve specific 
resource conflicts. 



Mr. Murray Pope 
P.O. BOX 475 
Snowmass. CO 81654 

*RESPONSE TO COI&IENT 84 MURRAY POPE 

[Comment page 11 

General 

1. The proposed RMP has identified several managermznt prescriptions to 
protect scenic and recreational values in SJRA. Regarding protection of 
wilderness values, see tie response given to cement 13, Utah Wilderness 
Association. 



RESPONSE TO COFZMENT 84 MURRAY POPE 

CComnent page 21 

2. BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources and is confident 
that the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for manage- 
ment of cultural resources in SJRA. The draft (page 2-6 and table 2-7) 
identified areas where specific CRMPs would be developed; these would be 
the activity plans prepared after the RMP (draft pages 2-l and A-291. 

3. Congress did not direct that public lands adjacent to NPS units he managed 
to protect park values. See the response to comnent 2 from National Parks 
and Conservation Association for a discussion of this topic. 

Specific 

1. The draft RMP/EIS applied the least restriction neccessary to resolve 
specific resource conflicts. The limitation to existing roads and trails 
is considered more restrictive than necessary in many areas, and would be 
applied only in those situations where this level of management is 
warranted. 

2. Both the draft and the proposed RMP provide many management tools to 
protect cultural resources. The draft provides for ongoing inventory of 
cultural resources (page 2-6). the protection of cultural resource sites 
(appendix Al, and the development of CRMPs (page 2-6 and table 2-7). The 
draft also provides for establishment of cultural resource management 
zones (draft pages 2-6 and 3-60. figure 3-15, and table 3-9). 



I w - I 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 84 

[Comnent page 31 

Protection of cultural resources, along with the reasons why management of 
cultural resources did not qualify as a planning Issue. is dfscussed in 
more detail in the response to comnent 2, National Parks and Conservation 
Association. Congress is aware of the need to protect cultural resources. 

3. The proposed RMP proposes ACEC designation for the)area adjacent to 
Hovenweep. The proposed ACEC is the resouxe protectfon zone identified 
by NPS, and includes about1.500 acres of public land in SJRA. Because 
BLM cannot determine boundaries of NPS units, expansion of Hovenweep NM 
cannot be resolved through the RMP. 



COWlENT 85 

I 

RESPONSE 

October 23. 1966 

Bureau of Land Management 

San Juan Resource Area 

F-0. Box 7 

Monticello, Utah 84535 

Dear Sir: 

I would like to submit my comments on the draft resource 

management plan for the San Juan area. 

It is my opinion that the area under consideration is unique in 

the United States by virtue of it's cultural history and the remains of 

that culture that are in desperate need of protection from damage both 

intentional and unintentional. This historical character in combination 

with unique scenic and ecological characteristics require a special level 

of protection that does not seem to be adequately addressed in the draft 

RMP, 

Specifically, I would like to see an ACEC for the areas near 

Hovenweep be included in a preferred alternative. The Canyonlands basin 

area, including the land between Harts Draw and the park should also 

become an ACEC. The Cedar Mesa area, by your own analysis and admission 

having significant cultural resources, has not been recommended for an 

ACEC under the preferred alternative and I think that is a serious 

omission. Likewise in the area between Canyonlands, the National Forest, 

and the Dark Canyon Primitive Area. 

The general impression that the draft RMP gives me is that cultural 

and scenic values have not been given proper priority. I would like to 

see specific planning actions aimed at effecting inventories, protection 

and enforcement of protection for the cultural resources of San Juan 

County. Perhaps by developing such plans it will highlight, to Congress, 

the need for additional funding for execution of the plans. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

u 
John Paul Reeves 

JOHN PAUL REEVES 

[Cement page 11 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources (draft page 2-6). BLM 
is confident that the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for 
management of cultural resources in SJRA. 

BLM manages scenic values under the VRM system (see draft appendjx G). VRM 
class I areas, which afford the greatest level of protection, would increase 
under all alternatives considered in the draft; the preferred alternative 
shows a si*ificant increase (124 percent) over current management (draft 
table 2-10, as revised). 

In response to other coarpents, the areas suggested in this comnent have been 
considered for ACEC designation in the final EIS. 

The need to provide ongoing inventories is not a planning decision; neither is 
enforcement of legal obiigations. Such concerns need not be spelled out in 
the RMP because they do not require land-use allocations. However, ELM recog- 
nizes these needs (see draft appendix B). ELM does not agree that specific 
planning decisions for inventories or legal obltgations are needed in the RMP 
to ensure funding. 

__- 
QJj@ to the m No. ____ -.--.._ 



C@WlENT 86 

October 29, 1986 

Ed Scherick 
Bureau of Land Management 
P-0. Box 7 

Mo, icello. Utah 84535 

Mr. Scherick. 

The comment I have regarding the San Juan RMP/EIS concerns 

the presentation of the alternatives. Although there are five seperate 

alternatives analyzed, I would describe alternatives B, C, and D as 

scenarios rather than true alternatives. Obviously any final plan in 

your district is going to be (and should be) a compromise between two 

sides. The development forces on one hand and the environmentalist 

forces arrayed against them. By presenting alternatives that don't 

reflect some degree of compromise you are not really presenting an 

alternative at all. B. C, and D are just worst-case scenarios that 

don't stand a chance of serious consideration. It appears that five 

courses of action have been described when in fact there are only two. 

I think that the purpose of presenting aiternatives is to pro- 

vide a range of realistic responses to the identified issues. I would 

suggest that a more useful format would be to present alternatives 

B and D not as alternatives but as end-points in a range of choices 

and as benchmarks for the relative merits of several workable 

alternatives in between those extremes. I understand that this sug- 

gestion would require considerably more work on the document. but then 

I suppose almost all suggestions do that. 
I am a resident of northern Utah who enjoys both the primitive 

and "tourist" recreational opportunities in the San Juan area. Thank 

you for the opportunity to participate in this process. 

Regards, 

John Paul Reeves 

,RESPONSE TO COWlENT 86 JOHN PAUL REEVES 

[Comment page 11 

BLM is confident that the alternatives presented in the draft would provide 
reasonable and feasible guidance for management of public lands. They were 
developed to present a range of alternative ways to manage public resources in 
SJRA. 



87 s;@++ENT 

October 30. 19R6 

Bureau of Land Management 
San Juan Resource Area 
P.O. 6*x 7 
Muntlccllo, UT 84535 

II has come to my aftent,o” the/ your offlce ,s solx,trng commenfs on the 
maoagerner~f of the lands under your control rn the Ser. Juan Resource Area I have 
spent 5c.m~ “cry ~?~,JO,‘dtde tfnre ,,, the area under sons/derat/on, ad So 1 hbve &r 
rnterest in the wssrrvatur, of the tt,aracter,d,cs of tt,e area t/et attracted ,,,e 
,” the fwsi place. 

In the gurdetw,es under wldrch you o, qawzation oc,erates. there 1s the poss,L~/,ty 

for desrgnating parcels es Areds of Crdrcal Envwowwntal Cor~ern (ACEC). Thrs 
15 a powerful management tool that prow&s protectton to these areas that WC of 
concern to me. J strongly urge you to consider thus marwgement optmn for the 
following areds: 

Canyo”tar,ds Basrn: This IS the area that frrst drew me to southeaster” 
Utah. The SCC”,C wstas ir, Car,yonlands Natro”dl Park (CNP) would be 
preserved by the ACEC dtwgnatlon of this area. 

Beef 6asl”: Here agarn, the prou,m!ty of thts area to CNP suggests that 
th.s area merits ~“clubron as a” ACEC. Atso, there are extenwe 
archaeological runs m thts area that deserve attenho”, as evrde”ced b> 
the recent vandahsm of cultural PWOS an southern Utah. 

Cedar Mess: The archaeolog!cat wt”s present in this area make this afed 

an obvrous inclusion under ACEC destgnatlon. 

Alkali Rtdge/Hovenweep areas: 1 spent a period of trme I” this reglo” 
marveling at the remnants of the ancient Indmn cultures. I fear that the 
emphasii on energy exploratron in this area w/l threaten those rums that 
J vwted ,” that area. 

My preferrrlce under the Resource Management Pla” pre&%red by your offrcr would be 
Alter-natrve 0. Thrs seems the best means of mamtarmng the &eg?lty of the area 
that 1 .ro e”,oy wrrtmg. Alternntwe E seems to me to be poorly conceived a”,1 
Ihreutrna 10 dNl8lJP Iksr dredl. to the point that my contw,urd “S/t5 to the irrrb 
uo1rld ‘ease. 

Thank you for consldermg my comments and I trust that your mission as stewards of 

our natural herrtage WI// guide you to the propel‘ derrsio”. 

1336 west Oak St. 
Ft. Co/tins, CO 811521 

ERIC REXSTAD 

[Comnent page 11 

The proposed RJ4P provides for desi$ation of several areas as ACECs (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix I). This comnent's nominations for 
specific areas are accepted. See the response to comment 2 from National 
Parks and Conservation Association, for a discussion of these areas. 

BLM appreciates this comment, but notes that the public comnent period was not 
intended to solicit votes for any alternative presented In the draft. 



I RESPONSE TO COMMENT 88 

COtWENT 88 
[Comment page 11 

Regarding preservation of wilderness values, see the response to COmWnt 13 
from Utah Wilderness Association. 

Regarding managenkant of publit 
to coament 2, National Parks i 
need to protect cultural resolrlCFJ ,"lUlC V'u>L c -, "..- ._ --... .--,._ _.._. 

preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for management of 

cultural resources In SJRA. 

c lands adjacent to NPS units, see the response 
and Conservation Association. ELM recognizes the 
~PI-.-.c IAraC+ nzno 3-fi1 and ic rnnfident that the 

-- 
Change to the EIS? NO. .__ 



COMENT 89 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT B9 

I Dept. af Fishery and Wildlife Biology 
Coloradn State University I [Comment page 11 

I Ft. Collins, co 805~3 

Mr. Ed Scherick 
Mar~aget- 
USDI Hureau of Land Managerner,t 
San Juan Resource Rr*ea 
F. 0. Bcox 7 
Mant ice1 lo, UT 84535 

I 
27 Octc*ber 1986 

Dear Sir, 

This letter is by way of comment to the draft San Juan 
resource lfl~V~~BEWZ?~,t PldL I consider myself part icular.ly 
qlual if ied to comment on both personal and prwfessicwtial counts. I 
have spent a great deal nf time in this and sur.r-ounding areas in 
the last ten years. Speaking from a background in range/ 
wi id1 ife and natur*al resource rrtanagement, I am quite 
cnncerned that the RLM has not fulfilled its marldate tn marlage 
these lands fo,* the benefit nf all use?%, past, present, and 
future. 

The San Juan countr.y contains some nf the finest cultural, 
scenic, retreat i onal, and wilder??ess values on the Ccnln~aadu 
Plateau. The dramatic increase in visitation tc* these i?reas irh 
recent yea??% attests to this. I dn nnt believe that the RMF 
alternatives (including the prefer-red) pr*ovide adequate 
protect inn for these ~esnc~rces. It would be a eharne tn disregard 
them in the interest of short-term economic benefits. 

Cultu?.al and ar.chaeological resource’s in this area are af 
primary concern, its recent ever-Its have’ made painfully obvious. 
The prefer*r.ed alternative is inmnsistent with past HLM palicy or, 
cultural resource manager8lent * e. g- priorities identified in the 
1380 G,.and Gulch Plateau RMF. Positive action is needed tn 
protect these irretr.ievable resources. 

I feel that many areas on the San Juan Resnur~~e area shnclld 
be given PCEC arrd/or ONFI stAt.1.15 to provide adequate pt-atect ion, 
and best serve public interests. Comment 5 on specific ar-eas 
fol law: 

1) CFINYONLQNDS HPSIN 

* protect scenic values for lands visible fr-pm Canyonlands NF’, 
and the Needles and Canyonlands overlooks, particularly Lockhar*t 
Basin and the Hatch Point Cliffs 
+ ,X-OteCt CUltUP-al VdlUeS, e.g. as specified in Flits. C R. D 

I 
2) REEF RpSIN 

I 

+ protect scenic values for lands south nf Canyonl&ds NP lying 
between the Park, Mar&i-La Sal NF, and the Dark Cyn. Plateau 
which are visible from the park 

STEVE ROSENSTOCK 

The proposed RbiP has identified several management prescriptions to protect 
cultural, scenic and recreational values in SJRA. Regarding protection of 
wilderness values, see the response to comnent 13, Utah Wilderness Association. 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources and is confident that 
tne preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for management of 
cultural resources in SJRA. The draft Grand Gulch Plateau ftanagement Plan, 
referenced in this comnent, was never finalized, and therefore does not 
represent “past ELF! policy” as stated. See comment 9 from Southern Utah 
Wilderness Alliance, for a discussion on this topic. 

The proposed PMP provides for designation of several areas as ACECs (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix Il. This comnent's nominations for 
specific areas are accepted. See the response to conment 2, National Parks 
and Conservation Association, for a discussion of all areas mentioned. 

BLM has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC desiqiation. 



(t designate the archaec~lngical district in Reef Basin and Fable 
Valley, as detailed in Rlt. C 
+ wildlife values in this area are of particular importance, e.g. 
critical winter habitat fnr mule deer and bighorn sheep, these 
should be emphasized in all future management plans 

3) NBTLIRQL @RIDGES 

+ prutect scenic values in m-es.5 adjacertt to .snd visible from the 
Mcmument, including Woodenshoe Buttes, The Toe, and Deer Cyn 

4) HOVENWEEP 

+ prvtect cultural ves~ur~es integral to the ent it-e Hcwenweep 
area, 8-z suggested in the 1385 NPS En 

5) GLEN CYN. NR!=I 

* prctt ect 5cer1 i c, cu 1 t w-a 1, arid r,atural values for- al 1 San Juan 
Resnurce Flrea lands that 1 ie within NRFI baundaries, in a mannev 
consistent with NW rnanagernerlt 

6) CEDRR MESR 

+ this area era-kains a wealth of archeaolngical rites, arld 
outstanding rat 1.wa1 and scenic values, pr-ntect the arec7 within 
botundaries delineated in Flits. C R D 

7) WHITE CYN. COMPLEX 

* protect scenic views along the U-95 ccvridcv, and in adjacerlt 
areas tn the north, including Cheesebox, Gvavel, Long, and 

I 

Fcwt knocker Cyns. 

