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HOW TO USE THIS DOCUMENT 

Volume 2 is divided into two main sections: (1) the revised draft RMP/EIS 
(referred to as the final EIS) and (2) public comment letters on the draft 
with BLM's responses. Revisions or changes have been made to reflect comments 
from the public or other agencies, to incorporate corrections or 
clarifications identified by the EIS team, or because of changes in management 
direction and policy. The impact analysis for the proposed plan appears in 
chapter 4 of the final EIS, Volume 2. While Volume 2 contains a general 
discussion of the proposed RMP, the reader must refer to Volume 1 for a 
detailed description of the proposed plan. 

Volume 1 contains the proposed RMP with appendixes and maps. The proposed 
plan, which would be implemented over approximately a lo-year period, includes 
an implementation schedule and monitoring plan. The pocket maps of proposed 
land-use allocations are part of the proposed RMP. 

The proposed RMP presents decisions arranged in the numerical order of the 
programs BLM uses to organize funding and personnel. For each program, the 
management objective, general guidance, and specific management prescriptions 
are given. Prescriptions include land-use allocations, special management 
designations, and special conditions for use of public lands and resources. 
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OVLRVIEW 

Thfs fs the fllnal environmental impact statement IEnS) for the San 

Rafael Resource Management Plan (RMP). 

The filnal EIS presents the rev'lsilons and correctfons to the draft 
EI(S. Revisions have been made edther iln response to colrrnents from 
the publilc or other agencies, to incorporate corrections or clarilfi- 
cations made by the EfS team, or because of changes jnitlated by 
management or resulting from policy changes. 

Volume 2 contains the EIS maps and appendixes, and agency cotmaents 

on the draft RMP/EXS with 5LM's response to those changes. 

IWXRODUCTI[ON 

The San Rafael Resource Management Plan IRMP) is being prepared as 
requfred by the Federal Land Polllcy and F(lanagement Act of 1976 
IFLPMA) ln accordance with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 

planning regulations (43 CFR 1600). The RMP Is also being prepared 
to meet a court-ordered requirement for preparation of a grazing 

environmental Impact statement (EISI for the San Rafael Resource 
Area ISRRA). 

The RMP ~411 guJde management of all publfc lands and resources 
administered by SRRA. The SRRA, part of the Moab District, covers 
the southern half of Emery County, Utah. The Forest Planning Unft 
(FPUI, part of the Richfield District, covers the southeastern 
corner of Sevier County, Utah. These areas together make up the 

plannfng area. 

The RKP/EXS will provide declsltons on ldvestock use for most of the 

pubtic lands In the planning area, as well as some public lands in 
the Henry Mountajn Resource Area, Richfdeld B)istrIct, in Wayne 
County, Utah. 

This Rw also discusses 5LM's role in administering certain re- 
sources on lands adminlstered by the U.S. Forest Service and the 
NatIonal Park Servfce. 

FORMA? 

The San Rafael final EIS has been printed In its entirety. This 
document conta'fns the changes and revjsions to the draft EIS and a 
description and analysifs of the proposed RMP. These changes, 
revisions and additions have been absorbed by the text and are not 

specifically noted or otherwdse highlighted. 

PLAWNHNG DOCUMEITS 

Five documents are prepared to record the RMP process. The pre- 
planning analysis was completed in September 1985, and Supplement A 
was added in June 1986. The management situation analysis (M.SA) was 
completed in April 1988. The draft RMP/EIS was published In 
December 1988. Thfs proposed RR and final EIS were prepared in 
July 1989. The ffnal RMP and record of decision for the EIS are 

scheduled for publjcatton in September 1989. 

S-l 



PLAWWIIG ISSWES 

A total of ffve planning Issues or resource management questfons 
were identified. They concern management of livestock; wilderness 
study areas (WSAs) ff not designated as wilderness; recreation; 

wildlife habftat; and watershed. The ffve planning Issues were used 
to develop the alternatives for the final EXS. 

HAWAGE#WT OPPOWTMMHTHES 

The MSA analyzed the adequacy of current management and identified 
opportunftfes for improvement, efther through administrative changes 

or through the RMP/EIS. 

MAWAGEPENT COWlOW TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

Management practices that were determined adequate, based on the 
analysfs in the MSA, wfll not be changed. Some administrative 

changes wfll be made based on the management opportunftfes fdentf- 
ffed in the MSA. Together these are management actions comnon to 
all alternatives, considered to be part of every alternative. 

Where no specfal stipulations were developed, it was assumed that 
the standard operating procedures would be applied. 

ALTERWATIVE A 

The goal of alternative A fs to contiinue the present levels of 
management and use of public lands and resources directed by the 
management framework plans (PFPs) CBLM, 1977a and BLM. 1979a3. In 
some fnstances, this fnvolves contfnual development or expansfon for 
the 12-year plannrng horfron. however, the current MfPs are fnade- 
quate to direct management of most publfc resources. This leaves 
the manager without clear guidance or objectilves to respond to 

public requests and resource management needs. Even so, alternative 
A represents a fairly balanced combination of uses. The SRRA staff 
includes three range conservationists, one wildlife biologist, one 
recreatfon speclalfst, one realty specialist, one mfning engineer, 

one geologist, one surface protection specialist, one watershed 
specialist, one archaeologist, and the admfnfstrative support 

requf red to manage the resource programs. The estimated annual 
costs of implementing alternative A would be $1,105,900. 

ALPERNATHVE B 

ALTERNATIVES ASSESSED 

The alternatives analyzed in %hfs final EIS present different ways 
of answering the questions rafsed by the planning issues. These 
answers were used to formulate specific management actions under 
each alternaeive. 

Sfx alternative plans and a proposed RMP are considered fn detafl fn 
this EIS. Each plan presents guidance for all resource programs 
managed by BL# in the plann=!ng area. Except for alternatfve A, 
whfch presents contfnuatfon of current management, each plan 
presenlts dffferent levels of management that would be applfed to all 
public land uses. 

SPECKAL OESIGIMATIIOWS AND STAWOARO OPBERATHWIG PROCEDURES 

Alternatfve B would attempt to maximize the amount of livestock 
grazfng and mineral production while provfdfng for rfght-of-way 

corridors to add development. Map 1 shows the area on which uses 
would be restricted to protect designated unique rangeland values in 
relic% vegetatfon areas of critical environmental concern (ACES) 
and 30 acres of cultural resource sites. Sustained yield of forage 
for livestock would be provfded, while habiltat for wildlife and wild 

horses and burros would be managed at levels below poten%fal. 
Watershed management programs would be used to support livestock and 
mineral development needs, and recreatfon use would be managed to 
prevent conflfct with Ohose uses. Average grazing use would fn- 
crease about 71 percent. White it ifs expected that mfneral explora- 

%don and mfnfng would fncrease because of less restrfctfon, lfttle 

change in productfon do expected. The cost of fmplementfng a'lterna- 
tfve % fs estimated to be 25 percent hfgher than for alternatfve A. 

Specfal stfpulatfons or condftfons were developed for the other 

alternatfves and are part of the alternatfves in this final US. 



Increasing opportunities for nonmotorfzed recrealejon and protec%fon 
of wfldlffe habita% would be %he primary goals of alternatfve C (map 

29. Scenic ACfCs at San Rafael Canyon, San Rafael Reef, Muddy 
Creek, Segers Hole, Sfds Mountafn, and G%lson Bu%tes, totalfng 

246,500 acres, would be establf shed with management emphasfs on 
prfnftrve values (closed to off-road-vehfcle (ORV1 use). In %he 
scenjc corridor along Hfghway I-70, where ORV use would be llmfted 

to exfs%fng roads and trails, management would favor nonmotorfzed 

recreatfon values. Four cultural and historic ACECs and two relfct 
vegetatfon ACECs (23,740 acres9 would also be closed PO ORV use. 
These use restrictions would protect crucial habita% for bfghorn 
sheep and antelope, whfle restrfctfons on livestock grazfng would 
protect crucial wfn'ter habitat for mule deer and elk and enhance 
rfparfan and aquatfc habftat areas. Management costs under alterna- 
tfve C are projecrted to be 25 percent hfgher than for alternative A. 

MLTER#APIVE D 

The goals of alternatfve D (map 39 are (19 to provide for the 
maximum watershed condftfon by mfnfmizfng surface disturbance in 
critical watershed areas and (29 %o provfde %he maxfmum protection 
of cultural resources. Although grazing would be allowed to con- 

tfnue on all but 5,400 acres of the planning area, lfm3tatfons on 
forage use to protect watershed values would substantfally reduce 
the average livestock use to about 30 percent of the maxfmum level 
under alternative B and to about half of that allowed under al%erna- 

tfve A. Wfldlffe use would be allowed to Increase, so long as 
maxfmum watershed condition is maintained. The ACECs nominated 
under alternative C would also be designated under alternatfve D, 

and the Hebes nountafn, Pfctographs, Swasey Cabin, and Little Black 
Mountafn areas would be added. Mineral exploration and development 
actfvftfes would be res%rfcted to protec% crftfcal watersheds and 

ACES. Management cost would be an estimated $1,258,900 (12 percent 
over that for alternatfve A). 

MTERMATIVE E 

Alternative E (map 4) was desfgned to maximize access and the 

opportunities for motorized recreation. Lives’tock and wfldlffe 

grazfng would be managed to acconnodate motorized recreatfon by 
adjus'kfng grazing seasons and use levels where conflfcts develop. 

Wfld horse and burro ranges would be expanded to allow anfmals to 
dfsperse to areas not frequently used by motorilzed vehicles. 

Watershed protectfon would no% exclude ORV use, and other recreatfon 
programs would be subordfnate to ORV recreatfon. Mfnfng actfvitdes 
would be managed to enhance motorfzed recrea%fon opportunities. In 
efght areas (156,910 acres) designa%ed for ACE management, ORV use 
would be lfmfted to ef%her exltstfng or designated roads and trails. 

The estfma%ed annual management cost under alternative E would be 
$1.297.800. 

Alternative F (map 5) was formulated to address the followfng 
goals: (I9 to provide for protectfon of crftfcal soils throughout 

the plannfng area and scenfc resources wfthfn San Rafael Swell; (2) 
to protect crucllal wlldlffe habftat; (39 to provfde specfal 
management for certafn vegetation and cultural resource values; and 
(49 to mafntafn exfs%fng ljves%ock and mineral uses where no 
conflfct with the other lifsted goals would occur. Waiver of 
stfpulatfons fn areas of scenfc values would be based on an 
envfronmental assessment. All but three of the ACECs nomfnated in 
other alternatives would be desfgnated under alternative f (Hebes 
Mountain, Lfttle Black Mountafn, and Gflson Buttes would no% be 
designated). Alternatfve F would require more fntensfve management 

of all resources than OS presently provided; this is reflected in 
the estimated management cost of $3,501,200 (25 to 30 percent over 
that for alternatfve A). 

The proposed RPiP, like alternative F, was designed to (I) provide 
for protection of crftfcal soils throughout the plannfng area and 

scenic resources wfthfn San Rafael Swell; (2) protect crucial 
wildlife habitat; (3) provide special management for certain 

vegetation and cultural resource values; and (4) maintain exfstfng 

livestock and mfneral uses where no conflict with the other listed 
goals would occur. ORV use would be Ifmfted %o designated roads and 
trafls on 1,027,360 acres and prohfbfted on 151,770 acres. All but 
three of the ACECs nominated in other alternatives would be 
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designated under the proposed RMP (Hebes Mountailn and Little Black 

Mountain would not be designated; Gilson Buttes requires further 
study). Three ACECs would be proposed for withdrawal. The proposed 
RMP would require the most intensilve management of all the 

alternatives. This is reflected in the estimated management cost of 
.$1,510,200 (36 percent over alternative A). 

Thfs final RMP/EIS analyzes the fmpacts to the human environment 

that would be expected to occur by the year 2000 if management 
actfons fdentffied under the varfous alternatives were iimplemented. 

All alternatives would meet the requirements of the National Envi- 
ronlnental Policy Act (EPA) and other laws, regulations, and poll- 
ties related to environmental quality. However, because the alter- 
natives are qullte different, each presents a result that would be 
environmentally preferable for different components of the human 
environment. Table 1 shows a brief comparf son of impacts from the 

six alternatives. Table 1-A compares Impacts of the proposed RMP 
against alternatives A and F. 

review. BLW plannfng regulations provide for the Governor to have 

60 days to identify any known inconsistencies between the proposed 
RMP and state or local plans, policies or programs (43 CFR 
1610.3-2(e)). 

A 30-day public protest perdod will follow publication of the 
proposed RMP and final EKS. Any party who has partfcfpated in this 
planning process, and who may be adversely affected by the 
provis%ons of tb9s proposed RW, may submit a wrftten protest to the 
BLM Bfrector. A protest may railse only those fssues that were 

submitted for the record during the plannfng process and must meet 
the requirements given at 43 CFR 1610.5-2. Protests should be sent 
to: 

Director, Bureau of Land Management 
18th C Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

period and the 60-day Governor's rev 
received are resolved by the Director. 
the EIS will be fssued concurrently with 

The final RW will be ilssued after the end of the 30-day protest 
protests 

isfon for 
iew, or after any 

The record of dec 
the final RMP. 

The proposed RR will become the final RW unless changes are 
required as a result of either public protest or the Governor's 



Abbrevfsted snry c arilson of Impacts, by Alternath 
(By the Year 2000) 

See Table l-A for proposed plan, page S-110 

,dicator hit Current Situation Alternative A Alternative 8 Alternative C Alternative D Alternatfve E Alternatfve F 

I and Gas 

Category 1 area ac. 
Category 2 area ac. 
Category 3 area ac. 
Category 4 area ac. 
Oil productlon Bb'ls/yr 

Gas Productilon W/v 
Sellsmic Lltne mI/yr 

al 
Exploration Area ac. 