8) MOKI-RED CYN. COMPLEX 

+t ptwtect cult w-al values impcwtant to understanding and 
interpretation of pre-inundation Glen Cyr~. sites, a?*eas of 
importance are the uppep. erode c,f Fence, Cedar, Forgotten, and 
Mok i Cyns, and Nnt‘th Gulch 

3) FlLKFILI RIDGE 

it extend FICEC bcandar*ies consistent with 170, 320 ac proposal in 
Rlt. D to protect it-veplacable Pueblo and Rasketmaker vi 1 lage 
sites 

10) D0RK CYN. R MIDDLE POINT 

I + include Middle Point in the RCEC proposed in @It.. E tn presePve 
the pristine qualities of this area 

11) MFlNFIGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS FOR FICEC’S FIND ONR’S 

I Meaningful protection of values in 6XEC'S and ONR'S will require 

2 

1 RESPONSE TO COEC'4ENT 09 STEVE ROSENSTOCK 

CConment page 21 

For potential ACECs, BLf4 has prepared managemnt prescriptions that would be 
needed to protect the values identified as at rfsk (see draft appendixes A and 
I, as revised). 



ef feet i ve management prescpi pt ions, some of the suggestions that 
fallow should also apply to non-designated areas that meet 
designat ion criteria: 

+ restrict oil and gas leasing in areas identified as 
having high scenic and primitive recr.eation values, include lease 
provisions preventing surface occupancy and requiring pad 
reveget at ion 

+ withdraw from mineral entry, co- require a Plan of Operations 
that demnnstrates protect ion nf cultur-al rescwr*ces 

+ manage livestock 50 as. to avoid degradation of qualities fnr- 
which ONR/RCEC was established, damage to critical r.ipar*ian areas 
in the San Juan Rr-ea warTants special attent ion 

+ range impr-ovements and vegetation manipulation projects should 
not impinge on scenic, retreat ional and cultural resources in 
ONO’S and ACEC’ S 

* p-j treatments should include reseeding with a mix nf grasses, 
and shrubs ta enhance scenic and habitat values, Utah DWR 

* wanage scenic &XEC’S and ONR’S ar VRM CIass 1 Rreas, allowing 
only those prnjects which comply with Class 1 objectives 

I since?.ely hope these comments will be considered in the 
review of the draft RMP, and preparaticw of the final plan. 

!u unique and special rvz?:!er of this z-e? 
, benefit of future generations. With careful planning, and active 
22 
0 follow-up, such actions need nnt be incompatible 

with other resource uses. 

St eve Rosenst ock 

3 



COWlENT 90 

Ed Sherrick 
Bureau of Land Management 
San Juan Resource Area 
Monticello, Utah 84535 

Dear Mr. Sherrick, 

Rather then repeat a lot of hard work and comments, I would 

like to go on record in support of the SUWA comments on the San 

Juan Resource Area RMP. I feel they have done a excellent and 

thorough job in outlining the weaknesses and strengths of the RMP. 

I am particularly supportive of their ACEC and ONA designations. 

I also feel that cultural resources should have been dealt with 

as planning issue. They are one of the most significant resouces 

in San Juan County. Thank you very m-uch. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 90 JANET ROSS 

[Comment page 11 

See the response to comnent 9, Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, regarding 
all topics mentioned here. 

The opinions expressed in this comnent are noted. 

-- 
FaFto Me Em No. 

-- 



COMMENT 91 

Wartk J. 
RogIance Writing and Photography: The American West 

Area Manager 
U. S. Bureau of Land Management 
Box 7 
Monticello, Utah 84535 

Sir: 

Box 117 
Torrey. Utah 84775 

October 28, 1986 

With regard to BLM's San Juan Resource hanagement Plan, now under 
consideration, I support -- and urge your most careful consideration 
of -- recommendations by the National Parks and Conservation Asso- 
ciation for establishment of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
and Outstanding Natural Areas. 

Recognizing that BLM is subject to a wide assortment of constrain& 
and interest pressures in making land-use decisions, I would urge 
that a guiding principle for deciding the fate of much of the San 
Juan area be: "Controlled travel and recreation are the highest uses 
to which much of the Lred-rock country7 should be devoted in the 
future--not always to the exclusion of other uses. but certainiy to 
the degree of making these 'highest uses' the common denominator 
for measuring desirability of other uses." (Quoted on page 140 of 
the enclosed book, which my wife and I recently published.) 

My philosophy conce ning 
F 

the red-rock country has developed from 
more than 40 years exploring, studying, and writing about the red-rock 
country. I realize that administrators are subject to the hard realities 
of specific cases: nevertheless, official attitudes toward the land 
itself--the realization or non-realization of the scenic uniqueness 
of much of the red-rock country--certainly have an effect on decisions. 

If you do not have time or inclination to read all of the enclosed 
book, may I ask your indulgence in reading the last two parts (pages 
125-160)? Roland Roblson told me he read the entire book, but I am 
sure he did not agree with my viewpoints in every respect. Thank 
you for your consideration. 

Encl. 

Sincerely, 

Lri4-d .#@- . y&L&- 

Ward J. Roylance 

RESPONSE TO CO+%iENT 91 --~-- WARD J. ROYLANCE 

_ - . -- .̂  . . 
ri.+i,Tn See the response to comnent 2 trom National YarKs ana Lonservation ~~~~~~~~~~~ 

regarding all topics mentioned here. 

[Comnent page 11 

The opinions expressed in this comnent are noted. 



CD!+iENT 92 

MICHAEL SALAMACHA 
P.O. BOX 1461 
MOAB, UTAH 84532 

OCTOBER 29. 1986 

Ed Scherick 
San Juan Resource Area Manager 
BLM 
Box 7. Monticello. Utah 84535 

Dear Mr. Scherick: 

First of all there is a need for criticism of BLM for releas- 
ing two major DEIS's in one year,(this one. and the Utah Wilderness 
DEIS) within months of‘each other. Either one of these DEIS's is 
too large to comprehend and comment on in any informed way in the 
time allotted for each. When let loose in the same year and only 
months apart it is mind-bogaling work attempting to understand the 
bureaucratic jargon with its array of acronyms which do not always 
make much sense, even once the words are unveiled that they stand 
for. 

It would make me and many of the other people commenting on 
these plans very happy if YOU could spend some time trying to simpli- 
fy your statistics, abbreviations, plans within plans, systems, etc. 
into plainer English, so we might all know what it is you are get- 
ting at. 

On page 1-9 it is stated in the DEIS; "At Section 302(b), FLPMA 
requires the SecraYary to manage the public lands so as to prevent 
unnecessary or undue degradation of the lands." If this is true 
as far as I can see. none of the alternatives are adequate in liv- 
ins up to the iaw and in so doing protect the land. None of the al- 
ternatives are adequate for protecting the resource and alleviating 
current and planned abuses b-r' the private sector, and the BLM itself. 

One of the more blanent (of many) abuses is the traditional 
one of grazing (either cattle or sheep). Nowhere do I see it mention- 
ed in any alternative that grazing should be eliminated in deference 
to wildlife or natural ecosystems except for a few piddling instances 
where cattle are not found anyway, i.e., Bridger Jack Mesa and oth- 
er smaller areas. And the most amazing thing I find in the alterna- 
tives is that Alternative D. supposedly emphasizing natural ecosys- 
tems, calls for no grazing on a mere 11,760 acres (pg.S-9. fig. S-31. 
while Alternative C. with emphasis on recreation, calls for 75.560 
acres to be ungrazed (pg. S-7. fig. S-Z). Finally BLM throws in the 
monkey wrench in your preferred alternative, E, calling for no sraz- 
ing on 138,123 acres (pg. S-11, fig. S-41. Can this be logically 
explained? Since it is fairly obvious that BLM's preferences are 
not preservation or protection of natural ecosystems. why are YOU 
showing your preferred plan with much less grazing on it (126.360 
more acres than Alt. D) than the alternative which emphasizes nat- 
ural ecosystems? 

What is hardest to digest‘in the plan is the continued abuse 
of the land in the San Juan Resource Area due to grazing. And there 
is not any end in sight. It is costing the BLM and the American 
Public more to have these beasts on the land than will ever be re- 
turned to us in revenue collected from the permittees that contin- 
ue to degrade it. And even more ridiculous is the fact that BLM 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 92 MICHAEL SALAMACHA 

[Comnent page 11 

BLM acknowledges that the draft RMP/EIS is a complex document covering a 
canplex area. A list of acronyms and a glossary were included in the draft to 
assist the reader. 

Each alternative in the draft shows some acreage excluded from grazing (draft 
table 2-7); this varies from 29,060 acres to 155,420 acres depending on the 
alternative. Under every alternative except B, 17,300 acres were allotted to 
wildlife and would therefore be ungrazed by livestock. 

Grazing was excluded from more acreage in alternative C than in D because 
grazing was thought to be more incmapatible with the goal of alternative C 
(maximizing recreational use and increasing wildlife populations) than with 
that of alternative D (preserving natural ecosystems) (draft page Z-13). The 
main difference between the exclusions under the two alternatives was the 
exclusion of grazing from mesa tops in bighorn sheep crucial habitat (draft 
figure 3-11) under alternative C. 

Under alternative D, the level of grazing that would be allowed was reduced 
(draft table 2-7), although the acreage available for grazing was greater. In 
this alternative, a reduced level of grazing was considered compatible with 
maintaining natural ecosystems. Over the majority of SJRA, the level of 
grazing was reduced to 25 percent of the current situation (5-year average 
licensed use). 

Alternative E presents a mix of the other alternatives and includes some 
management actions which were not included in (but were derived from) the 
other alternatives. As noted in this comnent. grazing is excluded from more 
acres under alternative E than under any other alternative. This was done 
because of the need to protect other resource values. 

Grazing use of public lands is authorized under the Taylor Grazing Act and 
FLPMA, and will be allowed to continue within the parameters of BLM's 
multiple-use mandate. 



is promoting this misuse of our land with schemes and dreams of 
qiant land "treatments" chaining thousands of acres of climax pinyon 
juniper forest so some useless cows can graze on exotic crested 
wheat grass. Is this managing the "public lands so as to prevent 
unnecessary or undue degradation..."? 

I mourn not so much the monetary value that the BLM and its 
wards, the permittees, is cheating the public out of, but the loss 
of the integrity of the natural ecosystem they continue to manipu- 
late to their own ends. BY looking at Appendix 0 (Grazing Allotment 
Summary) anyone can see that the majority of the allotments are in 
poor shape. It is time that the BLMLcharged more realistic fees, 
and eliminated srazing on marginal land, which most of this area 
is. We do not need to continue living the myth that Hollywood made 
us believe. The land has more purpose and more of its own right 
than to be continuously stomped on by these slow moving bovines and 
their well matched herders (cowboys?). 

Other points that need emphasis are: 

1) BLM should give priority to the protection of wilderness, scenic, 
and recreational values in the San Juan Resource Area, especially 
in the areas BLM identifies as "primitive," "semiprimitive nonmo- 
torized," and "semiprimitive motorized." 

2) BLM must let Congress decide which WSAs should be designated 
as Wilderness and which WSAs will fall by the wayside--not as is 
being presently attempted in the Utah Wilderness DEIS whereby BLM 
is attempting to tell Congress which WSAs the BLM feels are worthy. I 
would like to know what the status of the WSAs not chosen by the BLM 
for further study by Congress is once the final EIS is written. 

3i BLM should manaiie all lands adjacent to the National Park units 
in the area (CANYONLANDS, HOVENWEEP, NATURAL BRIDGES, GLEN CANYON 
NAT'L REC. AREA) to fully protect all park values, especially when 
we realize that if the parks had more natural boundaries instead 
of the arbitrary political lines drawn on the map at present much 
of BLM land would be within those park boundaries. 

4) The BLM needs to expend as much time and energy protecting cul- 
tural (archeological) resources as it expends in comparison on graz- 
ing or mining. Much more should be done to protect the archeology 
and educate the public as to its importance--starting in the local 
schools of San Juan County. 

5) A study done in 1976 by several agencies in conjunction with 
the BLM entitled "U-95 Corridor Study" is never mentioned in the 
DEIS. All the time and money expended on this study should not be 
wasted and lost in the shuffle. Its conclusions should be used by 
the BLM as the basis for establishing an ACEC for Scenic Quality 
along Highways U-95, U-261, and U-263. White Canyon and its tribu- 
taries should be included as Part of the ACEC for both Scenic Values 
and Recreational Values. This includes: Long Canyon. Short Canyon. 
Fortknocker Canyon, Gravel Canyon, Cheesebox Canyon, Hideout Canyon, 
K&L Canyon, and Deer Canyon. 

I would like all these comments included as input on the San Juan RA 
DEIS, with additional individual comments to follow seperately. 

RESPONSE TO COFP4ENT 92 MICHAEL SALAMACHA 

[Comnent page 21 

Range improvements funded by BLM are analyzed to determine cost effectiveness 
before they are approved; they are not arbitrarily allowed. The draft shows 
areas physically suitable for land treatments, not proposed projects. 

Since BLM manages public resources for multiple-use, ecosystems are managed to 
accomnodate the demands of the various land uses. Most uses involve human 
intervention and are incongruous with maintaining an undisturbed ecosystem. 

Many of SJRA's grazing allotments are in category I (draft page 3-54 and 
appendix 01. The I category does not necessarily indicate poor range condi- 
tion (draft appendix D). (See the response to comnent 3, National Uildlife 
Federation, comnent page 8.1 

The RMP cannot change public-land grazing fees, which are established by 
Congress or by the President through an executive order. The Public Range- 
lands Improvement Act gave a formula for grazing fees to be charged on public 
rangelands through 1985. On February 14, 1986, Executive Order 12548 estab- 
lished the grazing fees for 1986. Grazing fees have been under study for 
several years; the current fee could change if Congress so chooses. 

Most of tine land in SJRA is not considered marginal for grazing (draft 
appendix T). Stocking rates on sane allotments may need to be adjusted, but 
adjustments based on range condition can be made only on the basis of adequate 
monitoring data (draft page 2-6, appendixes B and J). 

In response to specific points raised in this comnent: 

4 

5 

) 

‘I 

The RMP/EIS does not provide for wilderness management'cdraft page l-21. 
5LM is confident that the preferred alternative gives priority to protec- 
tion of scenic and recreational values where needed. 

FLPMA requires BLM to assess.the suitability of WSAs for wilderness. 
Regardless of recomnendations in the wilderness EIS, WSAs and ISAs remain 
under wilderness review until designated as wilderness or released by 
Congress (draft PHP/EIS page l-2). 

Congress has determined that NPS units are to be managed under NPS laws, 
and that adjacent public lands are to be managed under FLPMA and other 
public land laws. See the response to torment 2, National Parks and 
Conservation Association. 

BLM agrees that education is a valuable tool. 

BLM used the U-95 corridor study when.preparing both the MSA and the draft 
:P_;xIT 3-81), but the reference was omitted (see revisions to draft page 

. Based on other comnents, the White Canyon area and the U-95 scenic 
corridor have been considered for ACEC potential in the final EIS (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix il. 



TO: Rureau of Land Management, 
San Juan Resource Rrea 
PO BOX 7 
Mont ice1 lo, Utah 84535 

Dear RLM: 

COMMENT 93 

I RESPONSE TO COMENT 93 

The San Juan Resource Management Plan (SJRMP) has 
potential to protect Southeast Utah*s outstanding cultural, 
scenic, recr-eat ional and wilderness values. The integrity 
of areas like Grand Gulch, Dark Canyon, Reef Aasin and the 
1 ands surrounding Canyonlands, Hovenweep and Natural l+idges 
are thr-eatened by oil and gas leasing and ORV use. 

The Federal Land Pal icy and Management Ret (FLPMFI) 
requir*es that priority be given to areas designated a6 ClCECa 
(Rreas of Critical Environmental Concern). FLPMR def i nee 
RCECs as “areas within the public lands whet-e special 
management attention is required w = B to protect and 
prevent irreparable damage to important historic, cultural 
or scenic values, fish and wildlife ~ex~urces or other 
natural systems or processes . . . ‘1. 

I 

I urge you to designate the following areas as RCECs: 

I. Canyonlands Basin 

To protect scenic values fnr all lands in the 
Canyonlands Raein which ape visible from the National Park 
or PLWs Needles and Canyonlands overlooks. Scenic views 
are integral to visitor enjoyment. 

To protect cuitural values between Hart’s Drew and the 
park boundat.y. 

II. Reef Rasin 

To protect the scenic continuity of the Mar&i-La Sal 
National Forest and the Dark Canyon Plateau which are 
visible from the National Park. This area also has 
outstanding cultural history and archaeological research 
potential. 

I 
III. Cedar Mesa 

I 
To protect cii;tiii-a:, scenic, AK! r;rrto.rll values* I 

propose boundaries consistent with the archaeological 
district proposed for designation under alternatives C ic D. 
Cultural resources are significant in this area because of 
the wealth of undisturbed Rasket-Maker and Pueblo sites. 
This area also provides habitat for Bighorn sheep and 
various’protected Raptors. 

DAVID C. SALT2 

CComnent page 11 

The proposed R4P has identified several management prescriptions to protect 
cultural, scenic, and recreational values in SJRA. Regarding protection of 
wilderness values, see the response to comment 73 from Utah Wilderness 
Association. 

BLIP has no field data to support the statement made in this conment that the 
areas referenced are all threatened by oil and gas leasing and ORV use; in 
fact, many of these areas are currently closed to mineral leasing and ORV use 
(draft chapter 3). 

The proposed RIIP provides for designation of several areas as ACECs (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix I). This comnent's nomfnations for 
specific areas are accepted. See the response to comment 2, National Parks 
and Conservation Association, for a discussion of all areas mentioned. 



IV. Alkali Ridge/Hnvenweep areas 

The FICEC proposed under alternative D will protect the 
Alkali Ridge areas high density of cultural sites from 
energy exploration, development and vandalism. I support a 
2,000 acre RCEC to protect the Hoverweep area which has 
super*ior cultural and scenic values. 

V. Natural Rr-idges 

I support an FICEC to protect scenic values impcwtant to 
viritor enjoyment. The boundary should include Harmony Flat 
(southeast of the Monument) and the lands between the 
Monument and the National Forest. This area should include 
Woodenshoe Buttes, The Toe, and Deer Csnyon. 

VI. Glen Canyon Nat ional Retreat ion Flrea 
I 

I support an RCEC to protect scenic, natural, cultural 
and wildlife values for all lands in the San Juan Resource 
Rrea that lie #ithin Glen Canyon National Recreation FIrear 

VII. White Canyon Complex 
I I 

I support art FICEC to protect scenic and cultural values 
for the area north of Utah 9S and south of the Dark Canyon 
Plateau and the Manti-La Sal National Forest. This includes 
Cheesebox, Gravel, Long, Fort knocker canyons and landmarks 
such as Jacob’s Chair. Protect ion is important to preserve 
scenic views from U-95 and to preserve undisturbed cultural 
rites. 

VIII. Moki-Red Canyon Complex 

I supper-t an ClCEC to protect cultwal values in there 
areas. Boundary should include the upper ends of Red, 
Cedar, Forgotten and Moki Canyons, North Gulch and Upper 
Lake Canyon. Cult u,*rl r’eeourcsa a,‘e impor*tant to the 
understanding and intm’pretat ion of cultural data co1 lected 
before Glen Canyon was flooded. 

IX. Dark Canyon and Middle Point 

I support an RCEC to protect the scenic, natural and 
cultural values provided by the pristine character of these 
areas. 

I I 



These areas should all be designated as “Outstanding 
Natural Flreas” (ONR’s) because of their- unusual natur-al 
characterist its that need management protect ion. 

Please establish nranagement pr-escr-ipt ions which provide 
meaningful protectinn for QCEC’s and ONQ’s and the values 
they were established to protect. 

The preferred alternative E will result in damage to 
about 15,678 cultural sites. I feel the HLM has -failed to 
adequately address the pr-otect ion of cultural resoc~~-ce~ in 
the RMF. Please amend or supplement the SJRMF to identify 
special management act ions ta protect these values. 

The development of a “Cultural Resource Plan” will help 

highlight to Congress the need for addit ional funding for 
cultur-al resoclrce~ management in the San Juan Flrea! ! ! 

RESPONSE TO COtWENT 93 DAVID C. SALTZ -- 

[Comment page 31 

ELM has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC designation. 

For potential ACECs, BLM has prepared management prescriptions that would be 
needed to protect values identified as at risk (see draft appendixes B and I. 
as revised). 

BLM appreciates this corenent, but notes that the public comnent period was not 
intended to solicit votes for or against any alternative presented in the 
draft. 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources (draft page 2-61 and is 
confident that the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for 
management of cultural resources in SJRA. 

The draft identified areas where specific CWlPs would be developed idraft page 
2-6 and table 2-7); these would be the activity plans prepared after the RMP 
(draft pages 2-1 and A-29). Congress appears to be aware of the situation 
regarding cultural resource management. 



JOHN W. SANDERS 
UJ HIGHLAND Hu.l. DRIVE. 0”RAw00. co 1,301 

TEL: MU-I 

COIMENT 94 
well Lag Analyst 

24 JULY 1986 

Ed Scherick, Vanager 
San Juan Resource Area 
Bureau of Land lranagement 
P. 0. BOY 7 
k!onticello, Utah 84535 

Dear Ix- Scherick: 

After closely scrutinizing your Draft San Juan Resource Kanagement 
Plan Environmental Impact Statement, I wish to voice my support 
for the Alternative D for the areas discussed in the text. I feel 
that the public lands in the area under study, because of their 
unique scenic, water quality and cultural resource values, merit 
the maximum amount of possible protection by the Bureau of Land 
h'anagement. 

I realize that Alternative D would virtually eliminate mining 
and oil and gas exploration and development over a large portion 
of San Juan County. and would greatly restrict ORV use and graz- 
ing. I also realize that this alternative would to some extent 
reduce the tax base of the area and would be relatively expensive 
to implement. In other words, local people of our generation 
(including myself, a petroleum geologist who has to some degree 
depended in the past upon work in San Juan County) may have to 

make significant short-term sacrifices so as to better preserve 
the character of the area concerned for United States citizens 
as a whole and for future generations. 

I am particularly familiar with a number of the Wilderness Study 
Areas, including Grand Gulch, Butler Wash, Bullet Canyon, Road 

RESPONSE TO COtMEHT 94 JOHN W. SANDERS 

[Comnent page 11 

BLM appreciates the comnents regarding alternative D, but notes that the 
public cornlent period was not intended to solicit votes for any alternative 
presented in the draft. 

The proposed RTIP has identified several management prescriptions to protect 

scenic, watershed, and cultural values in SJRA. 



Canyon, Slickhorn Canyon, Fish-Owl Creek Canyons, Mule Canyon, 
Shieks Flat, Squaw Canyon, and Cross Canyon, and am highly 
impressed by their outstanding qualities. Rich in archaeo- 
logical sites and in scenic grandeur, a special effort should be 
made to preserve these canyons and mesas as they are today for 
our children end grandchildren. Oil, gas, uranium ore, potash 
and timber are at best of marginal values in those areas, and 
their use for grazing would only benefit a handful of ranchers, 
whereas their importance to the future population of America 

is incalculable. 

Sincerely yours, 

A-OL-- 

John W. Sanders 

RESPONSE TO COMENT 94 
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JOHN W. SANDERS 

Regarding protection of wilderness values, see the response to comnent13. 
Utah Wilderness Association. 

panse to tile EIS? No. 
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JOHN W. SANDERS 
1‘1 HlOHUND HILL DRIVE, WRANOO. co llyll 

TEL: XJMJ-1 

30 October 1987 

Rr Ed Scherick 
I 

Bureau of Land yanagemen 
P.O.BOY? 
?nonticello, Utah 84535 

Dear Ir Scherick: 

I have reviewed your Resource Management Plan for the San Juan 

Resource Area, and wish to express my support for Alternative D 
for all study areas. - I do not feel that the other alternatives 
provide adequate protection for areasso rich in culturalbresources, 
recreational benefits and beauty. Although portions of the wild- 
2ArnBSS areas involved in the study have certain economic bene- 

fits, I feel that such marginal commercial values will benefit 
only a small handful of individuals, and I believe the greater 
benefit is to preserve and protect these invaluable natural and 
cultural resources for the benefit of Americans as a whole, both 
those of today and of tomorrow. Please don't sacrifice irre- 
placeable wilderness for the benefit of a few mining and oil 
companies, ranchers and ORV fans - we can't afford to lose these 
wonderful natural features for someone's short-term gain. 

Yours sincerely, 

4zA--- 

John Sanders 

JPHN 

[Comment page 11 

The draft (page 1-2) discusses management of WSAS and ISAs if released from 
wilderness review by Congress. It is assumed that areas released from wilder- 
ness review are to be managed for nonwilderness purposes. Therefore, no 
attempt was made through the RMP to analyze impacts to wilderness values. 

BLM appreciates thfs conment regarding alternatfve D. but notes that the 
public comnent period was not intended to solicit votes for any alternative 
presented in the draft. 

---- 
Chanqe to the Eis No. ~----___ -- 



COMENT 96 

1001 Mapleton Avenue 
Boulder, CO 80302 

October 24, 1986 

Ed Scherick 
Manager 
San Juan Resource Area 
BLM, P-0. Box 7 
Monticello, UT 84535 

Bear Mr, Scherick, 

I would like to encourage you, as manager of the 
San Juan Resource Area, to increase your concern for 
management of sensitive primitive areas in SJRA. 
Since I moved'to Santa Fe.over 15 years ago, I have used 
this area for recreation many, many times. As you know so 
well, these wild lands look so far from human civilization, but 
it takes such little use to leave a noticable and enduring 
impact on the fragile ecosystems. I have seen evidence of 
off-road vehicles and destruction of the vegetation for 
firewood and so on. 

I have watched as the BLM has become one of the 
more sensitive and conscious of our land managing federal 
agencies. Where a while back, people used to vilify 
the BLM for their management, now many people are 
happy to see resources in your purview. As you must know, 
more and more people want to use land resources in a 
non-comsumptive way, for primitive recreation. There is 
certainly plenty of tourist development in the desert and 
forest now. 

I ask you please to keep the options open for primitive 
recreation, not only for now, but for the future as well.Please 
use Areas of Critical Environmental Concern and Special 
Recreation Management Areas, as well as very careful protective 
management and monitoring policies, to keep these very 
rare and loved areas in the San Juan area as they are now, 
without 9 degradation. There are many of us who love to 
hikehere, and sleep under the stars, far from our ORV's. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

bdJ.+J~ 

Melissa Savage 

RESPONSE TO COWiENT 96 MELISSA SAVAGE 

CComnent page 11 

BLM agrees that SJRA contains appreciable natural resource values. The 
proposed RMP provides management to protect primitive and semiprimitive 
recreational values (see revisions to draft appendix A). 

The proposed RMP provides for designation of several areas as ACECs and SRMAs 
(see revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix A). For potential ACECS, BLM 
has prepared management prescriptions that would be needed to protect values 
identified as at risk (see draft appendixes A and I, as revised). 

Chanae to the EIS? No. 

-  I  



COWlENT 97 

September 28, 1986 

blr. Ed Scherick, Area Manager 
San Juan Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 7 
Monticello, Utah 8&3s 

Dear Ed, 

I would like to nominate the Valley of the Qods In Southern San 
Juan County as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern for 
Visual Quality. This area is nationally advertised by the State 
of Utah and San Juan County for its scenic values and deserves 
to be designated as an ACEC (see enclosures). h!y proposal is 
bounded by 11261, ~~163, and the Cedar Yesa cliffline (see map). 

The present VFW classification of this area does not recognize 
the outstanding scenic values that are present so it should be 
revised. The existing Scenic Quality rating of the Valley of the 
Gods is Class C which Is obviously incorrect-the proper rating 
is Class A. 

The San Juan Resource Area Resource Management Plan should be 
revised to include the Valley of the Gods as au ACEC for Visual 
Qualltv. 

Owen Severance Owen Severance 
P.O. Box 1015 P.O. Box 1015 
Mon$icello, Utah Mon$icello, Ut 

84535 845 

RESPONSE TO COt@+ENT 97 OWEN SEVERANCE. 

CComnent page 11 

Dull accepts this nomination of Valley of the Cods for ACEC designation. The 
draft has been revised to consider Valley of the Gods as an ACEC under alter- 
native D and as a special emphasis area withtn the Cedar Mesa ACEC under 
alternative E (see revisions to draft sumnary, chapters 2, 3, and 4. and 
appendixes A, H, and I). 

The secenic quality rating for Valley of the Gods has been reviewed and 
amended to class El. This reclassification in turn caused the VRM class to be 
upgraded from III to II (see revisions to draft table 3-14, figure 3-18. and 
pages 4-43, 4-57, and 4-711. 

NOTE: A map unsuitable for reproduction was included with this corncent 
letter; it has not been reprinted. 

Change to the EIS? Yes. 



COFMENT 98 

October 6, 1986 

Mr. Ed Scherick, Area Manager 
San Juan Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 7 
Monticello, Utah 8@3s 

Dear Ed, 

The Draft REP for the San Juan Resource Area for some unexplained 
reason does not mention the "U-q5 Corridor Stwiy" that was prepared 
in 1976 with the BLM as Lead Agency. This document is a well 
researched and well thought out cooperative effort of many agencies 
and individuals. Its findings should be used by the B16d as the 
rationale for establishing an ACEC for Scenic Quality along highways 
U-95, u-261, and u-263. The "Study Findings" oh pp. 5,6 state: 
"Preservation of the visual corridor is a vital issuo in consideration 
of sny use, management, or development scheme for the area. 
Picturesque views of a natural canyonlands landscape are continuous 
along the highways. Visual elements within the corridor and the 
vistas beyond are threatened if uncontrolled or ill-planned develop- 
ment encroaches. 11 This recognition by the BLM of the outstanding 
scenic values along these highways is more than adequate reason to 
establish an ACE for Scenic Quality. White Canyon and its tributar- 
ies should be included as part of the ACEC for both Scenic Values 
and Recreation Values. Long Canyon, Short Canyon, Fortknocker 
Canyon, Gravel Canyon, Cheesebox Csnyon, Hideout Canyon, K&L Canyon, 
and Deer Canyon, all tributaries of White Canyon, are an important 
part of the proposed ACEC. Hiking, photography and backpacking are 
some of the outstanding recreation values they provide. 

The boundaries of the ACEC should be determined from the "U- 5 
Corridor Study a to include all of the "visual corridor" (p. 2, 
and as much of the "unobstructed view area" (p. 6) as possible 
along with all of the Wblte Canyon drainage that is in the Cedar 
Mesa Sandstone. 

I hope the BLM will include this proposed ACEC as part of the 
Final REP. The “O-95 Corridor Study " documents the need for it. 

Owen Severance 
P.O. Box 1015' 
Monticello, Utah 

84.535 

RESPONSE TO COt@lENT 98 OWEN SEVERANCE 

CComnent page 11 

ELM accepts this nomination of the U-95 scenic corridor for ACEC designation. 
ELM agrees that, based on the U-95 corridor study, the area qualifies for 
consideration as an ACEC. The draft has been revised to consider the Scenic 
Highway Corridor ACEC under alternative D and a slightly modified corridor for 
ACEC designation under alternative E. The White Canyon viewshed has also been 
considered in the draft as an ACEC under alternative 0. and as part of the 
Scenic Highway Corridor ACEC under alternative E (see revisions to draft 
sumnary, chapters 2, 3, and 4, and appendixes A, H, and I). (See also the 
response to comnent 9, Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, on these two 
proposals.) 