Lease Area ac. 
Production X/w 

neral Materials 

Disposal area ac. 
Production cu yd/yr 

catable Minerals 
Area open to entry ac. 

ils 
Loss avg Tlyr 

ter 
Sediment Yield avg T/yr 

Salt Yield avg T/yr 
XOS q/l 

qetation 
Disturbance ac. 

l,l82,050 1,182,050 -l,491,400 193,710 172,330 471,810 761,770 
61,400 61,400 45,730 842,290 85,590 908,560 526,640 

174,630 174,630 0 30,370 0 156,910 245,810 

121,llO 121,110 2,060 472,820 1,281,270 II ,910 4,970 
0 13,200 13,200 13,200 3,000 13,200 13,200 

44,738 754,000 754,000 754,000 244,000 754,000 754,000 
loo 100 125 loo 25 100 100 

62,290 58,310 62,290 58,310 18,470 62,290 62,280 
58,190 58,190 58,190 54,210 14,370 58,190 58,180 

150,ono 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 

1,539,790 1,539,190 1,537,130 3,032,150 257,920 1,380,370 1,288,4'10 
164,195 320,000 320,000 320,000 50,000 320,000 320,000 

1,539,190 1,537,410 1,535,350 1,064,590 257,120 l,535,500 W,532,440 

33,775,070 34,324,020 33.243.520 27,700,740 27,027,680 28,723,810 30,841,040 

13,510,020 13,729,605 

226,515 230,194 
unquantified unquantified 

13,297,410 
222,945 

unquantified 

11,080,295 10,811,065 11,489,525 12,336,415 
185,791 181,335 192,569 206,254 

unquantfffled unquantif9ed unquantified unquantified 

54,544 54,544 17,384 25,699 8,416 48,164 39,824 

(Continued1 
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licator Unit Current Situation Alternatfve A Alternative I3 Alternative C Alternatlve D Alternatfve E Alternative F 

id Horses and Burros 
Hablftat area 475,680 a475,680 475,680 ac. 475,680 

horses 114 

475,680 475,680 

Population 200 20 
to 235 to 35 

250 75 
to 325 to '125 

burros 70 70 10 

to 100 to loo to 25 

475,680 

70 
to 110 

25 

to 60 

90 
to 115 

50 
to 70 

175,000 
750 

110 

to 140 
30 

to 70 

,ert blghorn sheep 
Crucdal habitat 
Populatlon 

ac. 109,600 150,000 120,000 200,000 
sheep 225 500 350 860 

140,000 174,590 
550 800 

:elope 
Habieat ac. 

Population antelope 
507,340 507,000 506,320 507,000 507,000 506,680 506,660 

600 700 400 1,060 1,000 950 900 

e deer 
maI habitat 

Populatilon 

ac. 35,510 35,000 33.7110 70,000 75,500 35,000 36,760 

deer 6,100 6,620 4,870 9,200 9,200 6,450 8,320 

-Crucial hablltat ac. 18,200 18,200 17,700 28,000 28,400 17,700 18,960 
Population elk 550 600 4910 750 750 590 730 

,arfan Habitat ac. 14,770 14,780 14,780 14,980 15,030 14,780 14,930 

estock Grazing 

Grazing area 
Average use 
Active preference 

ac. 1,618,94-O 1,632,120 1,620,820 1,535,480 1,523,630 1,609,050 1,606,320 
AU% 56,871 56,161 96,006 45,380 28,682 55,102 55,751 
AU& 88,252 87,542 96,006 72,758 44,258 86,528 86,198 



(*est product use area 
Standard Condiftions ac. 451,270 430,890 

Special Condr3tilons ac. 0 4,770 
Campfire use excluded ac. 0 490 

Harvest excluded ac. 0 15,610 

I tural Resources 
Sites damaged Sites undetermined 6,735 

Sites protected Siltes 1,500 2,489 

?a Meeting Wecreatilon Opportunity Spectrum Criterja 
P class ac. 117,720 69,680 

SPMM class ac. 249,190 183,410 
SPM class ac. 743,800 662,870 

RI1 class ac. 434,260 606,720 
R class ac. 3,480 10,670 

19 class ac. 40 20 

I Recreation Area 
Open ac. I ,539,190 

Seasonal restrictfons ac. 
Exiotfng roads 

and trails ac. 
Designated roads 

and tratfls ac. 
Closed to ORW use ac. 

.ual Resource Wanagement Class Area 
Class I[ ac. 0 

Class IX ac. 
Class 1111 ac. 
Class IV ac. 
Contrasts exceeding 

objectIves Scores 

496,370 
383,270 

659,550 

120 

?ds available for r3gRts-of-way 
Within corridors ac. 0 
Outside corriidors ac. 1,539,190 

Avoildance areas ac. 0 

Exclusion areas ac. 0 

18,650 114,220 114,240 31,380 81,500 
194,650 231,140 232,950 186,910 211,700 
629,060 603,400 716,250 675,550 630,920 
684,580 581,420 471,440 626,110 599,810 

12,210 10,500 5,260 11,410 10,630 
40 20 30 20 20 

1,539,190 0 194,640 172,360 1,380,870 761,820 
0 0 246,700 84,770 0 61,060 

0 1,493,230 0 0 156,910 0 

0 43,940 606,110 a40 1.4'80 711,840 
0 2,020 491,740 1,281,220 0 4,470 

0 0 472,130 430,450 135,730 231,750 
496,370 496,370 725,940 168,220 959,610 288,240 
383,270 383,270 166,850 345,540 199,590 364,040 
659,550 659,550 174,270 594,980 244,260 655,160 

120 150 106 67 136 118 

0 27,340 0 0 17,060 24,440 
11,485,600 1,464,060 193,710 172,330 454,750 752,760 

53,590 45,760 872,660 85,590 1,065,470 757,020 
0 2,030 472,828 1,281,270 1,910 4,970 

437,450 24,590 100,690 220,300 169,190 
0 180,820 201,130 197,570 206,110 

510 1,100 6,800 510 570 
13,820 245,850 149,450 251,250 75,960 

6,712 6,060 1,507 6,738 6,707 
2,530 2,477 2,385 2,489 2,489 

Konth4ed) 
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TABLE I (Concluded) 

dicator Current Situation AlternatIve A 

mds 
7maged for d4sposal ac. 

Wthdrawals ac. 
AcqulsBt~ons ac. 

:onoW Considerations 
lF3%ndng 

EngDloynent Jobs 
Earndngs $ 
Revenues $ 

Soil% and Water 

Sedilment Cost $ 

Salinilty Cost L 

Livestock Grazing 
Returns above 

variable cost $ 
Wealth $ 

Employment Jobs 

Earnings 
Revenues : 

6,820 6,820 0 6,970 1,420 7.8110 7,730 
1,780 1,780 3,840 474,600 1,282,070 3,690 6,750 

0 0 0 8,580 2,400 0 3,200 

2,979 3,276 3,284 3,275 
77,476,700 85,859,400 86,057,700 85,840,600 

16,314,800 96,430,200 l6,436,000 16,428,4d90 16,320,lOO 

3,275 3,276 
85,840,600 85,859,400 

16,428,400 16,430,200 

218,000 218,000 210,000 174,600 170,200 18'8,600 894,500 
to 1,841,600 to 1,841,600 to 1.784.300 to 1,487,400 to 1,451,500 to a ,541,900 to 1,655,900 

1,724,OOO 1,724,OOO 1,622,500 1,345,700 1,289,WO l,424,600 1,505,300 
to 25.208.600 to 25.208.600 to 24,462,OOO to 20,391,800 to 19,927,200 to 21,105,900 to 22,684,9w 

925,900 912,200 
26,428,200 26,392,700 

157 156 

463,200 459,500 
322,000 319,400 

Recreatilon (fncludes Wildlife~ 
Ewplopne Jobs 21 

Earnings $ l82,lOO 
Revenws $ 27,200 

Wdllh 
Employment Jobs 18 
Earn11 ngs t 859,300 
Revenues !J 24,500 

1,759,wo 
26,815,900 

40 28,420,500 
228 

671,600 
4666,900 

355,700 113,!mo 637,500 690,300 
25.853.700 25,018,800 26,339,800 26.372.200 

324 57 154 148 
365,900 166,700 453,wo 435,400 
254,400 a15,9ao 315,600 302,700 

27 22 36 37 27 32 
236,700 186,700 314,100 323,700 232,800 275,900 

35,400 27,700 47,300 w8Qo 34,800 49,4m 

20 84 
174,300 124,300 

26,800 19,8(w) 

28 

251.7 

3.7 

38 19 24 
261,300 170,500 213,500 

4o,aw 26,200 32,800 

Alternative B Alternatlve C Alternative @ Alternative E Alternative F 



Other Land Uses 

Employment JObS 

Earn'ings B 
Revenues 9; 
Payments in 

Lieu of Taxes $ 
Plan Budget 

Employment JObS 

Earnings $ 

Revenues t 

36 

494,800 
45,100 

410,500 

8 

96,242 

2,100 

36 

494,800 
45,100 

419,300 

9 

105,700 

2,400 

unquantlfiecl 

unquantiffed 
unquantlffed 

412,300 

12 

138,000 
3,100 

unquantified 
unquantiffed 
unquantified 

419,300 

12 

137,500 
3,900 

9 
118,700 
30,800 

413,700 

10 

120,300 
2,700 

unquantified 

unquantified 
unquantDPied 

420,100 

10 

124,000 
2,800 

unquantified 

unquantified 
unquantified 

420,091 

12 

143,500 
3,200 

kSEE TABLE l-A FOR PROPOSED PLAN, PAGE S-10 



Abbreviated Saasaeary Compardson of Impacts of the Proposed Plan brIeA II acts of A1Gmatlves A and P 
(8~ the Year 2000) 

Prooosed Plan idtcator Undt Current Sbtuat%on A1 ternatd ve A Alternative F 

acres l,l82,050 '9,182,050 961,990 949,660 
acres 68,400 61,400 526,640 496,600 

acres 194,630 194,630 245,810 228,050 
acres 12l,llO 121,910 4,990 66,880 

barrels per year 0 93,200 13,200 13,200 
RCF per year 44,936 954,000 954,000 954,ooo 

m4les per year loo loo loo 100 

acres 62,290 58,310 62,280 62,280 
acres 58,lgo 58,190 58,180 58,180 

tons per year 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 

acres 1,539,190 

cubic yards per year 164,195 
1,539,190 

32O.000 
1,28a8,410 1.244.260 

32OJKtO 320,000 

acres 1,539,190 1,539,4%0 1,532,440 1,490,530 

average tons per year 33,995,090 34.324.020 30,843,040 30,923,810 

ter 

Sedtment Vleld average tons per year 
Salt Yield average tons per year 

TDS milligrams per llltre 

13,510,020 13,929,605 12,336,415 12,289,520 
226,515 230,194 206,254 206,254 

unquantifaed unquant%fIed unquantiffied unquantified 

acres 54,544 54,544 39,824 29,944 

11 and Gas 

Category 1 area 
Category 2 area 

Category 3 area 
Category 4 area 

081 prodwct%on 
Gas Productjon 
SeDsmic kfne 

al 
Exploration Area 

Lease Area 
Ptoductfon 

neral Materials 
Disposal area 

Productilon 

catable Wnerals 
Area open to entry 

IlS 

Loss 

ietation 

Ddsturbance 



Id Horses and Burros 

WaMtat area 475,680 475,680 475,680 475,680 acres 

horses Populatfon 914 200 

to 235 
75 

to 1125 

75 

to 125 

70 
to 100 

burros 70 
to 900 

3Q 
to 70 

30 
to 70 

fsert Mghorm sheep 

Crucda9 hab%ta& 
kewlat%on 

acres 

SbP 

109,600 95o,oa.9 
225 500 

980,ooo 
840 

de1 ape 
Mabltat 
PopuBat%on 

acres 507,340 
antelope 600 

507,000 
700 

506,660 506,660 
m 900 

ile deer 
Cruc%al habitat 
Ropulatilon 

acres 35,510 35,000 36,760 36,760 
deer 6,800 6,620 8,320 8,320 

k 
-Crucfal habitat 

Population 

acres 18,200 98,200 18,960 98,960 
elk 550 600 730 730 

acres 84,770 14,780 94,930 94,940 pardan HaMtat 

vestock Grazine 

GrazBng area acres 9,698,940 1,6l2,120 1,606,320 1,606,320 
Average use Alo& 56,871 56,161 55,751 56,207 
Actilve preference ALMS 88,252 87,542 86,198 86,654 

lrest product use area 
Standard Conditfons 

Specilal Conditions 
Campflre use excluded 

Harvest excluded 

acres 451,270 430,890 169,190 358,530 
acres 0 4,770 206,110 11,670 
acres 0 490 570 590 
acres 0 85,680 75,960 89,090 

[Continued) 



Currenrt Si%ua%fon AlternatIve A AlPernatVve F Proposed Plan Ildica%or 

rltural Resources 
Sdtes damaged 

Sf%es pro%ec%ed 

sf%es 

slltes 

undeterdned 
1,500 

6,735 6,707 6,183 
2,489 2,489 2,489 

'ea Meeting Recrea%ion Oppor%uni%y Spec%rum Cri%erfa 

P class acres 117,720 69,680 81,500 100,850 
183,410 211,700 236,760 
662,870 630,920 594,210 
606,720 599,810 598,560 

10,670 10,630 10,630 
20 20 20 

SPWM class acres 249,190 

SPM class acres 743,800 
RHI class acres 434,260 
R class acres 3,480 

U class acres 40 

tV RecreatDon Area 

Open 
Seasonal res%rictIons 
Exlstifng roads 

and trails 
Designated roads 

and Orsills 
Closed to ORV use 

acres 
acres 

acres 

acres 
acres 

x,539,190 
0 

0 

0 
0 

1,539,190 761,820 326,780 
0 61,060 33,310 

0 0 0 

0 711,840 1.027.360 
0 4,470 151,770 

sual Resource Managemen% Class Area 
Class X acres 

Class IX acres 
Class l[Ilt acres 

Class XV acres 
Con%ras%s exceeding 

obJec%lves scores 

0 
496,370 
383,270 
659,550 

120 

0 231,750 278,340 
496,370 288,240 256,200 
383,270 364,040 357,210 
659,550 655,160 647,470 

120 378 118 

nds avarl'lable for righ%s-of-way 

WIthin corridors acres 

Outside corrDdor5 acres 

Avoiidance areas acres 
Exclusdon areas acres 

0 

1,539,190 

0 
0 

0 24,440 24,440 
1.485.600 752,760 738,740 

53,590 757,020 709,160 
0 4,970 66,880 



IIldS 

Tanaged for dtlsposal 

Withdrawals 
Wcqu!s9%1ons 

acres 6,820 6,820 7,730 7,730 
acres 1,780 1,780 6,750 68,660 
acres 0 0 3,200 6,070 