BLM was aware of the U-95 corridor study, and used it when preparing both the 
MSA and the draft for this project. The U-95 corridor study was discussed on 
draft page 3-31, but the title and reference for the document were inadver- 
tently anitted from the narrative. The text has been revised to include the 
study findings as suggested in this comnent (see revisions to draft page 3-81). 

To protect the area's environmental sensitivity. the draft did not propose to 
designate a transportation and utility corridor along U-95 or the other high- 
ways mentioned in the corridor study (see draft page 2-65, as revised). This 
means that construction of any additional transportation or utility systems 
within the highway corridor would not have been allowed. However, upon review 
ELM agrees that the corridor would benefit from the additional protection 
afforded by ACEC designation. 

Chanqe to the zTS7 Yes. __-- 



I 
Mr. Ed Scherlck, Area Manager Mr. Ed Scherlck, Area Manager 

- San Juan Resource Area San Juan Resource Area 
pya;o;f7Land Management pya;o;f7Land Management 

M&&ello, Utah 84535 M&&ello, Utah 84535 

COMMENT 99 

October 20, 1986 

I 
I 

Dear Ed, 

In the draft RMP, under Alternative E, Arch Canyon is not recommended 
as either an ACEC or ONA. While Alternative D does show Arch Canyon 
as a possible ONA, it apparently was not seriously considered for 
the preferred alternative. I'm still trying to decide whether the 
BLM is being short-sighted or far-sighted by this omission. If, by 
ignoring this spectacular canyon in the preferred alternative, the 
BUA thinks no one will notice, then it is a short-sighted omission. 
However, if the BLM realizes that by not giving Arch Canyon any 
special management designation Congress will be forced to make it 
a Wilderness Area, then the BLM is being far-sighted. Throughout 
the Wilderness Study Process it has been a very controversial area 
because of the BLM decision to drop it from wilderness consideration 
during the Inventory stage in spite of its obvious wilderness values. 
Anyone who has seen Arch Canyon from either the canyon rim or from 
the streambed will agree that its scenic, recreation, and cultural 
resource values are outstanding. It has been given a Class A Scenic 
Quality rating, so the BLM can't claim ignorance of ita scenic values. 
This canyon has long been recognized by the public for its hiking 
and recreation values as well as the "world class" scenic views 
from the rim. The RMP ahould recognize these outstanding values by 
designating Arch Canyon as either an ONA or sn ACEC for scenic, ' 
recreation, and cultural resource values. 

P.O. Box 1015 
Monticello, Utah 

84535 

RESPONSE TO COf@fENT 99 OWEN SEVERANCE 

[Conment page 11 

BLM has considered this nomination for ACEC desfgnation, but does not find 
that the area meets ACEC criteria. Bnder BLM Manual 8410, Visual Resource 
Inventory, an area must meet two criteria for identification as a candidate 
potential ACEC for scenic values. It must be: (1) scenic quality A; and (2) 
unique or very rare within its physiographic province. Arch Canyon meets the 
first criterion, but not the second, as it is similar to other nearby canyons 
(for example, kle. Fish, or Owl). 

This conment references cultural values in Arch Canyon. BLM is aware that 
significant archaeological resources exist in this area, but does not agree 
that these values are relatively important. significant, or "at risk." 

BLN analyzed the impact of designating Arch Canyon as an ONA under alternative 
0 (see draft table 2-6 and chapter 4. both as revised). BLM found that no 
value would be gained by making this designation. 

BLM does not believe this comnent has supported the recomnendation that Arch 
Canyon, on its own merits, qualifies to be desiyated as an ONA or ACEC. 
However, Arch Canyon falls within the Cedar Mesa proposed ACEC analyzed in the 
proposed RMP and final EIS under alternatives 0 and E in response to another 
comnent (see response to comment 2, National Parks and Conservation Associa- 
tion; see also revisions to draft sumnary, chapters 2. 3. and 4. and aPPen- 
dixes A. H, and 1.1 

--_.---. - 
C%nqe to the EIS? NO. _-~,-- 



CO++iENT 100 

October 29, 1986 

Mr. Ed Scherlck, Area Manager 
San Juan Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 7 
Monticello, Utah 84535 

Dear Ed, 

1 would like to nominate Comb Ridge as an ACEC for Visual and 
CUltUral Resource ValUeS. The proposed boundary for the ACBC is 
shown on the enclosed map. 

Due to the many short drainages formed in the downslope of the 
Navajo sandstone, the East side of Comb Ridge contains a large 
number of archaeological sites, including many important rock art 
sites. Both sides of Comb Ridge are spectacular from a visual 
standpoint. The 20 mile long lest escarpment is a unique visual 
resource. Most of it can be seen from highways U-95 and ~~-163. 
The highly eroded east side is accessible from the Butler Wash 
road. 

Whlie the East side of Comb Ridge has a Clasa A Scenic Quality 
rating, the West side escarpment is inexplicably given a Class B 
Scenic Quality rating. I can't understand this downgrading of the 
scenic quality since Comb Ridge is a unique geologic structure-it 
obviously deserves a Class A Scenic Guallty rating. 

A11 of Comb Ridge should be designated an ACEC for both Visual and 
Cultural Resource values. The RMP should include this proposed ACEC 
in the Preferred Alternative. 

wtidka- - 
P.O. Box 1015 P.O. Box 1015 
Monticello, Utah Monticello,-Utah 

84535 84535 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 100 - OWEN SEVERANCE 

[Coinnent page 11 

This conent nominates Corrt, Ridge as an ACEC based on cultural and scenic 
values. 

By itself, the Corn, Ridge area was not found to warrant consideration as an 
ACEC for cultural values, but BLM has considered it as part of the potential 
Cedar Mesa ACEC analyzed under alternative 0 in the proposed RMP and final EIS 
(see revisions to the draft. sunmary, chapters 2, 3, and 4, and appendixes A, 
H and I). 

Under BLM Manual 8410, Visual Resource Inventory, an area must meet two 
criteria for identification as a candidate potential ACEC for scenic values. 
It must be: (1) scenic quality A; and (2) unique or very rare within its 
physiographic province. Comb Ridge meets the first criterion, but not the 
second. as it is similar to the.Cockscolrt,. 

As noted in this coinsent, the west escarpment of Comb Ridge has been evaluated 
as having class B scenery. Class B scenery is that which contains some out- 
standing features and some fairly cornnon to the physiographic region. The 
west side of Coti Ridge scored "high" in the rating factors of landform and 
uniqueness; "low" in presence of water and diversity of vegetation; and "mod- 
erate" in color and intrusions. All of these factors, when scored, cotiined 
to produce class B scenery. The fact that Comb Ridge is a relatively unique 
geologic feature is not sufficient to produce a class A scenery rating; the 
rating must cane from a combination of all six rating factors. 

While it is true that Conb Ridge contains many significant cultural resources, 
it does not differ sipificantly from the remainder of SJRA. The majority of 
sites in Coti Ridge are dry caves which have been severely vandalized in the 
past. BLM does not believe that the ridge warrants consideration as a po- 
tential ACEC based on its own merits. 

However, as noted, Conb Ridge is part of the potential Cedar Mesa ACEC ana- 
lyzed in the proposed PMP and final EIS under alternative 0. This corresponds 
with the proposed Grand Gulch Plateau SRMA and the proposed Cedar Mesa 
Archaeologic District (draft figure 2-11). Included as part of an archaeo- 
loyic district, cultural resource sites would be protected from other surface 
uses (draft pages 2-6 and A-27). 

NOTE: A map unsuitable for reproduction was included with this comnent 
letter; it has not been reprinted. 

CfiTfige to t.he'TTST Yes. 



October 31, 1986 

Mr. Ed Scherick, Area Manager 
San Juan Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 7 
Monticello, Utah 84.535 

Dear'Ed, 

Please include these comments in the record for the San Juan 
Resource Area draft Resource Management Plan. 

1 am extremely disappointed in ail of the alternatives presented 
in the Plan and especially in Alternative E, the Preferred Alternative. 
AS stated in the Draft RW, the San Juan Resource Area contains 
some of the most spectacular scenic resources as well as some of 
the most important cultural resource areas in the United States, 
yet the Draft RR'IP ignores many of these areas, Alternative g 
proposes only five ACECsI Even if all of the ACECs considered in 
the Draft RiP were included in Alternative E, many significant 
areas deserving ACEC status would be left out. The following is 
a list of potential ACE33 that should be included in the preferred 
alternative: 
1) Valley of the Gods-Visual Quality (see my letter of 9/28/86). 
2) U-95 Scenic Corridor and White Canyon-Visual Quality and 
Recreation Values (see my letter of 10/6/86). 
3) Arch Canyon-Visual Quality, Cultural Resources, and Recreation 
values (see my letter of 10/20/86). 
4) Comb Ridge-Visual Quality and Cultural Resources (see my letter 
of 10/29/86). 
5) Cedar Mesa-Cultural Resources, Visual Quality, and Recreation 
Values. The ACPC should include all of the areas designated in 
Alternative E as National Register Properties (8) Butler iVash, 

b3 
) Grand Gulch, and (10) Cedar Mesa (p.2-39). 
Dark Csnyon and Riddle Point-Scenic, Natural, and Cultural 

Resource Values. The ACEC should include Middle Point as part of 
the Dark Canyon ACEC proposed in Alternative E. 
7) Lockhart Basin-Visual Quality and Recreation Values. The ACEC 
bound- should be as shown in Alternative C on p.2-25. 
8) North Abajo-Cult&-al Resources. The ACEC boundary should be 
as shown in Alternative C on p.2-25. 
9) Alkali Ridge-Cultural Resources. The ACEC boundary should be 
as shown in Alternative C on p.2-25, not the smaller area 
proposed in Alternative E. 
10) Rovenweep-Cultural Resources. The ACEC boundary should be as 
shown In Alternative D on p.2-27. 

RESPONSE TO COI#ENT lOI> OWEN SEVERANCE 

CComnent page 11 
BLM appreciates this comnent, but notes that the public conssent period was not 
intended to solicit votes for or against any alternative presented in the 
draft. 

The proposed RitP provides for designation of several areas as ACECs (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix I). The management provisions in 
appendix A are believed adequate to manage surface disturbance in SJRA. 

To qualify for consideration as a potential ACEC. an area must meet the 
criteria given in BLM manual section 1617.8; at a minirmm, an area must meet 
the two criteria of relevance and importance. 

To qualify for consideration as a potential ACEC to protect scenic values, an 
area must meet additional criteria. Under BW manua? 8410, Visual Resource 
Inventory, an area must meet two criteria to be considered as a potential ACEC 
for scenic values. It must be (1) scenic quality A; and (2) unique or very 
rare within its physiographic province. 

The coranentor references four areas he has naninated for ACEC designation in 
other letters. For a discussion of Valley of the Gods, see the response to 
comnent 97; for U-95 scenic corridor, response to comnent 98; for Arch Canyon, 
response to consnent 99; for Coti Ridge. response to comnent 100. This cement 
mentions several other areas as qualifying for ACEC designation, but offers no 
background information; however, these areas have also been nominated by other 
conmentors (see the response to comnent 2, National Parks and Conservation 
Association). 
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1 ~III amazed that Alternative B does -ot include s ONA 
designations. The San Juan Resource Area contains some of the 
best hiking areas on the Colotado Plateau as well as other 
outstanding alWas that are being heavily used be "recreationists". 
All of the potential ONAS shown in Alternative D on p.2-27 should 
beincluded in the preferred alternative along with the following: 
1) The Beef Basin SRMA as shown in Alternative C on p.2-35. 
2) The Yancos Mesa ISA 
The following Class A Scenic Quality Areas: 

) Mule Canyon between U-95 and Comb Wash. 
) The Uhite Canyon Drainage Including all of the tributaries. 

5) The Lockhart Basin ACEC as shown in Alternative D on p.2-27. 

These ACECs and ORBS should have the following restrictions: 
a) They should either be closed to oil and gas leasing or have 
"no surface occupancy" restrictions. 
b) They should be withdrawn from mineral entry. 
c) ORV use should be limited to designated roads. 
d) They should be excluded from land treatments, range improvements, 
and vegetative manipulation. 
8) They should be managed es VRM Class I. 

I Support the designation of RNAs for Lavender and Bridger Jack 
Mesas as proposed in Alternative E. The BLB should look for other 
areas that might be eligible for RNA designation. 

Alternative E does not provide a "balance" because the land 
available for potential land treatment goes from 21,000 acres 
in Alternative A to 241,960 acres in Alternative E-a more than 
ten-fold increase. Much of this land is on Cedar Mesa where 
recreation use and cultural resource protection are much higher 
uses for the land. By classifying this land for potential land 
treatment, the BLM is promoting single use (grazing) over multiple 
use. It would appear to be a plan to eliminate pinyon and juniper 
trees on sny land that can grow exotic grasses. The existing 
chained areas should be maintained where there is no conflict 
with other uses of the land. No new areas should be converted to 
grazing land. Therefore, the "Potential Land Treatment" map 5.n 
Alternative E should only show areas that have had "treatment" 
In the past, The "Natural Succession Areas " as shown In Alternative D 
(p.2-17) were not included in any form in Alternative E. They 
should be included in a modified form.as part of the management 
prescription for Alternative E. The impacts on wildlife under 
Alternative E are unacceptable. No livestock use or range lmprove- 
ments should be allowed in cruciz wildlife habitat areas (pp.4-66,671. 
The statement on p.3-81 that "roads, oil and gas developments, and 
seismic activities probably have had the most significant adverse 
impact on the visual qualities of the area" is not correct. Chaining 
on both Stats and RI.8 land has had the "most significant adverse 
impact on the visual qualities of the areas and has generated b.he 
largest number of negative comments from the public. The statement 
that follows, 'IThe capability of the SJRA to absorb these impacts 
is fairly high where developments are infrequent, and low in areas 
of concentrated development where scenic qualities are substantiallY 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 101 OWEN SEVERANCE 

[Cornaent page 21 

ELM considered the ONA designation under alternatives C and 0, but did not 
find any benefit that would warrant this designation. Since the draft was 
published, DLM has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC desig- 
nation. 

BLM has prepared management prescriptions for potential ACECs that would be 
needed to protect values identified at risk (draft appendixes A and I, as 
revised). IBLA directed (76 IBLA 395 (1983)) that the level of management 
imposed on an are should be the minimum level needed. 

BLM appreciates this support for the RNA designation proposed for Bridger Jack 
and Lavender Mesas in the draft (table 2-6). In the proposed RMP, because of 
a shift in BLM policy, the areas would be designated as ACECs rather than RNAs 
(see revisions to draft table 2-7. page 2-68, and appendix Hl. However, 
management goals would be the same as indicated in the draft for the RNAs. 

This cornaent states that BLM should look for other areas qualifying for RNA 
designation. When preparing the MSA, BLM reviewed resource values through- 
out SJRA to determine whether any areas would qualify for the RNA designa- 
tion; these were the only two areas identified by either BLM staff or the 
public. If other areas are thought to be suitable for special designation 
for similar reasons, they could be nominated by the public at any time. 

Grazing use of public lands is authorized under the Taylor Grazing Act and 
FLPMA, and will be allowed to continue within the parameters of BLM's 
multiple-use mandate. BLM believes that allowing land treatments on Cedar 
Mesa Is reasonable. Land treatments are a standard part of grazfng manage- 
ment. Prohibiting grazing uses, as suggested in this conment. could also be 
construed as not providing for a balanced use of public rangelands. The 
potential land treatments shown are physically suitable areas. not proposed 
projects. The draft is revised to clarify this, and to indicate that pri- 
ority would be given to maintaining existing land treatments (see revisions 
to draft pages 2-6 and 2-68). Under the proposed RMP. the special condi- 
tlons for the proposed ACECs would have to be met. At the time that a 
specific project is proposed, NEPA documentation would assess impacts to 
other resources, including cultural resources, and provide for mitigation of 
adverse impacts (draft pages 2-1, A-l, and A-29). 

The natural succession areas under alternative D were not carried forward 
because the adverse impacts were believed to outweigh the benefits (draft 
chapter 41. lsbdified natural succession concepts could be applied to se- 
lected areas; for example, sensitive areas can be excluded from land treat- 
ments or grazing. In response to this comnent and others that were similar, 
figure 2-15 has been revised to eliminate potential land treatments on the 
mesa tops within the crucial bighorn sheep habitat (draft figure 3-11). 

RLM agrees that chainings can affect visual resources. No new chainings 
have been done on ublic land in SJRA since 1972 (draft page 3-531; the 
appearance of 20- 1 o 25 year old chainings is natural enough that many - - 
people believe these areas should qualify for wilderness designation (see 
tne draft statewide wilderness EISI. Under current management practices, 
visual resources would be taken into account during the project design 
stJyes of any new land treatments (draft page A-6). 
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reduced" is self-serving bureaucratic bullshit. With the ever 
increasing use of San Juan County by tourists, backpackers and 
other recreationists, no part of the SJRA can be sacrificed to 
mindless developments 3 any kind. All of the abandoned seismic 
lines, drill pads, and other "temporary a impacts should be reclaime 
No new chaining should be done. 

I The following are miscellaneous comments about the Draft RMP: 

How can Alternative E claim to be "balanced" when Table S-l shows 
that no acreage in the SJRA will be closed to permits and leasing? 

On p.l-10 is the statement "At least least one of the alternatives 
assessed in the RMP/EIS will provide for each of the following: 
-minimizing consumptive use of the grazing resource by domestic 
livestock;". I was unable to find this alternative. In addition, 
;4he RhlP falls short in providing alternatives that provide for: 

-recognition and protection of sensitive ecological or visual 
environments; -designation and protection of areas of critical 
environmental concern or other special ecological areas; and 
-protection or enhancement of those values on public lands within 
the resource area which are relatively scarce within the public 
domain as a whole". The alternativeathat are supposed to fuifi.11 
these requirements should be greatly expanded. 

Maps should have been included showin the location of land the 
BLM is considering for disposal (p.2- & ). It is unreasonable to 
expect the RMP reviewer to plot all of these lands on a map so 
that their significance can be avaluatsd. 

On p.2-15, under Alternative E, is the statement "The goal of 
alternative E is to manage public lands for multiple use of 
public resources, as lo+ as Erasi? use is ma~n;ats;ea~,e;~~~~$ 
levels . ..a (emphaxs a en. Actor ing to thi t t 
is the most imwortant and dominant use of the SJRA-all other uses 
of the resourci area are secondary. I emphatically disagree with 
this management decision. It does not provide for "balanced" land 
management. Grazing should not be allowed to Sominate the RMP. 

On pp.2-74,75, ORV use is allowed on existing roads and trails in 
SPNW ROS areas. Since the SPNM areas have to be at least .5 miles 
from all roads, SPNK class areas should be included in the "Closed 
to ORB Use" category. It doesn't make sense to allow ORV use In 
SPNM areas when you consider the definition of SPNM areas. Also, 
all ACECs should be placed in the "Limited to Designated Roads and 
Trails" category. This would allow more flexible management of 
sensitive areas. 

On p.?-?li the "limit" of 150 people per day launching on the San 
Juan River is too high. With tha$ number of people, the SPNM 
Criteria on p.3-69 cannot be met. Foa example, I was on the San 
Juan River on Memorial Day weekend In 1985. I counted at least 20 
boats at Slickhorn Canyon and we were rarely out of sight of 
other boats. No meaningful "semi-prdunitive" experience can be 

BESPONSE TO C'YMENT 101 OUEN SEVERANCE- 

CComnent page 31 

Current operating procedures call for the reclamation of all surface dis- 
turbance (draft page A-4). 

This comnent correctly notes that, under the preferred alternative, no areas 
in SJRA would be closed to mineral leasing. About two-thirds of the Surface 
of SJRA would have protective special conditions applied to leasing (draft 
table S-1). The special conditions range from slight to extensive restric- 
tion of activities (draft appendix A). (See the response to conment 9, 
Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, comnent page 52.) 

Alternative D considers the minimum level of livestock use 
%$%?o be feasible Under this alternative, livestock use would be 
excluded or substantially reduced over about 70 percent of SJRA. 

Every alternative assessed in the draft provides for protection of sensitive 
areas. Alternative D assessed the effects of maximizing protection. and the 
resulting impacts on other resource values were unacceptable. 

The lands proposed for disposal under the different alternatives were not 
mapped because the parcels are too small to be shown accurately on maps of 
the scale used in the draft. A complete legal description was given in 
draft appendix 0, and the tracts can be picked out fn ffgure I-5 (draft page 
I-151. 

In reshonse to this comnent and to reflect changes made to the 
alternat;ve because of the public comnents received, the goal 

statement and trade-offs for the preferred alternative have been revised 
(see revisions to draft pages 2-15 and 2-16). The goal statement in the 
draft confons to BLM grazing policy that use adjustments will not be made 
until adequate monitoring is done, unless based on other conflicting uses 
(draft pages 2-6 and 3-54. appendixes B and 51. 

Pages 2-74, 2-75. BLN recognizes that there are no roads or trails in ROS 
3phII areas or else the ROS class would be different. BLM also recognizes 
the possibjlity that roads or trails could be constructed within areas now 
classed as SPNM; the ORV designations take future conditions into account. 
The draft fUW/EIS applied the lowest level of ORV restriction necessary to 
resolve resource conflicts. 

Page 3-71. Limits on recreational use needed to meet the objectives of 
recreation lmanagementwill be addressed at the activity plan level, not in 
the ;L51P (draft pages A-29 and A-36). 



enjoyed with that many people on the river et the same time. In 
addition, the Impacts on the River's ecosystem are too great 
because what used to be temporary impacts are becoming pwrmanant 
Impacts on the soil and rlvwrsldw vegetation. 

On p.3-81 is the only reference to the "U-95 Corridor Study" 
(although not by name). 
"References" 

!Phis document is not mentioned In the 
or in any of the management guidelines. According 

to the statement on p.3-81, the BLM used this document to$ursuade 
the State to modify its plans for chaining along u-261, but 
nowhere in the RMP does the BLbi state that the 'U-95 Corridor 
Study" will be used to guide BLM decisions affecting this Visual 
Corridor. This hypocrisy should not appear in the final RhW. The 
BI& should recognize the importance of the visual resources along 
u-95, u-261, and u-263 and use the "U-95 Corridor Study" as an 
important planning document (which it is). 

The draft RMP grossly understates the visual, cultural, wildlife, 
and non-motorized recreation values in the SJRA and emphasizes 
grazing, mineral exploration, and ORV use. Alternative E should 
be rewritten to present a more objective and balanced RbIP. 
Cultural Rwsourcws in the SJRA (a non-renewable resource) should 
be given proper recognition through a Cultural Resource Management 
Plan that includes all of the Resource Area. Many additional ACECs 
and ORAs should be established as stated earlier. The Visual 
Resource Inventory understates the Scenic Quality ratings in 
several parts of the SJRA and thus has prevented several ACEC 
nominations. The VRI should be reviewed and corrected. The draft 
Rb?P should be extensively revised so that the outstanding values 
found on this part of the Colorado Plateau are recognized and 
protected. 

Monticello, Utah 
84.535 

RESPONSE TO COl4MENT 101 OWEN SEVERANCE 

CCoament page 41 

G%&F%en Severance. 
Regarding the U-g5 corridor study, see the response to coament 

The comment regarding a perceived lack of objectivity in the preferred 
alternative is noted. 

The draft provides that CRMPs will be developed for several cultural proper- 
ties (draft page 2-6, table 2-2, table 2-7. and appendix 8). and activity 
plans will be developed for any ACEC designated to protect cultural resour- 
ces. The cultural use allocation zones will also provide a general level of 
planning guidance for cultural resources throughout SJRA (draft pages 2-6 
and 3-60, figure 3-15, and table 3-9). 

Whi!e preparing the MSA and dr,., =f+ RMP/EIS, BLI4 staff reviewed the visual 
inventory data for SJRA and found it to be generally sound. Some revisions 
have been made on the basis of comments received on this draft (see respon- 
ses to comment 2. National Parks and Conservation Association, comnent page 
17; and comaent 97, Owen Severance). The ratings for scenic quality, visual 
sensitivity, and distance zones, as well as the resulting VRI4 classes, are 
based on field conditions, which change; the visual inventory is periodic- 
ally reviewed and updated as needed. 

Chance to the EIS' Yes. _-~. ..- -.--'.. 



COl+lENT 102 

Scott T. Smith 
149 West Center 
Logan, UT 84321 

31 October, 1986 

Ed Sherrlck 
Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 7 
Monticello, UT 94535 

COMMEHTS ON THE DRAFT SAN JUAN RESOURCE t4?&ME)(ENT PLAN (SJRHF') 

Because of the long term effect it would have on the heart of the 
Colorado Plateau the SJRHP is the most important document to be 
produced by the BLM in Utah for a long time. The San Juan Resource 
Area (SJRA) contains some of the most unlque and sensitive lands 
in the world, and contains the highest density of Anasazl cultural 
sites yet found. Many of the largest chunks of pristine de-facto 
wilderness left in the lower 48 states are contained in the area. 

In light of the extraordinary nature of the area, it is 
disappointing and diStKeSSing to find the ELM once again promoting 
industrialism on the public lands under the guise of "multiple 
use". Like every management strategy promulgated by the ELM in 
recent memory, the SJRMP Is biased towards commodity production at 
the expense of every other value. The most glaring example of this 
is the failure by the ELM to even recognize cultural resource 
protection as a planning issue even though the draft plan states 
that *the SJRA may contain 200,000 archeological sites" and "the 
rate of disturbance and destruction of cultural resources appear 
to be accelerating". The plan notes that nProtectlon of cultural 
resources is inadequate to insure their availability for all 
proposed uses now and in the future". The BLH appears to recognize 
importance of cultural sites so why does the ELM refuse to 
identify their management as a *planning issue" of adequately 
address their protection? 

The SJRA also contains much land deserves pKOteCtiOn as National 
Wilderness Areas, but few areas are identified in the flawed BLM 
statewide wilderness EIS, and most of the area will not receive 
interim management protection OK much protection at all. The SJRMP 
is in effect a clear call of "come and get it" to Exxon and Union 
Oil, to the roadbuilders, the over-grazers and the pot hunters. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 102 SCOTT T. SMITH 

[Comaent page 11 

BLM does not agree that the preferred alternative is slanted toward cosmmdity 
production "at the expense of every other value." See the response to conment 
2 from National parks and Conservation Association, comaent page 31. 

er se does not meet the definition of a Management of cultural resources +- 
planning tssue (draft page l-1). s a result of public comnent, the discus- 
sion on planning issues and the treatment of cultural resources under the 
different alternatives has been expanded in this proposed RMP and final EIS 
(see the revisions to draft page l-6). 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources (draft' page 2-6) and is 
confident that the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for 
management of cultural resources in SJRA. 

Regarding protection of wilderness values, see the response to comnent 13 from 
Utah Wilderness Association. 



Comments on SJRMP - Scott T. Smlth - page 2 

Some specific changes that would keep the SJRMP from being a 
disaster: 

*Rake protection of cultural values a "planning issue" and amend 
the EJRJiP or produce an addltlonal Cultural Resource plan to 
provide for actions that would adequately protect cultural sites. 
These actions must Include: 

-protect areas wlth potential cultural values until intensive 
inventories can be done. 

-eliminate energy exploration and development, ORV use, 
chaining an all other activities that could damage cultural 
values in areas where they exist. 

-increase enforcement needed to prevent pot hunting. 
-identify sites for nomination to the national register. 

*give full interim management protection to the potential 
wilderness areas identified in the Utah Vilderness Coalition's 5 
million acre proposal until a BLH wilderness bill is passed by 
congress. 

*The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPHA) requires the 
ELM to "give priority to the designation of Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern" (ACECs). In the SJRMP the BLM has partially 
done this in Alternatives C and D. However, most of the ACECs 
identified are not adopted under the preferred alternative. The 
BLN has given priority to lndustrlal development and chaining, not 
at all in line with FLPRA's mandate! The SJRA also contains many 
areas that should be designated Outstanding Natural Areas (ONAs). 
All the areas listed below deserve the protection of full-fledged 
National Wilderness designation, but in lieu of that for the time 
being they must be designated ACECs and ONAs as listed: 

-Park Canyon and Middle Point. An ACEC to protect the 
scenic, natural, and cultural values. ONA for the entire 
area. 

-Vhlte Canyon co&x. An ACEC to include Cheesebox, Gravel, 
Long, Fortknocker Canyons and the rest of the land between 
US95 and the Dark Canyon Plateau. The area has outstanding 
scenic, natural and cultural values. ONA for the entire area. 

-ACEC to protect the scenic area around Natural Bridges 
National Monument including Harmony Flat, Deer Canyon, and 
the area between the Monument and the National Forest. ONA for 
the entire area. 

-Canyonlands Basin. An ACEC to protect the scenic, natural, 
and cultural values for all the land within the basin from 
Lockhart Basin to the Manti-La Sal National Forest. ONA for 
the entire area. 

RESPONSE TO CObg4ENT 102 -- SCOTT T. SMITH 

CComnent page 21 

Protection of cultural resource values does not qualify as a planning issue. 
See response to comment 2, National Parks and Conservation Associatfon, on 
this topic. 

Under IMP, protection is afforded to areas under consideration as part of 
BLM's wilderness review process (draft pages 1-2 and 2-7). The RMP discusses 
management of these areas if they are released from the wilderness review. 
The HP does not impose IMP on areas not under wilderness review; this level 
of management would not comply with BLM policies or with the wilderness review 
manadated by FLPIIA. The public land area in SJRA is only 1.8 million acres; 
therefore, the RMP cannot cover the 5 million acres referenced in this comment. 

The proposed RMP provides for designation of several areas as ACECs (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix I). This conssent's nominations for 
specific areas are accepted. See the response to comment 2, National Parks 
and Conservation Association, for a discussion of these areas. 

BLM does not agree that the preferred alternative gives "priority to indus- 
trial development and chaining." BLM is not aware of any industrial develop- 
ments proposed for public lands in SJRA. While the draft identified areas 
having physical potential for land treatments, including chainings, no 
specific projects have been proposed (see the response to comaent 3 from 
National Wildlife Federation, comment page 9). 

BL! has dropped t!!e noA & ",.,-. ,,signation in favor of the ACEC designation. 