:onomilc Considerations 
Mn4ng 

Employment 
Earnings 
Revenues 

jobs 2,979 3,276 3,276 

$ 77.476.700 85,859,400 85,859,400 

Ib 16,314,800 16,430,200 A6,430,200 

unquantified 
unquantified 
unquantdfded 

Soisl and Water 
Sedilment Cost Ig 218,000 

to l,841,600 
1,724,000 

to 25,208,600 

218,000 

to 1,841,600 
1,724,OOO 

to 25.208.600 

194,500 
to 1,655,900 

11,505,300 
to 22.684.900 

193,800 
to 1,649,600 

1,502,800 
PO 22,653,200 

Saliln'lty Cost $ 

Livestock Grarllng 
Returns above 

variable cost 
Wealth 
Empp'foyment 
Earnings 
Revenues 

t 
s 

jobs 
91 
$ 

925,900 912,200 690,300 699,800 
26,428,2OO 26.392.700 26.372.200 26,390,400 

157 156 148 149 
463,200 459,500 435,400 438,900 
322,000 319,400 302,700 305,152 

Recrea&%on 
Employment 
Earnings 
Revenues 

jobs 21 27 32 32 
t 182,100 236,700 275,!mo 277,500 
$ 27,200 35,400 41,400 41,600 

WIldl%fe 
Employment 
Earn'lngs 
Revenues 

jobs 18 248 24 24 

sr 3 59,300 174,300 213,500 215,100 
$ 24,500 26,800 32,800 33,000 

(Continued) 



dfcator &lilt Current Situation Alternative A Alternative F Proposed Plan 

.onomic Considerations (Concluded) 
Other Land Uses 

Employment Jobs 
Earnings $ 
Revenues $ 
Payments In 

Lieu of Taxes $ 
Plan Budget 

Employment Sobs 
Earnings 

Revenues : 

36 36 unquantffied 
494,800 494,800 unquantifaed 

45,300 45,100 unquantffied 

410,500 

8 9 12 12 
96,242 105,700 843,500 143,500 

2,100 2,400 3,200 3,200 

4a9,aoo 420,09'6 

unquantified 
unquantified 

unquantified 

420,100 
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PURPOSE Awe WEED 

She purpose of the resource management plan (RMP) fs to gul[de 

management of the publ'lc lands and resources in the Moab Uistrdct's 
San Rafael Resource Area (SRRA) and Richfield District's Forest 
Planning Unit (FPU), which is part of the Sevier River Resource Area 

(map 6). Sectllon 202 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
of 1976 (FLPMA) dfrects the Secretary of the Interior to develop, 
maintain, and revjse land use plans for management of the public 
lands and their resources. Accordingly, the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment (%LM) is required to develop and implement an RW for each 

resource area. 

The RFfP wfll replace the existiing management framework plans (WFPs) 
for SRRA [%LM, 1979aj and FPU S%L#, 1977aj. It wfll be reviewed at 
5-year Intervals and revised or amended as necessary. 

Thiis RW/EIS will also fill the needs of the court-ordered grazing 
environmental impact statement (EIS) [U.S. District Court, District 
of Columbja, iln Natural Resources Defense Councfl, Inc. v. Morton, 
388 F.sUDD. 829 (1974). In Natural Resources llefense Council Inc. 

v. An&u;,- 488 F:Supp,~ 802 (D.D.C. 197811. It revfews and, where 

necessary, revrses management of grazing uses on public lands fn the 
grazing area. Livestock management is 1VdentifIed as a requilred 

llssue for alternative formulation. 

THE PLANWING PROCESS 

%L# plannfng ‘Qs described as issue-driven, meanDng that plannfng is 

undertaken to answer questfons about specific land management oppor- 
tunities or problems, called issues. The issues are Identified at 
the outset of the R#P process and posed as questlons regarding use 
or management of the publfc lands. 

The different ways of answering these questdons provide the basis 
for the alternatives considered in the draft, and the RW/EI(S 
finally decdded upon Is shaped by the manager's answers to those 
questions. The RW/EXS Is written to provilde program-specific 
guidance to cover management of all 
plannfng area. Xt ~111, therefore, 
ment coIIIIK)n to all alternatfves. 

Under the plannifng regulations at 43 

resources throughout the entlre 
'8nclude an overview of manage- 

CFR 1610.4, the preparation and 
fmplementatlon of an RWP 1s completed In nilne steps (table 2). The 
RW/EIS discloses these processes for publ'lc and administrative 
revlew. 

The first three planning steps require information gained from many 
sources, includ%ng the public. Steps 4 and 5 depend on analysfs of 
the data and needs fdentified in the first three steps. Step 5 
leads Into the EIS process (steps 5 through 81, which calls for 
formal public revfew and connnent periods. 

FLPHA and the National Environmental Polfcy Act (NEPA) require %L# 
to seek publfc Involvement at several steps In the development of 

the RKPKHS. This RIW/EIS affords the public an opportunity to 

revfew the thinking and rationale behind the many decisrlons IeadDng 
to the RW. 



TAWE 2 

Prescrtbed Resource Management Plannfng Actlons 

INFORMATroN 

I. Identification of issues * 
2. Uevelopment of plannilng crlter'la * 

3. Inventory data and Information collectfon 

4. Analysis of management situation 

ANALYSIS 

5. Formulation of alternatives 
6. Estlmatfon of effects of alternatfves 
7. Selectfon of preferred alternatlve * 

nECrSIoN 

8. Selectfan of resource management plan * 

IMPLEWENTATION 

9. Monitoring and evaluatton 

* Public participation is Invited throughout the planning process, 
but is formally requested at these steps. 

Source: FILM Manual 1601.22. 

The final planning step requdres monitoring and evaluation; formal 
revjew takes place at 5-year intervals. The monltorlng plan for the 
San Rafael RMP fs descrltbed in appendix A. Public reactlon to BLM's 
land mangement can lead to revision of the RMP through these 
per-do&c reviews. Public concerns voiced through changes in law or 

agency polfcy also serve as basils for plannilng decisions. A public 
particfpatDon plan for the San Rafael RW effort was presented in 
the preplanning analysils. 

Filve documents are completed durdng preparation of the RW to record 
the planning process: the preplanning analysds; the management 
sltuatdon analysis (MSA); the draft RWEfS; the proposed RMP and 

final EBS; and the record of decision (RO+Dl and RMP/rangeland 
program susnnary IRPSI. Each document serves as a foundation for the 
one followilng. The relationship of the &A, EIS, and final RMP is 
shown dn f%gure 1. 

The preplanning analysis documents planning steps 1 and 2: identi- 
flcatjon of issues and development of planning crjterfla. The 
scopltng requirement for preparatjon of an EXS (found at 40 CFR 
1501.7) its the equivalent of Issue identification. The publilc was 
given a 30-day periled, end%ng on July 1, 1985, to canment on 

planngng issues, the scope of the EIS, and the coal resource 
Information for the San Rafael RW effort. A public scoping meetXng 
was held June 13, 1985 at Castle Dale, Utah. 

The preplannfing analysis also provides InformatIon pertaining to 
future documents, teaugl organization, and schedules. Ht Informs BL# 
personnel, other government agencies. and the public of the planning 
effort and OS provided to the public as an ilnfornatfon document. 
The preplanning analysils for the San Rafael R#P was prepared in 

September 1985; supplement A was prepared In May 1986 to finalfze 
the plann%ng crfterrla and to Incorporate FPU into the plann9ng 
area. Copies may be reviewed at the district and resource area 
offices. 

The WSA documents planning steps 3 and 4: collection of inventory 
data and analysis of the management situat'ion. Ht %s avajlable for 
public inspection in the BLM dlstrfct and resource area offices, but 
not printed or dfstrlbuted for publfc review. The WSA detadls the 
physical profille for base resources and facllitiles w!thIn the 
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plannfng and grazllng areas and analyzes resource management programs 

admfnilstered by the resource areas. Exfstlfng management practices 
under the WPs are described for each program, and the capabillty of 
the resource to meet present and future demands Is assessed. 

Current management practices that appear adequate, and where no 
management concerns or conflicts are tdentlffed, may be carrfed 
forward dnto the final plan vttrtually intact. Problems identified 
Iln the WA are analyzed to determine ffrst if they can be resolved 
admnl(nistratfvely. Admdnistratlve changes may be formulated and 
carried Into the RMP. Problems that involve establjshing or adjust- 
fng land use or resource allocations are carried through the EIS 
process for resolution. 

The &ISA %dentfffed management opportunft9es that could be resolved 
either admfnfstratively or through the RW (table 3). Ffgure 1 is a 
schematilc chart showing the purpose of the %A and Its relatdonshdp 
to the WISP and EIS. 

The draft RW/EXS documents plannlngl steps 5 through 7: formulatlfon 
of alternatives, estfmatdon of effects of those alternatlves, and 
selection of the preferred alternatfve. The no-action alternative 
described in the draft RW is the current management under the PWs 
or subsequent planning documents. 

Various alternatives are formulated to resolve the plannfng issues 

(problems or opportunItiesI Identified in step I. These are 

measured against the no-action alternative to estimate the differ- 

ences fn envlronmental effects (impacts). The draft EIS analyzes 
the alternatives and presents BLM's preferred alternative; It is 

distrfbuted for a formal public review and cannrent period. 

After the public comments are analyzed, the proposed RWP and fXnal 
EKS are written. The proposed RN?, whifch may dfffer from the draft 

preferred alternative, will be revIewed by the Governor for consfs- 

tency wilth state plans. The proposed RW and PInal EHS are subject 

I-4 

to pub'lfc protest through a formal procedure explained at 43 CFR 
1610.5-2. 

To complete step 8, documentation of the RW/EIS. an ROD is 
published w=Ith the final RW. The ROD Is not normally subject to 
public review, but may be if the fdnal RMP differs substantially 
from the proposed RMP because of protest resollution or as a result 

of the Governor's review. 

The final RMP provides the BLM field offfce wfth resource management 
guidance, by program, that Is taken either d9rectly from the current 
management descrdbed in the MA, from resolution of adm4nistrative 
probh?ms Odentfffed In the MSA, or from resolution of the planning 
issues through the RW/EXS. 

Monltordng and evaluation of the ffnal RMP. step 9, will follow a 
set schedule and ~4'11 be documented through plan supplements, amend- 
ments, or addenda. BL# policy requllres an RPS to brief the public 
on range management decilsfons described dn the PllnaI RR and ROD, as 
well as monitorilng by grazing allotment. To streamline procedures 
and reduce paperwork, the RPS will 1 be combfned with the ROD and 
final RW. 

GEoGRAwm SET?IwG 

The San Rafael R?@/EIS covers both SRRA and WU of the Sevi’er River 
Resource Area. For grazing purposes it extends Into the Henry 
Mountain Resource Area, Richfield Ofstrfct. 

THE PLAWMI[#G AREA 

SRRA, wfthtn the Moab District, is responstble for management of 
publltc lands and resources In the southwestern two-thirds of Emery 
County in central Utah [map 71. The resource area is bordered by 
the Emery Count,y line on the west and south, the Green River on the 

east, and an irregular lfne on the northeast which extends roughly 
northwest from just south of the town of Green River, across the San 



Resource Managent Program 

$11'1 Oil1 and Gas Leasdng 
IPMbl%C Lands1 

$113 Geothermal Resources 
Management 

4128 Coal Leasing 

4122 far Sand Leasdng 

4'131 Mineral MaterilaJs 

$132 Mnfng Law 
Administration 

4133 Mneral Leasing 

To We Resolved Throuah WW 
To be Resolved 
A&rid strativel v 

Evaluate and adjust lands Iln 
exlstfng 041 and gas leasing 

categortes. 

Identify lands to be closed to 

or remain open for geothermal 
lease (defer until publdc 

interest in leasing develops). 

Hdentlfy lands to be closed to 
or remajn open for coal leasing. 

Prepare coal leasing unsuit- 

ability study. 

Evaluate and adjust lands fn 
CHL categordes. 

Identify areas to be closed to 

or remain open for extraction 
of mtneral materials. 

Identify potential milneral 

withdrawals or areas not to be 

withdrawn from mifneral entry. 

Identdfy lands to be closed to 
or remain open for mi[neral 

lease. 

Revtew KGSs. 

None fdentbfied. 

Wane identified. 

None Identjfjed. 

Rehabilitate existing un- 

reclalmed abandoned sites. 

Establish addttional 
community pits. 

Rehabilitate exi(sting 

unreclailmed abandoned 

uranilum workings. 

None identified. 

Prospective ACECs Identified 

None ddentifled. 

lone 1denUfled. 

Wane %dentJf%ed. 

None identlfded. 

None identified. 

None identif%ed. 

None identffded. 

(ContInuedI 



X0 be Resolved 
Resource Management Program To %e Resolved Through WKP Wchfnfstratfvely Prospective ACECs Identfffed 

fffed. None fdent fffed. 4211 Rights-of-Way Desfgnate transportation 
and utflfty corridors. 

Wane fdent 

Define areas not to be used 
for transportatfon and utflfty 
corrfdors. 

4212 Lands Identify parcels for dfsposal. Propose alternatfve lands 
actfons where dfsposal or 

other long-range actfons 
are precluded. 

4220 Wfthdrawal Processfng 
and Revfew 

Identify potential wfthdrawals 
or areas not to be withdrawn. 

4311 Forest Management 

4312 Forest Development 

Identffy classfffcatfons to be 
termfnated. 

Define areas for use of various 
forest products. 

None fdentfff ed. 

Propose alternative Bands 
actfons to resolve unauth- 
orized use or trespass. 

Wane fdentf filed. 

Consider alternatfve means 
to achieve land treatments 
to enhance aesthetfc values. 

Consfder sequential use of 
proposed chafnfng areas. 

Consfder potentfal for un- 

conventional forest products. 

Consfder forest development 
progects In areas where 
forest products are sold. 

None fdentfffed. 

None fdentfffed. 

None identified. 

None fdentfffed. 



4322 Grazfng Management Adjust livestock management 'levels 

after complet'Bon of monitorjng 
(wlthiln 5 years after R&P/US RODI 
or fn response to resource conflicts 

%dentiPied i(n the RKP. 

4331 Natural History/ 
Cultural Resources 

Management 

Identify allotments for development 

of AMPS. 

SumarSte problem areas withdn 

specdfk allotments in RPS, 
following completDon of RFgp. 

Itdentffy, evaluate, and deslgnate 
areas for special management as 
ACES to protect relfct Plant 
cmundtdes. 

Desdgnate areas for specilal management 
as ACECs to protect important areas 

wXth natural history, paleontologfcal, 
or cultural resource values. 

Develop management prescrIptIons to 
be used ifn developfng and implement- 
i[ng cultural resource management 

plans (CRMPs). 

Develop and fmplement cultural 
resource management plans usfng 

management prescrlrptilons de- 
veloped in the RMP. 

Consider adjustment of allot- 

ment boundaries. 

PrBoriltQte staffilng, fund- 
ing, procurement, and pro- 

gram emphases to enhance, 
protect, and preserve cul- 
tural resources. 

Conduct a natural 
hdstory/paleontologlcal/ 
cultural resource inventory 
and mapping program. 

Horse Bench Channel 

Gdlson Buttes Sand Dunes 
Dry Lake Meander 
San Rafae? Reef 
Salt Wash-Muddy Creek XrIangle 
Thebes Mountafn 
Keesre Country 

North Bi[g Flat Top 
Rowknot Rend 
Link Flats 

Horse Bench Channel 
Gi[lson Buttes Sand Dunes 

Castle Dale Tempskya VIc'Dnrlty 
Dry Lake Meander 
LQttle Rlack Mountain 

Intrusion Complex 
San Rafael Reef 
Derrs Channel 

Tomsfch Rutte 
Salt Wash-Muddy Creek Triangle 

Hebes Mountalln 
Keesle Country 
North Rig Flat Top 
Bowknot Bend 

Yemple Wountailn and Tomsich Butte 
Htghway I-70 Pktographs 
Dry Lake Archaeological District 
Swasey Cabin 

Copper Globe 

(Continued) 



Resource Management Program To Be Resolved Through RPeP 

To be Resolved 
AdmmOnistratllve7y Prospective ACECs Identified 

4332 WJlderness Management neterm4ne how WSAs and fSAs will 
be managed if not deoilgnated 
n4lderness and dropped from the 

wilderness rev4ew by Congress. 

4333 Recreation Management/ Develop and ilmplement management 
V4sual Resources plans for all SRmAs usfng management 

Management prescrilptfons developed in the RW. 

fdentffy areas to be maintained 
in each recreation ooportunfty 
spectrum fROSB class. 

HLnt4fy and designate addition- 

al developed recreatfon siteeo. 

Designate all of the planning 

area a$ open, Wlmilted, or clo$ed 
to ORV use. 

Icfentify, evaluate, and approve 

vwl classes. 

a3411 So41, Water, an% A4r Identrlfy area$ that could benef4t 
from pro&sets to limprove sensltdve 
soils or watershed cond4tlons 
through act4vlty planr usfng manage- 
ment pre$criptOon$ developed 414 the 

Saw. 

4342 Hazardous Waste 
Management 

#one l%entlfJed. 

None 4dent4f4ed. See 4322 and 4331. 

ildentffy. evaluate, and desdgnate 2-70 Scen4c Corrirdor 
additional WlAs where needed. Little Black Mountain 

San Rafael Reef 
Prlorit4ze staffllng and funding Goblfln Valley/Mollys Castle 
for managetoent of SRMA$. San Rafae7 Canyon 

87ack Box 
Monitor use and develop fac%l4- Keesle Country/%omsllch Butte 
ties w-lthin SWMAo. Buckhorn Wash 

S4ds Wlountafn 

Segero Hole 
Support the suItab414ty studfes Muddy Creek 
under the Wfld and Scenic R4vers 

Act. 

Use VWM system 4n project 
planning and des4gn. 

Co97ect Inventory data to sup- None 4dent4fied. 
port watershe% an% affr qual4ty 
stud4es. 

Conduct an inventory to identffy hone 4dent4fied. 
bazardouo waste $ite$, and 
develop means to meet agency 

poldcy regarding rehablll Qtatilon 
of there tdtes. 



4351 Habltat Management 

IWfldlllPe) 

4352 Endangered Spectes 
Management 

4360 F4re Management 

Identify ihabftat areas needing spec- 

la1 protection and develop spec'lal 
condiltions to be appl9ed to 

other resource use act%vStBes. 

fdentffy, evaluate, and deslg- 
nate areas for specilall manage- 
ment to protect signiffcant 

wlldl1fe habiltat values. 

Identify areas that would 
benefit Prom HWs, and develop 

HWs using managent prescrIptions 
developed in the RW. 

None identlfded. 

Inspect and malnta'ln exlstlng Sfds Mountain WSA 

wfldllffe facilftfes. Muddy Creek WSA 
Crack Canyon WSA 

San Rafael Reef klSA 
Mexican Mountain WSA 

Horseshoe Canyon North WSA 
unique riparfan system. 

Sids lrrlountaBn USA riparilan 

ecosystem along San 
Rafael River. 

Rfparian and aguatlc areas 

totalDng about 14,763 acres. 

Conduct inventories to determlne None fdentiffed. 
and map the presence and extent 
of T/E species populations and 
habl tats. 

Identify filre suppression areas. Conduct actions in specific 
areas to reduce filre hazard. 

Mane fdentfffed. 

Develop actdon plans to set 

parameters for different 
suppression areas, using management 
prescrfptlons developed In the RW. 



Rafael Swell just north of the San Rafael River, to the Mantf-LaSal 
National Forest (W) northwest ob the Win of Huntington. In&r- 
state Highway I-70 cuts across the center of SRRA, and State Hfgh- 
ways U-10 and U-24 also cross the resource area. Several small 
cofrmunftfes lfe along U-10 wfthfn the boundaries 0Q WA. These 
include Castle Dale (the Emery County seat), Huntington, Clawson, 
Ferron, Emery, and Orangevflle. The town of Green Rdver Rs located 

just outsfde the SRM boundary. 

Seder Rfver Resource Area, wfthfn &be Rfchffeld Dfstrfct, fs 
responsfble Qor management 0P publfc lands and resources In FPU (In 
the eastern portion of Sevfer Counfy Imap 7)). FPU is bounded on 
the south and east by the Sevfer Counfy lfne and on the north and 
west by the Fishlake and ksantf-LaSal WIFs; some isolated publfc land 
rfnhold%ngs wltRXn the NF boundarfes are also fncluded. fnterstate 
Hfghway X-70 cuts across the center 0Q FPU, and State Wgnway U-10 
crosses FPU. There are no ccmunitdes wlthtn FPCB. 

The publfc lands fn %he eastern part of FPU are fn b’Bocked ownership 

interspersed wfth regular state sections and small tracts OP prfvate 
land (map 8). Public lands fn the western part of FPU are small, 

fsolated tracts OP 44 to 850 acres. They are fnterspersed wfth 

prfvate land wfth3n the boundaries 04 Ffshlake MT. 

RLM fs also responsible for management OP some resources on Sands 
admfnfstered by other federal agencfes. BLM manages mineral uses, 

where allowed, on lands adminfstered by Natfonal Park Servfce IuPS) 

and manages some aspects of federal minerals use on lands 
administered by the U.S, Forest Servfce (USFS). 

&DO and SWIM admfnfster underground operatfons 0% coal mfnes on both 
mantf-LaSal and Pfshlake Nfs. SRRA admfnfsters certafn aspects of 

mfnfng clafms on the portion of Mantf-LaSal NF On Emery County. 
Sevier Rfver Resource Area admfnfsters certafn aspects of mfning 

cl alms on the portions of Manif-LaSaY and Ffshlake Ws in Sevfer 
County. 

Management of recreational use of the Green River, from the town of 

Green River to the north boundary of Canyonlands National Park IMP), 

is shared between SRRA and the Utah State Dfvfsfon of Parks and 

Recreation. SARA admfnfsters recreatfonal use of both banks OP the 
rfver, f ncl udf ng sane area fn the Grand Resource Area, Moab Dilstr%ct. 

Land surface admfnfstratfon wfthfn the plannfng area boundarfes is 

shown In table 4 and on map 7. Table 5 shows mineral management 
responsfbf3fQ compared to surface admfnfstratfon and gives the 

extent of split-estate 'lands wfthfn the planning area. Table 6 
shows management responsfbflfty for recreatfon. 

TAEtLE 6 

Pub1 rlc Resource 

Acres 
Administered 
by SRRA 

Publfc lands 9.538.620 
Green Rfver, fn Grand Resource Area 9,300 

TOTAL 1.547.920 

WOE: Recreatfonal use OC the Green River from Green Wfver State 
Park to Canyonlands MP is managed jofntly wfth the Utah 
DfvilsDon of State Parks and Recreation. 

Source: BL# records. 

THE GWUHNG AREA 

Grazing management in the magorfty OP the plannfng area will be 
addressed in the RMP through the grazfng EHS (map 9). 

SRRA fs responsfble for admfnfstering grazing on certain pubgfc 

lands in Henry Mountain Resource Area, in the northeast corner of 



PA8i.E 4 

Land Surface A&%nQstratfon 

Jurisdictional Unit 

FEOERAL OWEWSHIP 

BLM admintstered publfc lands 
WS 
USFS 

su8TOTAL 

STATE OHm6HHP 
State hands Ctm4ss4on 
State Parks and Recreation 

SUlBPOTK 

TOTAL 

San Rafael Forest Planning 
Resource Area Planning Un%t Area Total 
(acres) (acres) (acres) 

1,463,840 
2,150 

155,840 
1,621,830 

196,240 
2,240 

198,480 

152,220 

tl.972.530 

75,350 1,539,190 
4,380 6,330 

59,090 214,930 
138,620 1,760,450 

10,920 

‘10,920 

43,500 

193,040 

207,160 
2,240 

209,400 

195,720 

2,165,570 



ADM~PJISlRA%ION OF SURFACE ESTATE ADWINIS?RATION OF MINERALS ESfATE (acres) 
Federal 
Ml neral s 

Federal by Other State Private 
Managing Agency Acres Minerals Federal Minerals Mnerals 
or Surface Owrser Total Surface by 8LIvl Aww by State by Owner 

SAN RAFAEL WES(WIKBCE AREA 

8kH (Public bands) 
Federal Minerals 

NPS (Capitol Reef IR) 
Federal Minerals 

State Minerals 

USFS (Iwlanti-LaSal NF) 
Federal Mnerals 

State Ownership 

State Lands Comissil on 
Federal Minerals 
Federal Of1 8 Gas 
Federal 011, Gas, & Coal 

State Parks (Goblin Valley SP) 
Federal Wnerals 

Private Ownership 
Federal Mjnerals 
Federal 011 & Gas 
Federal Ofl, Gas, & Coal 
State Minerals 

Prsfvate Minerals 
SRRA TOTALS 

l,463,840 

2,150 

155,840 

198,480 

(196,240) 

(2,240) 

152.220 

1,972,530 1.632.850 1.510 

l,463,840 

1,510 
640 

"155,840 

195,660 
480 

80 
20 

2,240 

7,630 
1,090 
1,630 

7,890 

133,980 

204,190 133,980 



FOREST PLANNXNG U#If, 
SEVIER RIVER RESOURCCE AREA 

BLM (Public Lands) 
Federal Minerals 

MPS (Capitol Reef #PI 
Federal Minerals 

USFS Wshlake abF) 
Federal Wnerals 

State Ownershfp 
State Minerals 
Federal Oil & Gas 

4,180 

59,090 

10,920 

43,500 Private Ownership 
Federal Minerals 2,210 
Federal 041 8 Gas 320 

Federal 011. Gas, & Coal 60 
Federal Coal 11,120 

Private Minerals 
FPU TOTALS 193,040 148,180 

75,350 

2,900 
1.280 

“59,090 

10,890 

30 

GRANO TOTALS 

NOTE: Split-estate lands are those 

managed by 8LM will be carried 

"BLPI manages leasable minerals Only. 

Source: BLM records and Master Xftle 

2,900 

2,165,570 1,633,080 160,250 

where the surface and mtnerals estates are managed 

tlnto the RW; other totals are for informatilon only. 

Plats. 

29,790 

12,170 29,790 

208,470 163,770 

by different entities. Federal mfnerals 



Wayne County, east of Highway U-24. SRRA also afMnisters grazing 

on the northern portion of FPU; Sevfer River Resource Area 
administers grazing on the remainder of FPU and on the southwestern 
corner of SRRA. The final R&P/Ens addresses grazing concerns on all 
of this area. 

Henry Mountain Resource Area atiinisters grazing on certain lands in 
the southern part of SRRA. These lands were addressed in the Henry 
Mountain Grazing EIS ABLY. 1983bl; grazing concerns on these lands 
are not addressed in the San Rafael RMP/EIS, although other resource 

values are. 

Additionally, there are small areas of SRRA lands along the boundary 
with Price River Resource Area that are administered by the Price 
River Resource Area. These lands were addressed in the Price River 
Grazing EIS EBLM, 1983al; grazing concerns on these lands are not 
addressed in the San Rafael RMP/EIS, although other resource values 
are. 

BLM also manages grazing uses, where allowed, on BPS-aotninfstered 
land. Grazing is allowed on two units of BPS land within the area 
covered by the grazing EIS Imap 91. SRRA administers grazing on 
part of Glen Canyon National Recreation Area (NRA) within Wayne 
County, adjacent to lands in Henry Mountain Resource Area where SRRA 
administers grazing. Grazing is currently allowed in Capitol Reef 
MP; a small part of this NP extends into SRRA and FPU. Grazing on 
most of this area is administered by Henry Mountain Resource Area 
and was addressed in the Henry Mountain Grazing EIS [BLM, 1983bl; 

grazing on a very small area adjacent to FPU is administered by 

Sevier River Resource Area. 

Land surface administration within the grazing area boundaries is 
shown in table 7 and on map 9. 

KANE 7 

Manewnt of Grazing Resources 

Jurisdictional Unit 

SAN RAFAEL RESOURCE AREA 

Agency 
Total 
(Acres 1 

FEBERAL OWNERSHIP 
BLM administered public lands 

National Park Service (Glen Canyon NRA) 

FOREST PLANRING UNIT 

1,409,100 

12,780 

FEDERAL OWNERSHIP 
BLM administered public lands 

TOTAL AREA COWERED BY THIS GRAZING EIS 

190,240 

1,612,120 



The resource management plan (R&P) Irs developed to answer questions 

raised by specfflc planning rlssues and to continue to dfrect manage- 
*no where there are no Issues. The answers are gaelded by planning 
criteria developed especBal’ly for thfs RW. 

The ffrst plannfng step %s Issue Identification. The planntng 
Issues fn thfs proposed WMP were selected by the resource area 
manager ($3 CFR 1610.4-11 as managetwent opportunities, problems, 
conflicts, and trade-offs to be addressed in and resolved through 
the envdromntal fmpact statement (EIS). In defining these fssues, 
publk Input was consddered along with management concerns of other 
agencies and dtrect knowledge of resource condMons by Bureau of 
Land Management fBLM) personnel. 