Comments on SXMP - Scott T. Smith - page 3 

-Beef Basin. ACEC for the land south of CAnyonlands between 
the Park, the National Forest and the Dark Canyon Plateau 
including Beef BAsin, FAble VAlley and Cathedral Butte, to 
protect the scenic, natural and cultural values. ONA for 
the entire area. 

-ACEC to protect the cultural, scenic and natural values of 
Red, Cedar , Forgotten, and Uoki Canyons, and North Gulch. 
This area contains outstanding archeological sites. ONA for 
the entire area. 

-Cedar Mesa. ACEC to protect cultural, scenic, and natural 
values on Cedar Mesa including Grand Gulch, Johns, Slickhorn, 
Fish, Owl, Lime, Road, Mule, and Arch Canyons and the mesa 
top. ONA for the entire area. 

-Alkali Ridge. ACEC as proposed in Alternative C. ONA for the 
entire area. 

-Hovenweep. ACEC as proposed in Aiternative D. DNA for the 
entire area. 

*Meaningful protection must be given to ACECs and ONAs. All ACE& 
and ONAs must be : 

-closed to oil and gas leasing. 
-closed to ORVs except for existing roads except where reads 

encourage vandalism and pot hunting. These existing roads 
must be closed. 

-closed to mining. 
-excluded from ldnd treatments, chaining and other grazing 

“impro*vements” . 
-closed to commercial and private woodcutting. 
-managed as visual Resource Management Class I areas. 

The SJRMP falls short in failing to address a number of future 
management decisions including: 

-nuclear waste near Canyonlands. 
-state acquisition and development of land around Natural 

Bridges National Monument. 
-mineral demand and conditions under which mineral development 

should or should not occur. Nearly all the SJRA is left open. 
with virtually no mentlon of a mlning management plan in the 
SJRMP. 

The SJRHP will remain inadequate until these issues are addressed. 

Thank you for the chance to comment on the SJRMP. 

3 

RESPORSE TO COIMENT 702 $ZOTT T. SMlTH 

[Comnent page 31 

For potential ACECs, BW has prepared management prescriptions that would be 
needed to protect the values identified as at risk (see draft appendixes B and 
I. as revised). See the response to conment 2 from National Parks and 
Conservation Association on this topic. 

The San Juan (WlP does not discuss nuclear waste near Canyonlands, nor the 
disposal of nuclear waste within SJRA, because BLl4 has received no proposals 
for this type of activity (draft page 1-2, l-10, and 2-10). See the response 
to comnent 2 from National Parks and Conservation Association on this topic. 
Similarly, large-scale state acquisiton projects are not assessed because 
specific details had not been worked out at the time this RMP/EIS was 
prepdrf?d; state in-lieu selections are handled as part of the ongoing case 
load of Bud's realty program (draft page 1-2. l-10, and 2-4). At such time as 
any project involving public lands is proposed, the effects on public lands 
and resources would be assessed through a site-specific HEPA document (draft 
page 2-1, A-l and A-29). (Tne planning criteria, cited here from chapter 1. 
were issued for public review and comment In 1905; draft page 5-g.) 

Draft chapter 3 discussed dennnd for mineral resources and their potential. 
The conditions under which developnentwould occur under the various al terna- 
tives were described in chapter 2, and alternative management prescriptions 
for minerals development were presented in appendix A. 

-- 
Cl&TTCF~rs’l Yes. -2------- 



RESPONSE TO COI44ENT 103 DOUGLAS STARK 

I [Comnent page 11 
BLM appreciates this comment, but notes that the public comnent period was not 
intended to solicit votes for or against any alternative presented in the 
draft. 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources and is confident that 
the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for management of 
cultural resources in SJRA. 

The preferred alternative has identified several management prescriptions to 
protect cultural resources and wildlife habitats in SJRA (draft appendix Al. 

BW does not agree that the proposed RNP would emphasize comnodity development 
in undisturbed areas; the proposed plan provides for special management of 
undisturbed areas that would preclude or limit any type of surface development 
idraft appendix Al. 

Regarding protection of wilderness values, see the response to comnent13, 
Utah Wilderness Association. All areas under wilderness review will continue 
to be managed under IMP, regardless of planning decisions in the RMP (draft 
page l-2). 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 103 DQUGLAS STARK 

[Comment page 21 

A copy of the proposed Rl4P and final EIS will be sent to everyone who com- 
mented on the draft. 

N 
b 

p" 

Change torEIS? No. ~.- ---_I_- 



COMrlENT 104 
RESPONSE TO COWENT 104 JOCELYN C. STOUDT 

[Comwnt page 11 

For a response to this comnent, see the response to comnent 93, David C. Saltz. 

TO: Bureau of Land Management, 
San Juan Resource Rrea 
PO Rnx 7 
Monticello, Utah 84535 

Dear RLM: 

The San Juan Resource Managemer,t plan (SJRMP) has 
potential to protect Southeast Utah’s catstanding cultural, 
scenic, retreat ional and wi lderness values. The integrity 
of areas like Grand Gulch, Dark Canynrt, Reef Rasin and the 
lands surruundir~g Canyoniands, Havertweep and Natural Ht-idges 
are threatened by oil and gas leasing and ORV use. 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Fact (FLPMFI) 
requires that priority be given to areas designated as RCECs 
(flreas of Cri t ical Environmental Cnncern) . FLPMfI def irnes 

I\) RCECs as “a?-eas within the public lands where special 
b management attention is required . . . tn protect and 

% prevent irvepavable damage to impcwtant histcwic, cultur*al 
0,. scenic values, fish and wildlife r-esc~cwces nr other 
naturvl systems 0~ processes . . . 1’. 

I urge you tn desigrmte the following areas as RCECs: 

I. Canyonlands Basin 

To protect scenic values for all lands in the 
Canyonlands Raain which are visible from the National Park 
or BLM’5 Needles and Canyonlands overlooks. Scenic views 
are integral ta visitor. enjoyment. 

To protect cultural values between Hart’s Draw and the 
par-k boundary. 

II. Reef Rx i n 

To protect the scenic ccmtinuity of the Manti-La Sal 
National For-est and the Dal-k Canyon Plateau which rre 
visible from the- Nat ionnl Park. This area also has 
outstanding cultural history and aPChaeOloQiCa1 research 
potent ial. 

III. Cedar Mesa 

To prptect cultural, scenic, and natural values. I 
C&iieTo the EIS? Yes. -- 

propose boundaries consistent with the arYhaeolOQica1 
distt-ict proposed for- designation under alternatives C R D. 
Cultural ~~e~cources are significant in this area because of 
the wealth of undisturbed Basket-Maker and Pueblo sites. 
This area also provides habitat for. RiQhnrn sheep and 
various protected Raptors. 

I 



IV. Rlkali Ridge/Hnvenweep areas 

The RCEC proposed under alternative D will protect the 
Rlkali Ridge areas high density of cultural sites from 
energy exploration, development and vandalism. I support a 
2,000 acre RCEC to protect the Hovenweep area which has 
superior cultural and scenic values. 

V. Natural Rridges 

I support an RCEC to protect scenic val ue5 impor-tant to 
visitor. enjoyment. The boundary should include Harmony Flat 
(southeast of the Monument) and the lands between the 
Manument and the Nat iunal Forest. This area should include 
Wondenshoe Buttes; ,The Toe, and Deer Canynn. 

VI. Glen Canynn Nat ional Retreat ion FLrea 

I support an ACEC to protect scenic, natural, cultural 
and wildlife values for’ al 1 lands in the San Juan Resource 
Rrea that lie within Glen Canyon National Recreation nrea. 

. 

VII. White Canyon Complex 

I support an FICEC to protect scenic and cultural values 
,c__- LL- I ur bllr area north of Utah 95 and s.6;;t.h af the Dark Canyon 
Plateau and the Manti-La Sal National Forest. This inclrtdes 
Cheesebox, Gravel, Long, Fortknocker canyons and landmarks 
such as Jacob’ B Chair. Protect inn is irnpor+ant to preserve 
scenic views franr U-95 and to preserve undisturbed cultural 
sites. 

VIII. Moki-Red Canyon Complex 

I support an RCEC to protect cultural values in these 
areas. Snundary should include the upper ends af Red, 
Cedar, Forgotten. and Muki Canyons, North Gulch and Upper 
Lake Canyon. Cultural resc&~~ce~ are important to the 
understanding and interpretation uf culti.tral data collected 
before Glen Canyon was flooded. 

IX. Dark Canyon and Middle Point 

I support an FlCEC tn protect the scenic, natural and 
cultural values provided by the pristine character of these 
areas. 



These ares% should all be designated as “Outstanding 
Natural FIreas” (ONR’ 5) because of their unusual natural 
characterist its that need management protect ion. 

Please establish management prescriptions which provide 
meaningful protect ion for RCEC’ s and QNR’ 5 and the val l.!el 
they were established to protect. 

The preferred alternative E will result in damage to 
about 15,678 cultural sites. I feel the RLM has failed to 
adequately address the protect ion of cultural resources in 
the RMF. Please amend co- supplement the SJRMF to identify 
special management act ions to protect these values. 

The development of a “Cultural Resource Plan” will help 
highlight to Congress the need for additional funding for- 
cultural resources management in the San Juan Flrea ! ! ! 

I 

Thank you for your help and couperation. 



RESPONSE TO COilMENT 105 JOHN R. SWANSON 

[Conrnent page 11 

BLM appreciates the concerns raised. 

Designating the entire SJRA as a nature preserve, or for the other uses sug- 
gested in thfs comnent, would not be within the intent of FLPMA (see draft 
page l-9). BLM's purpose, as spelled out in FLPMA, fs much broader than that 
stated in this comment. 

Regarding wilderness designation and protection of wilderness values, see the 
response to comment 13, Utah Wilderness Association. 

&anqe to tile EIS? No. ---__ 



CCWENT 106 

1201 Adams Street 
Denver. CO 81X9.36-3417 

Novermber 1. 1986 

lurea” of Land Management 
id” Juan Resource Area 
'0 Box 7 
lonticello. UT 84538 

‘ear Bureau of Land Management: 

Since moving to Colorado in the late 60's, 
acation in Utah on a number of occasions. 

it has been my pleasure to 
with most of these vacations 

eing to the arede of Southeast Utah in the San Juan Resource Area. I have 
ound that hiking and camping in Canyonlands, The Manti-La Sal National 
'or-est I Natural Bridges. Hovenweep National Monument, etc. to provide 
tutstanding recreational opportunities. I would strongly oppose any 
management plan for the area which does not protect the wilderness and 
wildlife values, and does not place the protection of the wilderness and 
wildlife above the short term uses of grazing and mineral production. 

Second in importance to the protection of wilderness and wildlife 
'alues is the protection of the archeological resow-ces in the area. Few 
Iarts of out- country have this national treasure and protecting them for the 
uture should easily overshadow the short term uses of grazing and mineral 

reduction. 

Since some of the most outstanding areas have already received 
rrotection as National Parks, it is important that adjacent areas be managec 
io as to provide a buffer to fully protect these areas of national 
mportance. This protection must be included in your management plan. 

)f these areas are visible from the Park areas. and other “see in the 
Ma") 

rdjacent lands should not detract from the experience visitara have 1" the 
)arks. 

As a management agency, the Bureau needs to begin to make decisions 
tsing a broader. and longer prospective than would an individual ot- a 
:orporation. Not only are these public lands being managed with the need tc 
stress public rather than special interest use. but the special caracter of 
:he San Juan Resource Area, with the long vistas and lack of human impacts 
Deane that even stricter measures are appropriate than might be used in less 
sensitive lands. 

Sincerely, '7 

DcnaId R. Thomomon 

DONALD R. THWPSON 

CCorenent page 13 

BLM agrees that SJRA contains appreciable scenic and natural resource values. 

The proposed RMP provides for preparation of tP4Ps and application of seasonal 
use conditions to better manage wildlife values (draft table 2-7 and appendix 
A). Regarding preservation of wilderness Values. see the responsa to COImwnt 
13 from Utah Wi 1 derness Association. 

BLM agrees that cultural sites are an important resource in SJRA and recog- 
nizes the need to protect cultural resources (see draft page Z-6). The 
proposed RMP includes special managenmnt prescriptions designed to protect 
cultural resources (see revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix A). 

Congress has determined that units of the NPS are to be managed under NPS 
laws, and that public lands, even those adjacent to units of the NPS, are to 
be managed under FLPMA and other public-land laws. See the response to 
comnent 2, National Parks and Conservation Association, for a broader discus- 
sion on this topic. 

The proposed RMP provides long-term guidance for management of public lands 
and resources in SJRA, The RMP would be revised as necessary to remdin 
current (draft appendix 8). 

Change to the EIS? No. ----_I_ 



COFMENT 107 

October 25. 1986 
Logan, Utah 

Mr. Ed Scherick 
Area Manager 
San Juan Resource Area 
Moab District 
USDI Bureau of Land Management 
P-0. Box 7 
Monticello, UT 84535 

Attn: RMP 

Dear Mr. Scherfck: 

The draft Environmental Impact Statement for the San Juan RMP presents 
possible alternatives for the special desiqnation of two relatively small 
areas. These are Bridger Jack Mesa and Lavender Mesa. I am writing to 
express my strong support for Research Natural Area status in particular, 
and to supply some comments that may assist your staff in compiling the 
final EIS. I would favor the alternative (or composite alternative) 
recommended by The Nature Conservancy, inasmuch as their public-lands 
representative has the most current knowledge of the mesas. That 
organization also tends to take a sensible, objective, non-confrontatio&l 
approach to land setasides. 

My comments are keyed to the areas as follows: 

Lavender Mesa 

I definitely think that the entire mesa top should be designated a 
Research Natural Area, and that such an action should he coupled with 
strict stipulations regarding visitation and use. But first of all, more 
concrete information about the area should be gathered. The Nature 
Conservancy has extensive experience in compiling technical reports-based 
on careful groundwork, and might be asked to do this per the ongoing 
agreement with the State Office. I am by no means an "expert" on this 
place. having no particular zoological skills and having only visited it 
once (and briefly, to limit impact from foot travel). 

Perhaps the most important additional stipulation mfqht govern 
helicopter landfngs. Should these be "with permission only", so that the 
place does not eventually become a stopover for curiosity-seekers? I tend 
to think so. In a similar vein, should rock-climbing be allowed, qiven 
that there are countless square miles of Yingate Sandstone cliffs to climb 
elsewhere in the county? 

The Canyonlands National Park staff may be able to assist in naming a 
scientist experienced in surveys of "island" mesa tops like this one, and 
who could place Lavender Mesa's features in a broader ecological and bfo- 
geographic context. 

(page 2, please) 

&SPONSE TO COMMENT 107 NICHOLAS VAN PELT 

[Comsent page 11 

BW appreciates this support for the designation of two RNAs, but has dropped 
the RNA designation in favor of the ACEC designation. The proposed lU4P would 
designate Bridger Jack and Lavender Mesas as ACECs. 

This comment favors the Nature Conservancy's recommendations. See the re- 
sponse to comment 4 from The Nature Conservancy. 

Lavender l%asa 

If Lavender Mesa is designated as an ACEC, an activity plan would be prepared 
to cover management of the area. The activity plan would identify additional 
data needs and the means to obtain the information (draft appendix 0). 