Plann$ng issues reflect resource problems that may involve more than 
one BLPB management program. Issues may be required by state or 
national policy or may reflect conditions specffic %o this planning 

area. Ident9filed Issues are subject to change throughout the 

planning process. 

Plannfng 'Issues identify concerns that 

- present an unresolved question regarding allocation of a 
specific resource; 

- Present major land use confltcts regarding management or 
maintenance of a base resource: 

- can reasonably be resolved %n alternatdve ways by BLM field 
managers; 

- can be ildent1fled on a map; and 

- are %imely within the lffe of the plan. 

Pllannfng Issues do not reflect concerns that 

- require changes In laws, regulations, agency policies, or 
operating budgets; 

- are subject to polfcy or procedures beyond the discretion of BLirl 
ffeld managers; 

- are adm4nistratfve problems; 

- are more appropriately addressed in specific program activity 
plans subsequent %o adoptlon of 'the RP?P; 

- are within the jurisdictfon of another land management agency; or 

- are emotfonal or poliitfcal rather than resource-oriented. 

Topics of ilnteres% to the BLM, other agencies. or the publfc, which 
do not qualffy as plannfng fssues, may be addressed as specfffc 
managemen% concerns. 



PLAWWI#C ASSUMTIONS 

Development of the R#P is based on the following planning 
assumptions. 

- The plannfng horfzon wfll be 20 years. This period would 
generally be the maximun amount of time required for plannjng 

declrsions as fmolemented to result In noticeable change to the 

base resources. 

- The year 2000 is used as a conanon point in time for projection 
of future demands for publfc lands and resources and environ- 

mental fmpacts caused by fmplementatlon of any alternative 
assessed. This date falls within the scope of the planning 

hordzon, yet is far enough from the anticipated fmplementatton 
dates gdven in the RW that alternative management actions would 
have had time to become effective. 

- Fundfng and personnel will be sufficient to carry out any 
alternative selected. 

- Management of Wands administered by another federal agency, and 

management of public lands in the planning area by other agen- 
cies or BhM offices, will be in accordance with memorandums of 
understanding or other written agreements now fn place. 

- The plan will not address management of any surface uses on 
state or private lands or of nonfederal minerals. 

- The plan will assume continuation of exfstilng patterns of state 
and federal land ownershfp for this RR. A plan amendment wjll 
be prepared if necessary in the event of state indemnilty selec- 
tions that would alter federal/state ownership, or if federal 
legislation is enacted whdch would block up state lands, or ff 

federal legislation fs enacted that would set aside lands under 
special designation, or would transfer management of public 
lands or resources from the BLM. 

The following have been identified as planning issues (planning 
questions) for the San Rafael RMP/EIS: 

Livestock grazing use of publfc lands within the planning area is 
traditfonal; however, past and present patterns of forage utflfza- 
tion have caused uneven use of the range resource, loss of forage 
productivity in some areas, improper distribution of livestock, and 
conflicts with other resource uses. An analysis ils needed, on an 

allotment basis, to determine whether stockilng levels, seasons of 
use, or range management practices need to be changed. Current or 
potential conflicts are seen wfth wildlffe use of forage (primarily 
mule deer and desert bighorn sheep). with land developments removilng 
areas from forage production (primarily of1 and gas exploration and 
fDeld development), and wdth preservation of relict or ecologically 
unique plant conmunfties. Resolution of this issue should satisfy 
the requirements of the site-specific assessment ordered by the 
Distrfct Court in 1974. 

- What stocking levels and periods of use should be achfeved on 
rangelands withfn the planning area, and where should management 
actions be prescribed to protect ecologically unique rangeland 
values? 

9fg game specfes. aquatfc species, special or sensitive species, and 
animals common to the region live within the planning area. manage- 
ment of alternative uses of the public lands could affect habitats 

used by these animals. Wfthfn the plannfng area, certafn wildlife 
habitats and riparfan areas need to be managed to afford protectfon 
from adverse fmpacts caused by other land uses and extraction or 
production of natural resources. 

- How should specdal wildlife habitat areas within the planndng 

area be managed, and where should management actions be pre- 

scribed to alter or mafntain present habitat areas? 



wanagement of wa%ersheds wfthfn &he plann%ng area fnvolves many 
dffferent land uses. Surface dfsturbance, through mecRanfca9 means, 
grazfng, or na%ura'l processes, can Increase %he poten%fal for 
erosion. Compaction of sensfltfve sofls can alter runoff ra%es from 
precfpftatfon. Certafn areas of badlands or gypsum soils sfgnfff- 
cant'ly add to salfnfty and sedhentatlon of drainages leadfng to the 
Co'lorado Rfver. Management actions within the plannfng area could 

lead to either an fmprovement or a de9radation of water oualfty. 

Wfthfn the planning area, decfsfons are needed regardfng managemen% 
of watersheds and drainage basins. These decisions wfll, in %urn, 
affect management of varfous uses of %he publfc lands by deeermfnfng 

where surface disturbance would be controlled, where enhancement of 
vegetation or wa%er Improvemen% projec%s would be allowed. and wha% 
reclamation measures wou'fd be requfred %o safeguard fragfle or 
hazardous areas. 

- Which watersheds wfthfn the planning area should be managed, 
bow, and where should managemen% actions be prescribed to con- 
trol surface-dfsturbfng uses? 

The planning area provfdes set%fngs for many recreation opportunf- 
ties. whfch vary based on the presence or absence of roads, facflf- 
ties, cultural modifications, and vfsftors. Actfvftfes include both 
motorfzed and nonmotorfzed pursuits. The area is becomfng more 

popular as it becomes better known, as evfdenced by Increasfng 

visitation. However, some types of recrea%fon uses are fncompatfble 

wi%h one another or wi%h other surface resource uses. Prfmftive 
recreatfon settings cannot be mafntafned ff mo%orfzed recreation use 

occurs, and motorized settfngs can be aleered wfth fncreased use. 

Some %ypes of recreatfon opportunftfes are constrained or eliminated 
if surface resources are managed for an incompatible use. 

Withfn %he plannfng area, decfsfons are needed to determine the 
optimal mix of various recreatfon oppor%unf%fes and the management 
actfons needed to preserve such a mix. Managemen% decisions to 

mafntaln, increase, or decrease the extent of recreatfon opPor%unf- 
%fes now presenlt can affect o%her land uses, including resource 
productfon or ex%rac%fon. 

- Whfch recrea%fon oppor%unf%fes on the publfc lands should be 
mafntafned, Increased. or 'lfmf%ed, and where should management 
actfons be prescribed to preserve thfs mfx of opportunftfes? 

Seven wflderness study areas IWSAs) and one fnstan% study area ('ISA1 
lfe wfthfn San Rafael Swell, and one WSA Is adjacent to Labyrfnth 
Canyon on %he Green Rfver. Wf%hfn the plannfng area, 252,807 acres 
are under wilderness review (table 8 and map 10). 

TA8LE 8 

Areas Under Wflderness Revfew 

Study Area Number Study Area Name Acreage 

ISA 
UT-060-007 
U-060-023 
U-f-060-025 
UT-060-028A 
UT-060-029A 

UK-060-045 
UT-060-054 

Lfnk Fla%s 912 
Muddy Creek 31,400 
Sfds Mountain Complex 80,530 
Devils Canyon 9,670 
Crack Canyon 25,315 
San Rafael Reef 55,540 
Horseshoe Canyon 20,500 
Mexfcan Mountafn a29.000 

aExcludes 30,600 acres in Prfce River Resource Area. The toeal 
acreage fn Mexican Mountafn WSA is 59,600. 

Source: RLM, 1986. 



Xn Utah, recommendations as to suitability or nonsuitability for 
wilderness designation of areas under wilderness revfew will be made 
through the statewide wilderness EIS CBLM, 19861. Wilderness desig- 

nations are made by Congress. Wilderness Interim management policy 
(IMP) dictates management of these areas while under wilderness 
review, and the wilderness management policy descrfbes how they wfll 
be managed if designated as wilderness by Congress. The San Rafael 
RR/EIS ~111 incorporate the area covered by WSAs as part of the 
planning area and will not develop management recomendatIons and 
strategies for specific areas within each WSA boundary. 

MAWAGGEMENT CO#CEttws 

Some topics of general interest to both BLM and the public are not 
treated as planning Issues because they do not meet the criteria 
given earlier. This does not imply that resolution of these manage- 
ment concerns is unimportant to effective management of the planning 
area. The following topics have been identilfled as specffilc manage- 
ment concerns for the San Rafael RMP/EIS. 

MILD MORSE AND BURRO ‘MAf4AGEMENT 

The preplanning analysis also identiffed a sfxth planning issue 
regardfng management of small herds of wfld, free-roamfnq horses and 
burros wilthin the planning area. These animals are protected by 
law, and they compete with domestk livestock and wlldlilfe species 
for the limfted forage and water avaflable. ltn some places, manage- 

ment of recreation or development of natural resource conmadities on 

public lands limits the habitat once avaflable for these animals. 
Significant controversy regarding management of these animals has 

arisen in other BkM dfstricts. 

The planning issue question was stated In the preplanndnq analysis 
as follows: 

- How should wild, free-roaming horses and burros be managed 

wfthin the planning area, and where should management actions be 
prescribed to alter or mafntain present populatfons and habiltat 

areas? 

After due consideratfon, wild horses and burros were dropped from 
consideration as a planning issue for the following reasons. 

- Although management of wild horses and burros is important in 
the national arena, management at the resource area level does 
not require the in-depth analysis of an EIS. The public has not 
expressed interest in management of these animals, and no 
conflicts regarding management of wild horses or burros have 

been identified. 

- W4ld horses and burros and related habitat concerns will be 

handled at the resource program level through the RMP, similar 
to any other program managed by 8LW in the planning and grazing 
areas. 

Data regardi[nq the current situation in the plannilng and grazing 
areas, particularly in regard to burros, are incomplete. De- 
spite the law, horse populations have decreased from the 1971 
level, but are now increasing. Burro population trends are 
unknown at thfs time. Because the present herds are small, 
water could be provided or habitat areas otherwise improved on a 

case-by-case baslrs through activity plans or project proposals. 

The broad level of management decisions made In an RMP are 
clearly not relevent to the limited number of animals present. 

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Management of the archaeologic resource wfthin the planning area has 

been Identified as a concern by both BLM and the publfc. This is 
not treated as a planning fssue, however, silnce the optimum alterna- 

tive for the management of cultural resources was not In conflict 
with other resources and was rldentdfied as management c-n to all 
aI ternatives. The level of fundlnq and staffing requilred for this 
is an admfnrlstrative concern, and specilfic on the ground actions are 
addressed in activity plans that are developed after the RMP is 
issued. not by the RMP itself. 

RAPlAGEKiYT OF GMZI;#G AND #IWERALS ON OTHER FEDERAL LANDS 

Management of grazing and mineral resources in Capltol Reef National 
Park (NP) and Glen Canyon National Recreation Area (NRA) is a topic 



of concern to both BLM and National Park Service (NPSI. The manage- 
ment plan for Glen Canyon NRA CNPS, 19791 establishes zoning for 

grazing and minerals uses on WPS-adminil stered land. BLH ifs requilred 
to manage these programs to conform wQth departmeneal directlon. 
Specilfllc grating decltsions will be trea%ed through the livestock 
management issue. Management of minerals in NPS unies falls under 
speciffc laws and regulations outside the d%scretion of the area 

manager. 

The importance of minerals management in the planndng area ils 

reflected in public corrnrents received on this topic. Fsdnagement of 
most minerals, Rowever, is governed strictly by law and ensuilng 

departmental regulation, and is outside the discretion of the area 
manager; therefore, it does not meet the definition of a planning 
issue. The RR will be used to apply stipulations or conditions to 
mineral-related activitfes and to weigh trade-offs between use of 
surface and subsurface resources. The RWP will also be used as a 
basis for coal unsuitability criteria analysis (43 CFR 3461) to 
determine if any areas are unsuitable for certain types of mining. 

The RMP, however, will not affect valid existing rights previously 
in place. 

adhen oil and gas leases are Issued, stipulations are attached to 
ensure protection of other resources, such as critical watersheds, 

where a conflict with minerals management may occur. Resources in 
need of protection and appropriate site-specific stipulations will 
be identified through the EIS. Oil and gas leasing categories will 

be applied according to the patterns of stipulations fdentified 

through the RR. 

MANAGEMENT OF OFF-ROAD VEWI[CLE USE 

Management of off-road vehicle fORV) use withiln the planning area is 
a continuing concern. By executive order or regulatdon, BLM is 
required to designate all public lands as open, closed, or limited 

for ORV use. These desjgnations will come through the RMP and will 
apply to both recreational and nonrecreational ORV use. 

Public ilnrterest has been expressed in designation of special manage- 
men% areas to recognize unilque or significant ecological, geologic- 

al, or scenic areas. In %he past, BLM has recognized several types 
of special designations, such as outstanding natural areas and 
research natural areas, to protect specifilc values. Host special 
desllgnat1ons have nw been merged with the area of critical environ- 
mental concern desfgnation; excep%ions include special recreation 
management areas and natfonal hfstorlc lan&narks. The po%entlal for 
different %ypes of specci[al designations were assessed in the manage- 
men% situation analysis (IFsSAl for each resource management program. 

Most designations are made through the planning process, and impacts 
of these designations are assessed in the EIS. 

WllLO AWO SCEWWC RIVER OESPGNAXXONS 

Public interest has been expressed regarding the designation of wild 
and scenic river segments within the planning area. Two segments in 
SRRA were Identifded for study in the Nationwide Rllvers Inventory 
(NRI) LNPS. 1982bl. The RW/EIS will address the eligibildty and 
potential classification of these study segments. Other river 
segments not on the NRX will also be assessed to see If they qualify 
for further consideration. BLM ~111 make suitability recomnenda- 
%%ons on any segments studied after completion of the RMP/EIS. 
Oesignations to the National Wild and Scenic River System are made 

by Congress. 

PLANMNG CRITERIA 

Planning criteria (planning step 2) are guidelines established to 
(1) s%ruc%ure development of the RMP; (2) tailor the RMP to the 
planning issues; (3) avoid unnecessary data collection; (4) avoid 
unnecessary analyses; and (5) guide estimation of the effects of the 

various al%ernatives considered in the US. 