Helicopter landings and rock clitiing are not currently thought to be causing 
any substantial impacts to the proposed ACEC; therefore no specific restric- 
tions on such use have been developed. The mesa top would be monitored (draft 
appendix 6). and management conditions could be changed if necessary. The 
proposed ACEC is intended to protect the mesa top, not necessarily the sur- 
rounding terrain, 

BLM agrees that NPS could be consulted if their professional expertise was 
required. 



Mr. Ed Scherick 
October 25, 1986 
Page 2 

Bridger Jack Mesa 

Because the mesa is such a distinct unit, it would seem only "natural" 
to designate it In its entirety. However, if that were done, the area 
would become (I believe) the largest RNA in the state. Local and county 
interests might justifiably be concerned about this -- "wilderness" by 
administrative means. The Bureau will have to weigh comments 'received in 
this light. If there is no opposition, I think it would be preferable to 
set aside the entire mesa top, as features of interest occur throughout it 
and it provides an unbroken gradient from quite dry {north end) to 
relatively mesic. closed communities (south end). 

For clarification's sake--I have no study plots demarcated on the mesa 
top, but I do plan to undertake some newer,better-controlled studies in 
the future using permanent plots or belt transects. However, BLM itself 
should be considering how best to use the area as a management baseline. 

I am under the impression that a very few deer hunters use the mesa 
annually because access is so restricted and there are some large deer up 
there. No doubt they would want to continue this use, and the designation 
applied should recognize this. The Utah RNA program has known from the 
beqinning that hunters could nut reasonably be excluded from natural areas. 
particularly during the general deer season. Perhaps signs could be placed 
alongside the two trails, explaining the area's value and askinq for good 
outdoor conduct, but not prohibiting hunting (or, for that matter, hiking 
and backpacking). Horse grazing should be restricted, because that is the 
impact (herbivory. trampling, and the introduction of weed seeds) that the 
"park" communities were released from in the 1960's. 

In closing, I commend BLM for the attention given these areas, and I 
am glad to see that the information in the Master's thesis has been of 
value in writing the Management Situation Analysis and the draft EIS. If 
county government officials object to designation (either size alternative) 
of Bridger Jack Mesa as an ACEC or RNA, I would be available in spring or 
summer of 1987 to discuss the area's value and future and thus help realize 
a consensus about appropriate designation and stipulations. 

Thank you for your attention. 

st~f-vk‘A j7FM fi g- 

Nicholas Van Pelt 
Dept. of Range Science 
Utah State University 
Logan, UT 84322-5230 

cc: Mr. Joel Tuhy, The Nature Conservancy, Wellsville, Utah 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 107 __-______ NICHOLAS VAN PELT 

[Conment page 21 

Bridger Jack Mesa 

The draft analyzed impacts from designating all of the mesa top as an RNA, and 
from designating only part of the mesa top. Public cormnents indicated little. 
if any, public concern that designation of the entire mesa top would not be 
preferable. 

As noted earlier, if the mesa is designated as an ACEC, an activity plan would 
be prepared to cover management of the area. The activity plan would identify 
additional data needs, and how to obtain these. 

Designation of Bridger Jack Mesa as an ACEC should not have any impact on 
hunting (if any) that occurs on the mesa top. The decision as to whether or 
not to place signs around the mesa would be made at the activity planning 
level, not in the RMP; BLM will consider this suggestion at that tims. Grar- 
ing by pack horses would be prohibited, and recreational use (including hunt- 
ing) would be limited through a permit system if necessary to prevent resource 
damage (draft page A-21). BLM recognizes that horses. humans, and other 
animals could introduce weed seeds to the mesa top. 

BLM appreciates the work this conmentor has done in researching these areas. 
and has found conmentor's thesis very helpful. 

- .- 



CM3UIENT 108 

John Veranth 
4460 Ashf ord Drive 

Salt Lake City, Utah 84124 

BESPONSE TO COMXNT 108 JOHR VERANTH 

[Comment page 13 

BLM appreciates this support of alternatives D and E, but notes that the 
public conment period was not intended to solicit votes for any alternative 
presented in the draft. 

The phrase "no permanent resource use or production" was used in the draft 
(table S-1) to indicate areas where extractive resource production would not 
be allowed, and refers primarily to nonrenev+able resources. 
considered to be a renewable resource. 

Forage plants are 
BLM recognizes the value of vegetation 

in erosion control and wildlife habitat (draft pages 3-28 and 3-41). 

Grazing use of public lands is authorized under the Taylor Grazing Act and 
FLPMA, and will be allowed to continue within the parameters of BLM's multiple- 
use mandate. 

The term "mineral potential" as used in the draft is the potential for mineral 
occurrence, not mineral development. Mineral potential is based on geology, 
stratigraphy, and other physical characteristics, and would not change because 
of economic fluctuations; it might change if new information became available 
(perhaps because of mineral exploration and development, such as drill hole 
data). This comment apparently refers to the potential (probability) that the 
mineral resources will be extracted, which is based in part on economics. 
This is discussed in draft chapter 4, as are the effects on minerals produc- 
tlon that would result from placing restrictions on surface use of public 
lands. 

8y increasing production costs. surface use restrictions couid render produc- 
tion of some mineral deposits uneconomical, where those same deposits could be 
economical to produce under lesser restrictions. The effect of any actions 
taken under this plan on national or worldwide economics would be negligible. 



/John Veranth 
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RESPONSE TO COM!lENT 108 JOHN VERANTH 

EComnent page 21 
The average expenditure figures used in chapter 4 of the draft reflect expen- 
ditures by both in-state and out-of-state visitation, and corresponding local 
expenditures. 

The RMP/EIS is not an effective forum to discuss business hours in San Juan 
County, or the pros and cons of tourism development. BLM has no control over 
these matters. 

Range management practices described in the draft consider other resource 
values, such as wildlife or archaeology. The proposed RMP indicates where 
grazing uses have been modified to protect other resource values. A site- 
specific NEPA document would be prepared prior to implementation of a range 
project, including land treatints (chainings) mentioned in this comment. 

The potential land treatments shown in the draft are physically suitable 
areas, not proposed projects. The draft is revised to clarify this (see 
revisions to draft pages 2-6 and 2-68). The method of treatment, such a5 
controlled burning suggested in this comment, would be determined when a 
project was actually proposed. The NEPA document would assess impacts to 
other resources and provide for mitigation of adverse impacts, such as shaping 
the sites as suggested in this comnent (draft pages 2-1, A-l, and A-29). 

Domestic sheep do not currently occupy bighorn sheep habitat in SJRA. It is 
not anticipated that any application for change of livestock to sheep will be 
received during tine analysis period used in the draft (until 2000) (draft 
appendix U). 8efore any proposal to change from cattle to sheep could be 
considered, the RMP would have to be changed (draft page A-3.0); if adverse 
impacts to other resources, such as bighorn sheep, could not be mitigated, the 
change would not be allowed. 



Bureau of Land Management 
San Juan Resource Area 
P.O. Box 7 
Monticello, Utah 84535 

CC+?4ENT 109 

October 31, 1986 

Dear Bureau of Land Management: 

In the San Juan Area lie some of the rare jewels of the world, from the point of 
view of wilderness, recreation and archeology. This area is more of a treasure than at 
anytime in history since the world is so overcrowded and impacted by the presence 
and works of man. 

Southern Utah is one of the few dark places on a satellite photo of the U.S.A. at 
night which I have hanging above my desk. For many of us this represents a refuge 
from constant civilization. I urge you most heartlily to manage the San Juan Resource 
Area with the protection of wilderness, non-motorized recreation and archeological 
resources as top priorities. 

I would urge you to give special attention to the lands adjacent to the National 
Parks in this area. The proposed nuclear dump next to Canyonlands is but one exam- 
ple of how I would not manage these resources. (When I visited Canyonlands and 
Davis Canyon in June of I984 there was a great deal of water flowing in the area. 
Given that this proposed dump site is well above the Colorado River, I cannot imagine 
that such an activity is safe, let alone scenic.) Hovenweep, Natural Bridges and the 
Glen Canyon National Recreation area are special places that should be protected nob 
only within their boundaries but nearby lands as well. For example, if our natural 
treasures find themselves buried in smog from coal fired power plants, they will no 
longer be treasures. If off road vehicles ride indiscriminantly up to their boundaries, 
the resource is greatly diminished. 

I support liberal use of the “Area of Critical Environmental Concern” designation. 
The grand vistas from Canyonlands overlook should be preserved at all costs. Bob 
Marshall onee proposed and Congress considered a 9 million acre Canyonlands 
Nations! Park. A tiny fraction of this origina! propose! made it to oliicia! park status. 
Please dignify as much of what remains with the special ACEC or ONA designations. 

I support ONA status for Cedar Mesa roadless areas, White Canyon Complex, 
Dark Canyon and Middle point. Other areas that deserve special consideration are 
Moki-Red Canyon Complex, Alkali Ridge and Beef Basin. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 109 MARTY WALTER 

CComeent page 11 

Regarding protection of wilderness values. see the response to comnent13 from 
Utah Wilderness Association. 

Regarding management of public lands adjacent to NPS units, see the response 
to comnent 2, National Parks and Conservation Association. The RMP will not 
address impacts of "nuclear dumps ' discussed in this comnent (see draft pages 
l-10 and 2-10). 

The draft (page 2-8) provides that BL14 will manage actions on public lands to 
meet air quality standards. The impacts to air quality from a specific pro- 
posal would be assessed on a project-specific basis (draft pages 2-1, A-l and 
A-29). 

Under the preferred alternative, a substantial portion of NPS boundaries are 
adjacent to public lands on which ORV use would be restricted (draft table 
2-8). These limitations would be imposed to resolve resource conflicts on 
public lands. 

The proposed RMP provides for designation of several areas as ACECs (see 
revisions to draft chapter 2 and appendix I!. This conment's suggestions for 
specific areas are noted. See the response to comment 2 submitted by the 
National Parks and Conservation Association, for a discussion of these areas. 

BLM has dropped the ONA designation in favor of the ACEC designation. 



I know that you are concerned with the economic well being of the people in your 
area. They are a part of the environment too, and they must get some consideration. 
It is my firm belief that for the long term the people of this area will be better off if 
the area is managed to preserve its unique wild character. True, in the short run 
money can be made from carbon dioxide mining, uranium, coal, raiding archological 
areas (“pot hunting”) etc. But what this area has to offer the w&Id as a vast, unique 
wilderness far surpasses anything that could be gained from mining minerals. Pro- 
grams should be instituted so that people such as myself, whb are very much con- 
cerned with this unique area of the world, can contribute to the well being of the peo- 
ple of this area in an effort to make them all friends of the wilderness. We should, 
for example, buy as much of our supplies locally in these areas and contribute to their 
well being in as many ways as we can when we are there. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this world class treasure. 

c 

Marty Walter 
3333 Nebo Road 
Jamestown Star Route 
Boulder, Colorado 80302 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 109 -- 

[Comnent page 21 

MARTY WALTER 

ELI4 agrees that the residents of San Juan County are part of the human envi- 
rowent assessed in the draft. 

BLM is not aware of any ongoing carbon dioxide mining in SJRA. 

v= No. .- .___ -- ----.. -... 



=NSE TO COtMENT 110 DAVID W. YILLEY 

TO: Bur=eu of Land Renagement, 
San Juan Resource Area 

[Cocrment page 11 
PO Box 7 
Ronticello, Utah 84535 

For a response to this comment, please refer to the response to Comnent 93. 
David C. Saltz. 

Dear RLUr 

The San Juan Resource Ranegement Plan (SJRRP) has 
potential to proteet Southeast Utah's outstanding cultural, 
scenic, recreational and vilderness values. The integrity 
of erees like Grend Gulch, Dark Canyon, Beef Basin end the 
lands surrounding Canyonlsnds, Hovenveep end Natural Bridges 
are threatened by oil end gas leasing and DRV "se. 

The Federal Land Policy.and Ranegement Act (FLPUA) 
requires that priority be given to areas designated as ACECs 
(Areas of Critical Environmental Concern). FLPRA defines 
ACECs as *arcas vithln the public lends vhere special 
menagement attention is required . . . to protect and 
prevent irreparable damage to important historic, cultural 
or scenic vel"es, fish and vildlife resources 01 other 
natural systems or processes . . . ". 

I urge you to designate the falloving ereas as ACECs: 

I. Canyonlands Sasin 

To protect scenic values for all lands in the 
Canyonlends Basin vhich are visible from the National Pqrk 
or BLR's Needles and Canyonlends overlooks. Scenic views 
are integral to visitor enjoyment. 

To protect cultural values betveen Hart's Drav and the 
park boundary. 

II. Beef Basin 

To protect the scenic continuity of the Renti-La Sal 
National Forest and the Dark Canyon Plateau vhlch mle 
visible from the Netlonel Perk. This ecem alao has 
outstanding cultural history and archaeological research 
potential. 

III. Cedar Resa 

To protect cultural, scenic, and natural values. I 
propose boundaries consistent vith the archaeological 
district proposed for designation under alternatives C b D. 
Cultural resources are significant in this area because of 
the veelth of undisturbed Basket-Raker and Pueblo sites. 
This area also provides habitat for Bighorn sheep and 
varloua protected Raptors. 

0 I 



IV. Alkeli Ridge/Hovenreep aresa 

The ACEC proposed under alternetlve D vi11 protect the 
Alkali Ridge erees high deneity of cultural sites from 
energy exploration, development end vandalism. I support a 
2,000 ecre ACEC to protect the Hovenveep erea vhich has 
superior cultural end scenic values. 

I 
V. Neturel Bridgee 

I support en ACEC to protect scenic values lmportent to 
visitor enjoyment. The boundary should include Harmony Flat 
(southeast of the Monument) end the lends betveen the 
Monument end the National Forest. This eree should include 
Woodenehoe Buttes, The Toe, end Deer Cenyon. 

I 
VI. Glen Cenyon Nationel Recreation Area 

I support en ACEC to protect scenic, natural, cultural 
end vildlife velues for all lends in the Sen Juan Resource 
Area that lie vithin Glen Canyon Netional Recreetion Area. 

I VII. White Cenyon Complex 

I support en ACEC to protect scenic end cultural velues 
for the aree north of Utah 95 end couth of the Dark Cenyon 
Plateau and the lfanti-La Sal National Forest. This includes 
Cheesebox, Gravel, Long, Fortknocker cenyons end lendmarks 
such es Jecob'e Cheir. Protection is importent to preserve 
scenic views from U-95 end to preserve undisturbed cultursl 
sites. 

VIII. lloki-Red Canyon Complex 

I support en ACEC to protect culture1 veluee in these 
ereea. Boundary should include the upper ends of Red, 
Ceder, Forgotten end Rokl Cenyone, North Gulch end Upper 
Lake Canyon. Cultural resources are important to the 
understanding end interpretetion of cultural data collected 
before Glen Cenyon vas flooded. 

I IX. Dark Canyon and Riddle Point 
I 

I support an ACEC to protect the scenic, neturel and 
cultural values provided by the pristine cherecter of these 
*teas. 
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CComnent page 31 

This comment references “the fnitfal RI-IP." No such document has been 
developed; BLM is uncertain as to the meaning of this comnent. 

DAVID U. WILLEY 

These erees should e11 be designated es wOutatanding 
Nature1 Areas. (ONA'=) because of their unusuel nature1 
cherecteristics thst need menegement protection. 