The planntng criteria guide agency and public review and explain 

what wfll be considered in the RMP/EIS. At various stages in the 
planning process, the criteria have different purposes. Therefore, 

separate criteria were developed to guide identification of problem 



areas fn the MSA, fonnulatlon of alternatIves, and estimation of the 

effects of alternatjves. 

Draft planning criterja (based on the preliminary planndng crlterla) 

were presented for a 30-day public revilew and conment pertod ending 
February 22, 1986. The draft planning criteria were modjfied to 

reflect public concerns and include suggestions received from the 
public. The criterga that guided identification of planning fssues 
and collection of resource data are given dn the appropriate parts 
of this sectfon. 

PLAI#WG CMTERHA FROM XHE FEDERAL LAY0 PiXHCI Ai!0 MANAGEMEW ACT 
CF 1976 

Section 202(c) of FLPMA provides that, ;Qn the development and 
revision of land use plans, the Secretary of the Interfor shall: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(5) 

6) 

(71 

181 

use and observe the principles of multiple use and sustajned 
yield; 

use an interdisciplinary approach to integrate consideration of 
physical, biological, economic, and other sciences; 

gjve priority to the designat%on of areas of crr9t9cal environ- 
mental concern; 

rely on the inventory of public lands, their resources, and 
other values; 

cons'8der present and potent%al uses of the public lands; 

consider the relative scarcity of the values involved and the 
availability of alternative means and sites for realization of 

those values; 

weigh long-term benefits to the public against short-term 
benefllts; 

provdde for compliance wllth applfcable pollution control laws; 

and 

(9) to the extent possible, coordinate land use ilnventory, planning, 
and management of publiic lands wllth the land use planning and 
management programs of other federal agencies and state and 

local governments. 

At Section 302(b), FLPMA requires the Secretary to manage the public 
lands so as to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of the lands. 

8ecause these fundamental planrUng criterfa are required by law, 
they are not repeated below. 

Cri%erfa for Problem Identification 

Current resource managemen% practices dfscussed in the WA will be 
identified as problem areas 4f any of the followfng conditfons occur: 

existing or proposed management of one resource signdficantly 
constrains or curtails existing or proposed use of another 
resource; 

agency guidance requires land use allocations, which are not now 
%n place, to be made through the planning process; 

existrlng land use allocations conflict with current agency 
resource management polfcies or guidance; 

existilng resource management practilces conflict with management 
plans, policies, and guidance of another federal surface manage- 

ment agency; or Qf 

documen%ed public controversy regardfng management of a specilffc 
resource value indkates a management concern. 

Cri%wfa for Men%%rflca%lon of ?&mag wt Opportumfties 

The oppor%un%ty %o change current management practices discussed in 

the MA will be ddentiffed if any of the following conditions occur: 



- management problems tldentlfded under the above criteria can be 
resolved outside the EIS process through admilnlstratilve means 
(these may be carrded Into the RW); 

- management problems identified under the above criteria can be 

resolved in alternative ways, wilth selection through the EIS 
process (the selected resolution will be carried fnto the WW); 
or if 

- current management does not now meet the above problem criterfa, 
but could be improved or resource use enhanced through a change 

fn management (these may be carried into the RASP). 

Criteria for Alternative formulation 

The following criteria have been developed to guide formulation of a 
range of alternatives for each issue to be addressed in this final 
EIS. Management problems that do not fall under the Issues are 

resolved in the MSA and carried through the EIS analysfs as manage- 
ment actions consaon to all alternatfves. 

All1 alternatfves formulated and assessed in the final EIS will: 

- be tn accordance with all applicable laws, regulations, and 
agency policies; 

- provide reasonable, feasjble, and practical guidance for manage- 

ment of the pub1 ic lands and resources, without requiring 
appreciable changes iln facilities, services, or scope of 

management: and 

- provjde a complete management plan for the entllre planning area. 

At least one of the alternatives assessed in the RW/EXS will 
provide for each of the following: 

- continuing the present management; 

- maxilmizing the use, production or extraction of renewable and 

non-renewable resources, including grazing resources, mineral 

resources, and lands (although not necessarily withiin the same 
alternative); 

- maximizing the development and use of the recreational resource, 
including motorized and nonmotorized pursuits (although not 
necessarily within the same alternative); 

- m%nimlzlng consumptive use of the grazing resource by domestic 
livestock; 

- recognitBon and protection of sensiltdve ecological or visual 

envfronments; 

- designation and protection of areas of critical environmental 

concern or other special ecological areas (although not neces- 
sarily under only one alternative); and 

- protectjon or enhancement of those values on publiic lands withdn 
the plannfng area which are relatively scarce withjn the public 
domain as a whole. 

None of the alternatives assessed in the RkP/EIS will consilder or 
provide for the following: 

- the designation of public lands as wilderness (the assessment of 
effects of Congressdonal designation of wilderness is left to 
the statewide wilderness EIS); 

- except as identifled, the designation of specific parcels of 
public lands as suitable for disposal through sales, exchanges, 
state indemnity selections, or other means (these types of 
actions will be considered individually upon proper application; 
the RW will be used as a gullde to determine whether disposal 
would serve the national interest, and an RW amenknt will be 
prepared if necessary); and 

- the designation of specific parcels of public lands for special 
use permits, special withdrawals, private Congressional bills, 

or Congressional withdrawals, whether applicatjon is made by 
another federal agency or by other entitiles (these types of 



actions will be conslldered Individually upon proper applfcatdon; 
an RMP amendment will be prepared -Xf necessary). 

Crd%er4a for Est$aa%ion of Effects 

The estimation of effec%s of each alternative will include the 
following: 

- the impact of management actions upon adjacent federal or 
prfvate lands; 

- the formal land use plans of state and local governments and 

other federal agencies; 

- short-term ilmpacts, or those occurrilng wtthiin 5 years of comple- 
tion of a given management actdon (the period of time required 
for reclamatdon under normal conditions); long-term impacts, or 

those occurrlng thereafter; residual Impacts, or 'those remallnlng 
15 years after implementatilon of a management action; and cumu- 
latiive impacts, or those which are Individually insfgnifkant 
but become sfgniffcant when considered together; 

- all local economic and social changes caused by each 

alternatdve, compared to the continuation of current management 
practfces descrllbed in the no-actlon alternatIve; and 

- the cost to the BLM of implementation, based on current 
cond1%ions and budgets. 



Six alternative plans and a proposed MP have been developed and 
analyzed to provide for multiple-use management of public lands in 
the planning area. This chapter describes alternatives A to F in 
detail and includes the standard operating procedures and special 
conditions (mitigation measures) that would be applied under each 
alternative. Volume I contains the proposed plan and needs to be 

used in conjunction with the six alternatives in this volume. 
Mitigation was considered in the impact analysis (chapter 4). At 

the end of this chapter is a taole that summarizes the environmental 
impacts of the alternatives. 

OEWELOPMEYT OF ALTERIATXWES 

The alternatives were developed to provide different answers to the 
questions raised by the planning issues (chapter 1). They include 

solutions allowing for either productrion or protection of the many 

public resources found. 

Each alternative provides a complete multiple use plan that could be 
used to guide management of all public lands and resources iin the 
planning area. Each alternative plan could be imp1 emented under 
existing laws, regulations, and policy, and within a reasonable 
tolerance of existing budgetary parameters. Therefore, each plan is 
believed to be reasonable and feasible, although each has a differ- 
ent focus. Each plan would be subject to all applicable laws, 

executive orders, and regulatf,ons. and to continuation of valid 
rights for use of public lands or resources existing at the time the 
resource management plan (R#P) becomes final. 

The public was invited to provide ideas for consideration in the 

al ternatdves developed for the RMP. A public workshop was held in 
Huntington, Utah on November 18, 1987 to receive suggestions from 
the public. Those suggestions were considered during RMR 

preparation. 

Alternative A (no action) represents continuation of present manage- 

ment as prescribed in the existing management framework plans (WPs) 
and sunaearized in the management situation analysis (MA). The 
interdisciplinary planning team developed alternatives 9, C, D. and 
E to suggest different ways of managing the public lands and 
resources. Bureau of Land Management (RLM) managers selected ideas 
from these five alternatives to develop alternative F. The proposed 
RMp (refer to volume 1) was developed following analysis of the 
comaents to the draft RMP/EIS. 

After developing goals for resolving the issues under the different 
alternatives. the interdisciplinary team looked at the resource 
management programs admlinistered by BL# in the planning area to see 
what action would be necessary to work toward the goals. Each 
resource management program was analyzed in the MSA, which described 
current management under the #FPs, the capability of natural 
resources present to respond to demand, and management opportunities 
present. The objectives for existing management were written down 
for alternative A. Then objectives were developed for each of the 
other alternatives, to fit with the overall management goals. 

Following the development of program management objectives for each 
alternative, the interdisciplinary team determined how these 
objectives could be mat. Separate management actions were written 

for each resource management program to answer the questions or 
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solve the problems %ha% had been identifiled tn the MA. Some 
actions will remain constant under any alternative selected; these 
are described for each specfffc program and are followed by other 
actfons that would vary according to the alternative dilscussed. 

In developing the program management actions, the planning team 
revQewed the opportunities for desggnating areas of criltical 
environmental concern (ACECs) Identffied for each program in the 
WA. Nominations for ACECs made by members of the publdc or other 
agencies prior to preparation of this environmental impact statement 
(US) were considered along wi%h prelimtinary identdflcatjon of areas 
in the MSA (appendix D). Areas identified by the interdisciplinary 

team as having potentilal for ACEC designa%ion were analyzed in at 
least one of %he alternatives. 

ALTERNATIVES ASSESSED 

Each of the six alternatfves and the proposed RBP presents guidance 
for all resource programs managed by DLM in the planning or grazing 
area. Except for al%erna%iVe A, each plan presen%s generalized 
zones or levels of management (see %he Sumnary). Decisions to 

protect or produce a gXven resource in that zone are applied to 
management of all resource programs. This ensures %hat requirements 
i!IQQ~fed %o an 011 and gas operator, for example, correspond to %he 

requilrements applied to a rancher or recreationist. 

Alternative A (the no-action alternative) represents continuation of 
curren% management and provfdes a baseline for comparing the other 
alternatives and antfcipating %he effec%s of their implementation. 

Alterna%ives D through E were developed as varXous ways to answer 
the questions identified from the planning issues. For each 

planning Issue, %he team deve’loped different answers to the question 
whilch would provide for more or less produc%ion or protection of the 
base resource at Issue. This provides a range of management, from 
productfion to protection, for each resource found to be a% issue. 

The proposed RMP was developed by BL?4 managers to reflect public and 
agency coimaenits to the draft W#P/EIS, Sncorpora%e corrections or 

clarlfica%ions Idenrtifled by the EIS team, and adopt new management 
directlon and policy. 

GDALS AND PLANNHNG %SSL!E RESDLUTlODlS 

For each of the six alternatives and the proposed RRP, %he goals and 
the answers to the planning fssue questions are as follows. 

Alternative A 040 Wctionll 

Goal 

The goal of alternative A is to continue %he present level of 
management of publ$c lands and resources. 

Blannifng l[ssue Resolutfons 

Lrvestock Wanagement. Mailn%ailn existing grazing allotments. Mailn- 
tain exis%ing alloca%ilon of forage (current anDma unit mon%hs 

(AU%)). Maintain present seasons of use. 

Wfldlife Management. Main%ain exfs%ing alloca%ions of forage for 
wildlife. Maintain current managemen% of all wildlife habitat areas. 

Watershed Management. Manage all watersheds to bring water quali%y 
into compliance with federal and state standards. Address surface 
runoff from speciffc projects on a case-by-case basis. 

Recreation Managemen%. Maintain currenrt areas available for motor- 
ized and nonmotorized recrea%ion use. Focus management on existing 

special recrea%%on management areas (SfHAs). 

Wilderness Study Area Management. Wanage wilderness study areas 
(WSAs), df Congress releases them from further review wfthou% desig- 
nating them as w-ilderness, under the existing FFPs. 

Alternative F was formulated by DLMl managers based on the analyses 
of the other filve alternatives. It incorporates actions from each 
of the o%her alternatfves along with elemen%s not found in any of 
the others. 



Alternative B Wilderness Study Area Management. Manage WSAs, ilf Congress releases 
them from further review wdthout designating them as wilderness, as 
foYYows: six under standard-surface-use stlpuIat%ons and two as 

ACECS. 

Goal 

The goals of alternative B are (1) to provide for the maximum amount 

of lIvestock grazfng and mfnerals production over the greatest 
possible area, and (2) to make lands available for right-of-way 

corr4dors where conflicts with IBvestock grazfng or mineral activi- 
ties do not occur. 

Plann%ng Issue Resolutdons 

Livestock Management. Include all of the planning area wIthin 

grazing allotments. Allow consumption of forage by ldvestock at the 
maximum Bevel possible while provddtng for sustained yield of 

forage. Maximize seasons of use whjle groviding for sustained yield 
of forage. Place special designations on areas of unique rangeland 
values for comparative studies. Conflilcts between livestock and 
competing uses will be identiffed through the monitoring process and 
wdll be resolved at the activity plan level. 

Wildlife Management. Allot forage for wildlife only where there are 
no conflicts ~4th livestock grazing. manage wildlife habitat to 

provide for maximum use by livestock; provide for wildlife only 
where there are no conflicts with livestock grazifng or mineral 

activfties. 

Watershed Management. Manage watersheds to brdng water quality 4nto 

compliance with federal and state standards. Manage watershed 

conditions to Improve water quality and decrease surface runoff 
where this would benefit livestock grazing. Hn other areas, address 

surface runoff from proposed actdons on a case-by-case basils. 

Recreation +Hanagement. Allow recreatilon use only so long as Dt does 
not conflict ~4th lfvestock grazing, mineral actlvitles, or utility 
corritdor placerent. manage ~utililc lands for dispersed recreation 
use; do not provide speclall huanagenmtt to wfntaea8n speciffc recrea- 
tion opportunities. 

Altermative C 

Goal 

The goals of alternative C are (17) to maximize opportunities for 
nonmotorized recreatdon throughout the plannfng area, and (2) to 

manage willdlife habirtat to allow wIldl4fe populations to attain 
prior stable numbers. 

Pllanning Issue Resolutions 

Livestock Management. Provilde grazing allotments for ldvestock only 
where conflicts wBth wildlife or primitive recreatgon values do not 
occur. Allow consumption of forage by livestock only where there is 
no conflict wtth wildlife or with primitive recreation values. 
Alter season of use to benefit wildlife and prdmitive recreation 
opportunitdes, or to provide for sustaitned yield of forage where no 
conflicts occur. Protect areas of unique rangeland values so long 
as w%ld8ffe habftat or pr4mitive recreation opportunities would 
benefit. Conflicts between 14vestock and competing uses will be 
identified through the monitoring process and will be resolved at 
the activity plan level. 

Wildlife Management. Increase acres of habitat available to wild- 

1 ife. Manage spedal habitat areas to achieve Utah Division of 
Wildlife Resources (~~W~~ prior stable numbers whdle providing for 

sustained y%eld of forage and browse. 

Watershed Management. Manage watersheds to bring water quality into 

compliance wdth federal and state standards. Manage watershed 
conddtfions to Vmprove water quality and decrease surface runoff iln 
areas where wildlffe habitat or primitive recreatjon opportunftfes 



would beneflrt. In other areas, address surface runoff from proposed 
actions on a case-by-case basis. 

Recreation Management. Yaxdmlze areas available for nonmotor4zed 

recreation uses. Allow motorized recrea%fon use only where i[% does 
not confBic% with wildlife or nonmotorlted recreatlion. Protect 

nonmoltorfzed recreation opportuni%ies. 

Wlderness Study Area Managemen%. Manage WSAs, %f Congress releases 
them from further review wflthout desfgnating them as wilderness, as 

ACECS. 

WI tema%%ve D 

The goals of altcmat%ve D are (I 9 It0 provllde for the maximam water- 
shed condittlon wfWn the plann%ng area by dnilwkt%ng surface 
d%s%wbence to erltlcat watershed areas. and (21 to provilde the 

MiXf protectfon of cultural resources. Criftical watershed areas 
hclude sofls %hat (1) have a high psten%%al for salt yield, (2) are 
subjec% to severe water and wind erosifon when ddsturbad, (3) Rave 
high runoff po%en%lal durilng storm events, (49 are subject to 
frequent flooding, or (5) have a potential for Boss of vegetatllon 

prductlv%%y under hfgh rates of wfnd or wa%er erosfon. 

90ann4ng Ifssue Iesolutfons 

Livestock Management. Provide grarfng allotments for lfvestock only 
where grazdng would improve watershed condfrtfon and not conflict 
with cultural resource management. Allow consumptiton of forage by 

lllvestock to maximslze watershed condiltfon. Alter season of use to 
maxilmlze watershed condition or to provide for sustalned yield of 
forage where no conflricrts occur. Protect areas of unique rangeland 

values where there OS no conflict with watershed or cultural 
resource management. Conflic%s between livestock and competing uses 

wdll be identified through the monftorfng process and wl[ll be 
resolved at the activity plan level. 

Wildlife Management. Allocate forage %o wfldlffe to maxjmfze water- 
shed condiltdon. Manage wfldlilfe habitat to max%mfze wa%ershed 
conditions. 

Watershed Management. Manage watershed conditions to maximize water 
quality. Manage watershed condf%fons to mfnimirze surface runoff. 

Recreation Management. Allow recreatfon use only In areas where 
there 1s no confl dct ~4th watershed or cultural resource manage- 
ment. Do not provide management %o mafntadn specific recreatfion 

opportun-lties. 

Wilderness Study Area Mana Manage WSAs, f4 Congress releases 
%hem from further review wdthout desilgnating them as wilderness, as 
fdlOW5: six 61s ACES and %uo as critical watershed areas. 

The goal of el%mma%%ve E is to aiaxM2e access sned tie oppor%unG 
%Oes for mtorf2ed recreetilon %hrougha% tie planning area. 

ROvestock Management. Intafln existilng graziing allotments. Allow 
consumpt8on of forage only where there 40 no conflfct wfth motorfzed 
recreation use, while provfdlng for sustadned yifeld of forage. 

Change seasons of use to provide maxilm opportunftfes for motorized 
recreartlon. Bro%ect areas of undque rangeland values so long as 
%here are no conflfc%s w%%h motorized recrea%fon use. Conflicts 
between llvestock and competing uses will be Qden%Xffed %hrough the 

mnitorfng process and will be resolved at the activity plan level. 

W1ldlffe Management. Alloca%e forage to wildlife species where no 
conflfcts occur wfth motorfzed recreation. Manage wildlife habrltat 

where there are no conflilcts wi%h motorized recreation. 

Watershed Management. Manage watersheds to brfng water quality into 
comp?iance with federal and state standards. Manage watersheds to 

improve water quality where motorjzed recreatllon opportunities would 
benefit. Manage watershed conditions to decrease surface runoff so 

long as there are no conflicts with motorfted recreatfon use. Xn 
o%her areas address surface runoff frun proposed actfons on a case- 

by-case basis. 



Recreation Management. Maximize acreage available for motorized 

recreation. Protect motorized recreation opportunities and values 

assoc9ated with motorilzed recreation use. 

Wilderness Study Area Management. Manage WSAs. 9f Congress releases 
them from further revdew without desitgnating them as wilderness, as 
PO1 1 ows : three as ACECs, three for crucdal b9ghorn sheep habitat, 
one for recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) semilpr%m9%9ve motor- 
ized (SPMI class, and one for standard surface use. 

A9 krnatlve B 

The goals of alternative f are to (1) provide for the protection of 
crltlcal ~091s throughout the planning area and scenic resources 
within the San Rafael Swell; (2) protect crucial w9ld19fe habftat; 
(3) provide specclal management for certain vegetation and cultural 
resource values; and (4) mailntafn exlstdng livestock, w9ld horse and 
burro, and minerals uses where no conflict with the other listed 

goals would occur. 

Wo-surface-occupancy stQpulat9ons may be warlved in areas managed for 
scenic values if an environamntal assessment (EAA) concludes that the 
proposed act9on would not adversely impact scenic values. No such 
waivers would be consddered in relict vegetation or recreataon and 
public purpose (RAPP) lease areas. 

"Critical 50915" are either Mghly saline or highly susceptible to 

water eros9on. 'Certain vegetation values* are relict plant 
cormunities on Bowknot Bend and the Big Flat Tops and ecological 

values on The Wedge. "Certain cultural resource values” are those 
found 9n Dry Lake Archaeological DJstrilct, Temple Mountain and 

Tomsich Butte Historical Dilstrlct, four pictograph sites, Copper 

Globe h9storic mine, and Swasey Cabin hfstorlfc sfte. 

Planning Issue Resolutfons 

Livestock Management. Ha9ntain exilsting grazing allotments. Pro- 

tect areas of un'lque rangeland values on Bowknot Send and the Dig 

Flat Pops. Modify forage allocat9ons or seasons of use only where 

there 9s a conflict wdth critical soBIs and crucial wllldlffe 
habitat. Exclude grar9ng to protect p9ctographs. Swasey Cabin, and 
developed recreat9on s9tes. Conflfcts between Jilvestock and 
competfng users will be 9dent9fied through the mon%torfng process 
and ~911 be resolved at the activity plan level. 

Wildlife Management. Afford special protection to cruclfal willdliffe 
habitat areas. 

Watershed nagement. Manage watersheds to bring water qual9ty 9nto 
compldance with federal and state standards. knage watershed 
condtilons to protect crit9cal ~091s areas. 

Recreatiion Management. Protect scenk and natural values and 
certain cultural resource values withirn the San Rafael Swell 
assoc9ated with recreatrlon use. 

Wilderness Study Area Wanagement. Manage WSAs, 94 Congress releases 
them from further rev9ew without desilgnating them as wilderness, as 
follows: seven as ACECs aod one for standard surface use. 

Prolpgsed Rrsource nt Plan 

Goal 

The goals of the proposed t'#P are to 11) prov9de for the protection 
of critical ~091s throughout the planning area and scen9c resources 
wfthifn the San Rafael Swell; (2) protect crucial wildlife hab9tat; 
(3) provide spedal management for certain vegetation and cultural 

resource values; and (4) maintain existing livestock, wild horse and 
burro, and mfnerals uses where no conflict w9th the other ldsted 

goals would occur. 

Wo-surface-occupancy stipulat9on may be waived in the It-70 Scenic 

Corrddor if an envdronmental assessment (EA) concludes that the 
proposed action would not adversely Impact scenic values. No such 
wallver would be considered 9n reldct vegetatiion or recreation and 
public purpose (R&PP) lease areas. 

'Crit9cal so'l'ds" are either highly sal9ne or highly susceptible to 
water erosion. ‘Certa9n vegetatilon values" are relict plant 
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cmnit%es on Bowknot Bend and the %Jg Flat Tops and ecological 
values on The Wedge. 'CertalOn cultural resource values' are those 
found In Dry Lake Archaeologfcal Distrilct, Temple Hountaln and 

Tomsfch Butte Hfstorlcaf Dfstrfct, four pfctograph sites, Copper 
Globe R1 storic mine, and Swasey Cabin Aitstor4c site. 

Planning Issue Resol u&f ons 

Livestock Management. Mafntain existing grazing allo$nents. Pro- 

tect areas of unique rangeland values on Bowknot Bend and the Big 
Flat Tops. ModDfy forage allocations or seasons of use only where 
there is a conflict with cr9tical soils and crucial wildlife 
habltat. Exclude grazqng to protect pktographs, Swasey Cabfn, and 
developed recreation sites. Conflfcts between livestock and 
competfng users will be identified through the monltorflng process 
and wdll be resolved at the activity plan level. 

Wildlilfe Management. Afford specfal protectfon to crucial wiYdlffe 
habitat areas. 

Watershed Management. Manage watersheds to bring water quality into 
compliance with federal and state standards. 'Manage watershed 

condftlons to protect critlcal sodls areas. 

Recreation Management. Protect scenilc and natural values and 
certain cultural resource values within the San Rafael Swell assocf- 
ated with recreation use. Mangage for specific ROS classes in 

designated areas. 

Wilderness Study Area Management. Manage WSAs, if Congress releases 

them from further review without desjgnatfng them as wilderness, as 

follows: seven as ACECs and special use conditions and one wjth 
special use condittons. 

The planning team considered the following, but did not develop them 
fnto complete alternatives or subalternatives, for the reasons given. 

The team dlscussed exclusiion of grazing from all public lands dn the 
grazing area, but did not consider thfs option under any allterna- 

tive. Although a no-graz%ng alternatlve could have been used to 
prov%de one end of a spectrum of varying grazing intensities on 
public lands, it would not provdde a reasonable form of management 
ggven the htlstork use of the area for grazing (over 100 years). 

BLM 4s under no oblrlgatlon to assess a no-grazing alternative in a 
grazfng EIS where grazfng has been a hfstoric use and where this 
type of alternat4ve would be imfeasdble and unreasonable (Watural 
Resources Defense Council Inc., et al. v. Model, 624 F.Supp. 1045 
(O.Mev. 1985)). 

Where grazing has already occurred, a no-grazilng alternative does 
not present egther an environmental baseline or a return to a 
previously ungrazed conditfon; instead, dt presents a speculative 
analysis based on the abolftion of an exjstjng use. 

Speccfflc areas where grazing use conflicts with vegetation manage- 
ment, wlildlife use, or recreation use have been identified, and the 
exclusfon of grasdng in these areas has been considered under one or 
more of the alternatives. 

Some additional ACECs were recently nomilnated. These will be 

examined. If they meet the criterfa and the BLM official desires, 
they could be nominated and plan amendments prepared whilch would 

establish them as ACECs. 

LEGISLATIVE ACflOMS OR ACCXXOWS OF OTHER AGECllES 

Over the past few years, there has been discussion that some of the 

publdc lands in the planning area could be used for varlfous projects 
that would involve legislation or management by another agency. 

These ideas have been presented to the public in the newspapers, on 
television. or itn public meetings or hearings. No specdfk 
proposals have been made; therefore, such ideas were not considered 

in thils document. 

Thfs section contains three major parts: (I) general administrative 
requirements; (2) standard operatjng procedures; and (3) program 

actfons, including both actions comnon to all alternatives and 



actions specific to individual alternatives. The general admini- 
strative requirements and standard operating procedures apply to all 

alternatives. 

Social and economic considerations are also part of every %LM 

management decision. Availability of funds influences the rate of 
program decision implementation (see table 9 and appendix Cl. 

Applicable federal, state, and local laws, executive orders, regula- 
tions, and %L# policy statments are part of the management actions 

proposed under all alternatives. These are described in the MSA. 
Applicable Jaws are listed in appendfx 0. 

GEBIERAL AOMIr#ISTRATIVE REQ!JIREKQdTS 

The following general administrative requirements apply to all 
alternatives analyzed. 

All of the alternatives are subject to the interim management policy 
(IMP) for areas under wilderness review. WSAs and the instant study 

area (ISA) were listed in chapter 1, table 8. The wilderness review 
process provides for %LH to determine whether an ISA or WSA is more 
suitable for wilderness designation or for other uses. Because 

wilderness suitability is being covered in the Utah statewide 
wilderness EIS c%LM, 19863, it will not be covered in the San Rafael 
RWJ/EIS. The RMP/EIS, however, will be used to determine how the 
areas covered (ISAs and WSAsI in conjunction with adjacent public 
lands would be managed if released from wilderness review by 

Congress. Only Congress can designate an area as wilderness or 
release an ISA or USA from BLM's wilderness review. The IMP will 
remain in effect until these areas are released from wilderness 
review. If an area is designated as wilderness, it will be managed 
in accordance with 43 CFR 8560. The special conditions developed in 

the RMP will also apply to these areas if they do not conflict with 

IMP or wilderness management regulations. 

All of the alternatives recognize valid existing rights. Valid 

existing rights are those claims or rights to public land that take 
precedence over actions in the plan. For instance, a mining claim 

located prior to the preparation of this plan in an area withdrawn 
frcm mineral entry through the plan may remain valid; a right-of-way 

to relocate an existing county road outside the existing right-of- 
way wIthin a special management area such as an ACEC could be 
allowed following analysis through the WEPA process to determine the 
best route, even though the management ob.jectdve (i.e., meeting the 
visual resource management (VRN) class I objective in scenic ACECs) 

could not be met. Valid existing rights may be he1 d by other 
federal or local governmental agencies, private individuals or 
companies. Valid existing rights may pertain to any right to use 
the public lands in the planning area in effect when this RFlP is 
adopted. This plan does not repeal valid existing rights on public 
lands. 