Please establish msnegement prescriptions vhich provide 
meaningful protection for ACEC's end ONA's end the values 
they vere esteblished to protect. 

The preferred slternetfve E vi11 result in damege to 

speciei management sotions to protect these values. 
The development of a *Cultural Resource Plenw will help 

highlight to Congress the need for addition*1 funding f,or 
culture1 resourcee.menagement in the Sen Juen Area! II 



Critique md Becemmended Emisims Critique md Becemmended Emisims 

of the Socioeeanomic Rnalyses of the of the Socioeeanomic Rnalyses of the 
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JmDact Statement (ElIlP/EIS) JmDact Statement (ElIlP/EIS) 
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J. Dennis Willigan, Ph.D. 
1123 Vista Vim Drive 
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(801) 5824910 



Comments and concerns: 

The Utah Department of Employment Security, Labor Market Information 
Services, issued a report in September\ 1985 identifying the poverty status 
of Utah’s population by planning district and county. The Southeastern 
planning district has the highest percent of persons in poverty (20.2%) of 
the State’s seven planning districts. SanJuan County has the highest 
percentage of persons in poverty (35.8%) of all Utah counties. 

I consider the socioeconomic analyses found in the draft RMP/EIS to be 
seriously flawed because none of the five alternatives for managing about 
1.8 million acres of public land and resources in San Juan County contain 
adequate analysesoftheextremelyfavorablesocioeconomicprospects 
thatcouldresultifcurrentBLMWSAsandadditionalareas recommended 
for wilderness statusbythe Utah Wilderness Coalitionwere designated 

as suchbythe U.S.Congressunderthe Wilderness&t. 

Wildernessdesignationandthe measuresrecommendedto promote tourism 
containedinthe attached Appendixtothese comments could result in 
substantially loweringthehighieveis of poverty inSanJuanCounty Where 
more than 1 of every 3 personsislivingbelowthepoverty level 

The Appendix, preparedbytheauthorforthe Utah BLMStatewide 
Wilderness&aft Environmental Impact Statement (1986),contains a 
critique of the l3LMs narrow socioeconomic conceptionof wilderness and 
offers numerous recommendationstohelprealizethe socioeconomic 
potential of increased tourism in the wakeofadequatelypromoted 
wilderness designations. Thesecomments are evenmore applicable to the 
draft RMP/EIS due to itsvirtually total neglect of the positive 
socioeconomic consequences of Congressionalwildernessdesignationof 
BLMWSAs andotherareashaving outstandingnaturalvaluesthat are 
locatedinthe SanJuanResource Area. 

Thesocioecomomic sectionsofthedraftRMP/EISshouildbe entirely 
rewrittento reflect the comments and,,..,-...- rnnrernsexpreBBedabove andthose 

which canbe foundinmuchgreaterdetail in the Appendix. 

I RESPONSE TO COFIMENT 111 J. DENNIS WILLIGAN 

[Comnent Page 11 

The impacts of wilderness designations by Congress, including socioeconomic 
effects or the effects on tourism, were not considered fn the draft. The 
planning criteria stated that the effects of wilderness designation would not 
be analyzed in the RMP/EIS; the planning criteria were finalized in 1985 after 
a public review period (see draft pages l-10 and 5-91. 

The suitability of WSAs in Utah for designation as wilderness, as welras the 
environnwntal impacts of wilderness designation. was considered in the 
statewide wilderness EIS CBLM, 19861 (draft Page l-31. See also the response 
to comnent13, Utah Wilderness Association, on this topic. 

NOTE: A 22-page appendix submitted with this comment addressed concerns 
regarding the Utah statewide wilderness EIS; it is not reprinted here. 

cim~tothern No. _-L- 



COliMENT 112 

October 28 1986 

Ed Scherick 
Eureau of Land Ilanagement 
Box 7 
Monticello UT 84535 
Attention: R!uIP 

Dear Mr. Scherick: 

I wish to comment uron your Resource Elanagement Plan for the 
San Juan Resource Area. 

I have been a resident of Durango Colorado for about seven years, 
which is located only a little over an hour from the Utah border. I 
have been visiting Utah an average of 15-20 times Ier year. Almost 
all of these visits have involved going through your area, and in a 
very large rortion of the visits my final destination has been in 
the San Juan Resource Area. I-have carried out a wide range of rec- 
reational activities 'on your land, including sightseeing from my 
vehicle, four wheeling, Ihotograrhy, hiking, archaelo#cal obser- 
vations & backpacking. 

I feel very strongly that the land is literally Iriceless, and 
should be Irotected as much as possible. Accordingly, I would like 
to support Alternative D. The land is just to beautiful and awesome 
to squander for short term benefits for a few. I am very disaIFointed 
with your Alternative E which seems to Irovide only a very limited 
amount of Irotection. 

Before I start my specific comments uron Alternative E, I want 
to make the general comment that your PXP was extreme1 

is 
hard to under- 

stand, especially in evaluating the exact differences etween the 
alter$tives. Having the ?fana 
did m first hand knowledge o 

ement Situation Analysis helIed, as 

g 
f actual conditions in the field. Vith- 

out t is knowled e, 
rehensible: The f 

a great deal of your WP would have been incon;- 
ack of any clear maIs which actual1 gave any sort 

of detail detracted from the ?Z!P. I understand the i: udgetary Ire- 
blems as well as the necessity of using technical language at times, 
but still the ?ZiP was very difficult to decipher. 

In my opinion, the Alternative E fails to Irovide the nec- 
essary Irotection for the natural resources and cultural resources, 
and Ilaces an undue emphasis uron mineral & erazing activities. 

I am especially dfsarrointed by the failure to Irovide any form 
of administrative protection for the VSA's in Alternative E. At 
least Alternative D Trovides the limited protection of ONA. Your maI 
at 2-29 seems to indicate that virtually no rotection will be Fro- 
vided for such areas as Slickhorn Canyon, lo fm s Canyon, Lime Canyon, 

RESPONSE TO COlMENT 112 HENRY C. WRIGHT 
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BLM appreciates this comment, but notes that the public comnent period was not 
intended to solicit votes for any alternative presented in the draft. 

BLM acknowledges that the draft RMP/EIS is a complex document covering a 
canpl ex area. A quarter-inch-to-the-mile map has been included with the 
proposed Iu4P. 

BLM does not agree that alternative E unduly emphasizes mineral and grazing 
activities. See the response to comnent 2 from National Parks and Conserva- 
tion Association, comnent page 31. 

In the draft, several areas under wilderness review received protective desig- 
nations under the preferred alternative. The special designations were not 
proposed for the purpose of protecting wilderness values.- The proposed RMP 
would- place special designations on many of the areas mentioned in this can- 
ment (see revisions to draft tables S-l, 2-6, 2-7; also refer to the map in 
this proposed RMP and final EISl. Several areas mentioned in this comnent 
(Arch Canyon, Lockhart Basin, Alkali Ridge, and Hovenweepl are not part of the 
wilderness review. 



Road Canyon, Fish & Owl Creek, Kule Canyon, Arch Canyo 
Y 

Lockhart 
Basin, and a much smaller amount of protection 
around Hovenweerunder Alternative E. 

for Alka Ridge and 

It is m 
is well wort K 

personal opinion that the land not being rrotected 
Trotection. But, beyond mu 

opinions of the Frerarers of the BLFI Wi dernkss Draft Environ- I 
ersonal ayinion, the 

mental Impact Statement should be considered. How can an area be 
considered so outstanding that is meets the demanding criteria for 
wilderness designation, and yet be fgnored for OXA designation? For 
that matter, Cheesebox Canyon & Kancos Mesa didn't even get consider- 
ed for OXA even under Alternative D. For example, Cheesebox Canyon 
is considered to be entireley of Class A scenery ( Vol 5, EIS, F. 
14- Cheesebox Canyon) and yet it fails to 

The edmIle could be rereate 
ualify for even as @ETA 

under the RX?. 3 many times of the KSA 
EIS describing unique features of the WSA, and yet the FreferF%f 
alternative fails to Frovide any sort of managerial Frotection for 
the land. 

Likewise, the amount of rortection provided under alternative 
E for cultural resources is also inadequate. The managerial Trotection 
Irovided for Nontezuma Creek and Beef Basin are much smaller under 
Alternative E than under alternative D. Just from my own personal 
observation, both of these areas have a great number of sites which 
are well worth Frotection. 

I an also very concerned about the overemphasis uron grazing 
activities in the Ilan. On a nationwide level, the surplus of beef 
would seem to indicate that the more marginal areas such as south- 
east Utah are unable to conyete with more fetile areas of the midwest 
such as Nebraska, and I certainly resent the use of my tax dollars 
to subsidize the beef industry of Utah. The Trime example of the 
misuse of funds is the so-called land treatments. The amount & score 
of land treatments under Alternative E are simrlai outrageoti It w.ould 
arrear that most of Cedar ?fesa with its rich archaelogical resources 
is going to be chained so that a few sur lus cattle can be Iastured 
for a few additional days. Considering t.e destruction of archaeolog- I: 
ical resources and natural habitat, T strongly 
of Cedar 1:es.a. I also note with sIecia1 anger t f; 

rotest the chaining 
e rroIosed.land treat- 

ments of the Dark Canyon plateau area and the region directly around 
Natural Bridges EM, not to mention the country around Uovenweer, an 
area which is especially rich with surface ruins. 

On the subject 'of ran e improvements, the ELY has stated that 
Alternative D is more cost y than the other improvements. The main f 
factor for this cost is range improvements. Since alternative D 
basically allows for the return of natural plant succession, I am 
unclear as tb the additional cost of range improvements. If anythin&, 
the Flace where I would expect a higher cost of range improvements 
would be Alternative A. 

I am also very concerned about the Becreation OIIortunity SIec- 
trum Classes found at 3-67. It would aIrear that the entire area 
around ?IovenweeT and tfontezuma Creek (in fact, just about everythin& 
to the east of Konticello & Blanding) will be considered to be Roaded 
Natural. Considering the great numbers of surface ruins both in the 
creek bottoms and mesa toys, unrestricted OXV activity could be dis- 
astrous, not only from the Fh ical 
unintentially driving over t e K 

Froblem of ORVs intentienally or 
sites, but also increased access for 

rothunting. Great areas of Cedar Mesa, Dark Canyon Plateau and lands 
adjoing Cnayonlands NP are also going to be orened to ORV activity. 

RESPONSE TO COMENT 112 HENRY G. WRIGHT 
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The draft (page l-2) discusses managemant of WSAs and ISAs if Congress re- 
leases them from wilderness review without wilderness designation. It is 
assumed that if Congress takes such action, the areas are to be managed for 
nonwilderness purposes. Therefore, no attempt was made through the RMP to 
apply quasi-wilderness protective managemant to areas released from wilderness 
review, even those found to be preliminarily suitable for wilderness designa- 
tion in the statewide wilderness EIS. or to manage wilderness values through 
protective designations. 

DLIl recognizes the need to protect cultural resources and is conffdent that 
the preferred alternative provides an adequate framework for management of 
cultural resources in SJRA. Conmentor apparently refers to the areas in 
Fbntezuma Creek and Deef Basin proposed under alternative D for nomination to 
the National Register as an archaeological distrfct (draft figures Z-10 and 
2-11). The draft did not indicate that 'managerial protection" would be 
withheld from relevant cultural resource sites; the preferred alternative 
provides for the management of sites eligible for nomination to the National 
Register, whether or not they are actually nominated or listed (draft page 
A-27). 

Grazing use of public lands is authorized under the Taylor Grazing Act and 
FLPMA, and will be allowed to continue within the parameters of BW's 
multiple-use mandate. 

The potential land treatments shown in the draft are physically suitable 
areas, not proposed projects. The draft is revised to clarify this. and to 
indicate that priority would be given to maintaining existing land treatments 
(see revisions to draft pages 2-6 and 2-68). Under the proposed RMP. the 
special conditions for the Cedar Mesa and Hovenweep proposed ACECs would have 
to be met. NEPA documentation at that time would assess impacts to other 
resources (draft pages 2-7, A-l, and A-29). 

The budget figures in the draft for the grazing programs were in error (see 
revisions to draft table 2-4 and appendix K; see also the response to comment 
9, Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, comnent page 4, on this topic). 

The ROS classes reflect the current situation (draft page 3-66 and figure 
3-16). As noted in this comnent. the majority of the eastern third of SJRA 
falls within the RN class cri,eria (draft table 3-10 and appendix F). Under 
the preferred alternative, ROS classes are one of many reasons behind ORV use 
classes [draft table 2-E). Under the preferred alternative as presented in 
the draft, DRY use would be limited or prohibited over the majority of Cedar 
Mesa, the Dark Canyon Plateau, and areas adjacent to.NPS units (because of ROS 
classes, proposed ACECs. and seasonal wildlife restrictions). The proposed 
fU.lP would place additional ORV restrictions on the Hovenweep and Cedar Mesa 
ACECS, as well as other areas not mentioned in this comment (see the proposed 
RIIP). 



._.. .i.. 

I do not mean to suggest that all ORV drivers are irresponsible; in 
fact I own both a 4wd truck and a dirt motorcycle. However, use of 
ORVs off of traveled routes invariably results in damage to both the 
soils and to vegetation under the best of circumstances which are 
ver 
wit x 

slow (if ever) in recovering. I would be much more comfortable 
a more restricted ORV use areas. Even as a avid 4wd ovmer, 

there are nore then enouch 
As a final note, 

"roads" to test my vehicle and nerves on. 
if X read the may correctly, it would appear that 

Arch Canyon is orened to 0P.V use. Considering the nature of the can+ 
yon with its sensitive environment, I find such usuage to be outrag- 

eous. Again, there are innumerable creek bottoms to drive in south- 
eastern Utah without orening this particular one to ORV use. 

From the standroint of wildlife, I am very concerned about the 
rossibPe loss ,of habitat to desert biohom sheer. In comIarinB the 
may at 3-43 (wildlife habitats) with Yand treatments under altema- 
tive E at Z-47, it would a rear that a considerable anount of chain- 
ing is planned for desert igbom habitat, especially on Cedar Yesa iA . 
and on Dark Canyon plateau. This is a contradictory use of the land 
and without question the desert bighorn sheer are going to be the 
loosers. 

In conclusion, I wish to thank you for considering my comments. 
It is ny ho;e that you will revise your preferred alternative to 
more closely potect the land and its priceless resources. 

Please inform me as to any future decisions of the EL?1 as to 
the RXP. 

Attorney at Law 

HGW/rs 
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Arch Canyon contains a county Class B road which cannot be closed'by BLM. ORV 
designations do not apply to county roads. 

In response to this comnent and others that were similar, figure 2-15 has been 
revised to eliminate potential land treahaents within the crucial bighorn 
sheep habitat (draft figure 3-111. As noted earlier, the draft indicated 
areas that are physically suitable for land treatments, not proposed proj- 
ects. Impacts to other resources, such as bighorn sheep, would be assessed at 
the time a project was actually proposed. There is no crucial bighorn sheep 
habitat on Cedar Mesa (draft figure 3-111; potential land treatments in this 
area would not conflict with yearlong bighorn sheep habitat (draft chapter 
41. No new land treatments are proposed on Dark Canyon Plateau (revised 
figure 2-15); however, existing seedings in this area may be maintained in the 
future. 

Chance to the EIS? -- Yes. 
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