Leases, permits, grants, rights-of-way, and other authorizations 
issued prior to the final RWP will continue to be managed under the 
stipulations and special conditions in effect at the time they were 
issued. Those issued after completion of the final RMP will be 
subject to conditions imposed by the RMP, whether or not expressly 
stated. 

Applications pending approval at the time this RIMP/EIS is prepared 

will be subject to plan conditions in place at the time they are 

approved. 

Implementation of the proposed management actions will be guided by 

activity plans such as habitat management plans (HMPsl, allotment 
management plans (AkPs), watershed plans or cultural resource 
management plans. Site-specific management plans will also be 
prepared for SRMAs and designated ACECs. These activity-level plans 
prescribe detailled management actions needed to accomplish RMP goals 
and objectives. Selected areas may be blocked together for improved 
management. Site-specific impacts of these actions will be assessed 
through National Environmental Policy Act (IEPA) documents prepared 
concurrently with the activity plans unless a sufficient document 

has already occurred in this or other EISs. Those site-specific EAs 

and findings of no significant impacts would tie to this RMP/EIS. 

Small-scale projects and uses not specifically discussed in this 
RMP/EIS, such as minor rights-of-way, access roads, and free use or 
land use permits, will be allowed if they conform to the management 

prescriptions authorized under the plan. 
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c rfaon of Support Rfwprbaents Under the Altermtffves Qhcludllag the Proposed Plan) 

AlternatIve Alternat%ve Alternative Alternatdve AlternatQve Alternatfve Proposed Plan 
Subactlvlty/Resource Managefaent Program A ($1,000) 8 ($1,000) C ($1,000) 0 ($1,000) E ($1,000) F ($1,000) ($1 ,ofJO) 

4111 OWl and Gas Leasfng 
4121 Coal Nanagement 
4131 Mineral Materiials Management 
4132 Mn%ng Law Administration 
4211 Rights-of Way 
4212 Lands 
4220 Withdrawal Processing and Review 
4311 Forest Managment 
4321 Wfld Horse and Burro Management 
4322 Gratfng Management 
4331 Cultural Resource Management 
4333 Recreation Management 
4341 Soil, Water, and Air Management 

4351 Hakltat Management 
4352 Endangered Specfes Management 
4410 Planning 

4420 Data Management 
4610 Presuppressfon 
4620 Firefighting 
4711 Gujlddng MaDntenance 
4712 Recreation Maintenance 
4714 Engineering Services 
4820 Equal Employment Opportunity 
4830 Support Servfces 
8100 Range Improvements 

108.9 119.8 
232.6 232.6 

15.0 45.0 
33.0 36.3 
54.0 54.0 

40.3 40.3 
0.4 0.4 

9.4 9.4 
15.4 15.4 

144.1 387.2 
16.0 21.2 
57.9 36.3 
96.1 120.4 
43.7 36.5 
26.4 26.4 
47.0 54.4 

1 .o 1.2 
2.7 2.7 
1.0 I .o 

39.9 46.3 
10.0 10.0 

2.3 2.6 
1.4 1.6 

105.4 120.8 

0.9 88.0 

108.9 27.4 108.9 108.9 108.9 
232.6 218.7 232.5 232.5 232.5 

15.0 3.7 115.0 ‘85.0 15.0 
41.3 66.1 49.5 49.5 49.5 
54.0 54.0 54.0 54.0 54.0 

40.3 40.3 40.3 40.3 40.3 
10.1 19.9 10.1 2.9 2.9 

9.4 9.4 9.4 9.4 9.4 
15.4 15.4 15.4 15.4 15.4 

169.8 168.6 179.8 198.2 198.2 
44.0 40.0 44.0 44.0 44.0 
78.2 59.0 77.0 77.8 85.9 

166.4 166.4 120.4 211.4 211.4 
160.5 115.8 62.4 121.3 121.3 

43.3 33.3 33.3 36.5 36.5 
55.3 50.0 54.1 57.7 57.7 

1.2 1.0 1.2 1.3 1.3 
2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 
1 .o 1 .o 1 .o 1 .o 1 .o 

47.0 42.6 46.0 49.1 49.1 
14.9 10.0 14.9 14.9 14.9 

2.7 1.1 2.6 2.7 2.7 
1.6 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.7 

122.6 111.0 119.8 128.0 128.0 
0 0 0.9 25.0 25.0 

TOTAL II ,105.g 1,443.5 1,438.2 1.258.9 1.297.8 1,501.2 1,510.2 



Routine processing of appllcatfons, notfces, and permilts. and 

preparatfon of WEPA documents, appraisals, reserve calculations, and 
other paperwork ~411 contfnue. These act%ons will be subject to 

plan conditions iln place at the time they are approved. 

BLH will1 continue to conduct routine compliance checks, Inspectfons, 
and enforcement actions to ensure that leases, grants, and other 
activities are befng operated or conducted fn accordance with the 
terms and conditions of the authorizing documents. RLW ~111 also 
continue to act to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of 
pub1 ic lands. 

Ongoing inventory and data collectjon needed to support DLWs 
resource management programs will continue. Inventory work will be 
conducted as fundfng and personnel are avaiflable. Thjs type of data 
development and revlew may result iln deslgnatfon of such special 

areas as lease tracts, SRMAs, National Register sites, and sjmllar 
types of designations that depend on field data raPher than on plan 
decisions. 

Should any unforeseen proposal occur that is In conflict wfth, or 

does not conform to, the decisions made in this RR, actdon may be 
inftiated to revfse, update, or modify th'ls plan before the proposal 

will be implemented. 

STAMDARD OPERATXMG PAOCEOMES 

The following procedures are mftlgation measures currently applied 
to development activXt-Xes and other uses in the planning area. They 
are considered to be a part of all alternatives unless specifically 

superseded by the special conditions given later in this chapter. 

Standard operatfng procedures were taken ilnto account during the 

impact analysrls (chapter 4). They are arranged in order of the 
resource value protected (mitIgatedI. 

sous 

Pljtigatfon measures are placed on all surface-disturbing actions to 

protect watersheds and prevent offsfte sedfmentatfon and salfn%ty 
wfthiln surface watercourses. Operatfons or facllltles will be 

located .so as %o reduce erosion and improve the opportunllty for 

revegetatfon. 

Hn order to minimize wa%ershed damage during wet or muddy periods, 
DLks may prohlbft access, grading, exploration, drillilng, develop- 

ment, or other activilty. DLW may llmft cross-coun%ry travel or 
construction activfty to trlmes when sorlls are dry or frozen or have 
snow cover. DLM w'dll determfne what is "wet," "muddy' or *frozen' 
based on weather and field condf%lons at the tilme. The lfmftatlon 

does not apply to maintenance and operatloo of producing wells or 
mfnes. 

During project construction, surface dfsturbance and vehicle travel 
wIlJ be limllted to the approved location and approved access routes. 
Any additional area needed must be approved by 3LM prfior to use. 

Water bars wllll be constructed on road grades or slopes, ff requilred 
by DLM. 

Reserve pfts for miln%ng or oil and gas dr4lling operations may be 
requfred to be lined wQth conmercfal-grade bentonfte or plastic 

liners suffllcfent to prevent seepage. At least half of the capacf%y 
~911 be in a cut. 

Wo 08'3, lubricants, or %oxic substances may be drained onto the 
ground surface. 

Construction and development are to be avodded where possible fn 
areas wilth the following characterls%ics: slopes In excess of 10 
percent, solls high in clay content, and soiols hilgh in salt or 
gypsum content; these areas are subject to erosion and difficult to 

revegetate. DLM ~493 determine whether sod10 within a projec% area 
meet these criteria. 

No road grades fn excess of 15 percent will be al lowed; no surface 
disturbance from vehicle chains or leads will be allowed on slopes 

greater than 15 percent. No vehicle access will be allowed across 
slopes 'Qn excess of 25 percent. 

Wegetatlon manfpulatdon techniques on slopes greater than TO percent 
will be Ii&ted to chemical treawnts and broadcast seedings; 



chafnlngo, ralll4ngs, or okher swfsce-dlsturbdng Ilpsrthds u-311 not be 
al lowed. 

Exlst'Bng fords will be used for drainage crossfngs where poss4ble. 

Bridges and culverts will allow adequate Plsh passage where 
applicable. 

Drill holes ~111 be sealed, plugged, and capped In accordance ~4th 

BL14 and state s%andards. 

MO vibroseis, drilling, or blastdng will be allowed wfthlln 0.25 mile 
of any sprfng or water we1 1. Powder magazilnes willl be 1 ocated at 
least 0.25 mile from regularly traveled roads and out of sight from 

the roads. 

The reserve pft must be completely dry before reclamation takes 
place. Weclamatlon must be completed wfthdn one year after caaple- 

tion of the project. 

For construction projects and recreation events, the authorfzed 
officer may requilre portable chemical toilets to be provided at all 
staging areas, bases of operations, and storage areas. 

Soaps, detergents, or other nondegradable foreign substances will 
no% be used for washing in streams or rivers; biodegradable soap may 

be used. 

Prior to the use of insecticides, herbicides, fungicides, rodenti- 
cfdes, and other simflar substances, an operator must obtain from 
DLM approval of a written plan. The plan must descrfbe the type and 

quantity of materfal to be used, the pest to be controlled, the 
method of application, the location for storage and disposal of 
containers, and other information that BLM may require. A pesticide 

may be used only In accordance wdth 4t.s regfstered uses and wilthln 
other agency limitatfons. Pesticides must not be permanently stored 
on public lands. 

Kf facilities authorized for construction use polychlorinated 

b%phenyls (PCgs9, such use must be in a totally enclosed manner lin 

accordance with provfsdosrs of 44) CFR Part 761. WddlBlonalSy, any 
release of CCBs (leaks, spflls, etc.9 Iln excess of %he repor%able 
qaamtfty aas% be repor%ed as required by $0 CFW Par% 117. 

Wege%ation removal nec~sslbated by a construction project ~491 be 
conflned to %he Blmlts of actual construc%lon. Removed vegetation 
till be burned, stockplled for use In reclamatfon, or removed from 
the constructfon sl%e at the dlrectIon of WLM. 

Qeclana%%on will star% lmad~a%ely upon completion of the project, 
unless prevented by wea%her condftjons. Dfs%urbed areas will be 
restored to approximately the origdnal contour. 

Tops011 material will be removed and stockpfled as dllrected by BLM. 
The stockpdled topsofl ~491 be spread evenly over the recontoured 
area. The authorized officer may require alA disturbed areas and 

vehicle tracks from overland access to be rfpped 4 to 12 inches deep 
with the contour. 

Reseeding will be done from October 1 to March 31. The seed mix and 
the time of seedDng will be prescribed by BLM. The area will be 
reseeded with a mixture of native and exotic species tailored to a 

specffllc ecological site (not a standard seed mixture). An 
adventive specfes may be Included as a nurse crop or as a ground 

cover to control erosion, when approved in advance by BLM. 

Seed may be drilled or broadcast, as approved by IBM Where broad- 
cast seeding is used, seeding will take place after the soil surface 
Is recontoured and scarified. A harrow or similar 4mplement will be 

dragged over the area %o assure seed cover. 

The seeding on al9 cut slopes must extend from the bottom of the 
ditch to the top of %he cu% slope. On embankment slopes, the seed- 
ing must extend from the roadway shoulder to the toe of the slope. 

SeedIng wdll also be done on all borrow pit areas and on all side- 
cast slopes in areas of full bench construction. A drainage ditch 
on the top of the backslope may be required to prevent erosion; the 
ditch may be required to be lilned and/or riprapped. 



BLM may requfre a reclamation bond. Revegetatfon must be success- 

fully establfshed wfthdn 5 years after project completion for 
release of the bond. The authorized offilcer may require fencing 
around seeded areas (to DLM standards) to allow re-establishment of 
vegetation. The fence wdilll be removed prior to release of the bond. 

Woodland products may be harvested only in desdgnated areas. During 
fire-closure periods, woodcutters usdng a chain saw will carry 
shovels and attempt to prevent or control any fire that may result 
from theilr cutting operatfon. 

During other type5 of act!vitles, living trees must not be cut or 

otherwfse damaged unless authorized by BLM. 

Precautions must be taken at all times to prevent wlldfire. Public 
land users will be held responsible for suppression costs for any 
fires on public lands caused through negligence. No burning of 
debris will be allowed wilthout specific authorizatfon from DLM. 

For cooktng, the use of small campstoves is recoumaended. Campfires 
must be kept to a mdnlmum size and utilize only downed dead wood. 

Wild Horses and Burros 

Wo water source in a wild horse or burro area will be fenced or 
otherwise made inaccessible to w41d horses or burros, except 
guzzlers constructed for wildlife. 

Wo establIshed wjld horse or burro OraIl will be fenced, nor will 

any barricade be established that would restrict wild horse or burro 
movement along that trail, without authorizat4on from BL#. 

Livestock Srazlng 

Range management facilities. such as fences, wells, reservoirs, and 
other 4mprovements. must not be dIsturbed without prllor approval of 

BL#. Where disturbance is necessary, the operator ~111 return the 
facflfty to its original condition. Project majntenance is not 

considered a dJ sturbance. 

Weway constructed range fmprovements such as fences and reservoirs 

must meet BLM standards. When it is necessary to gain access across 

a fenceline for construction purposes, the fence must be braced. 

Four-inch timber or equilvalent must be installed and the gateway 
kept closed when not in actual use. All gates found closed during 
the course of the operatfon must be reclosed after each passage of 
equilpment and crew members. A cattleguard may be requilred on main 
travel routes. 

If road construction cuts through natural topography that serves as 
a lIvestock barrjer, a fence must be constructed. 

Drilling p%ts will be fenced upon completion of drillfng operations, 
unless the pit 1s Imediately filled In. 

Cd twrl Wesourcss 

All areas subject to surface disturbance or rehabiilitation that have 
not been prav%ously fnventoried for cultural resources must be 

inventoried prior to start’8ng the activity. Both dfrect and 
indirect damage will be avoided to the extent possiible wfthout 
curtailing valid rights. 

Cultural resources wfll be evaluated under existing federal laws and 
regulatfons. Consultation with the Utah State Milstorfc Preservation 

Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservatfon 
wRll occur wherever mandated. 

Surface disturbance wifll be al lowed only after cultural resource 
management objectives are met. All sXtes will be avoided or mitl- 
gated fn keeping with the specific management objectIves assigned. 

Dfsturbance to or loss of any cultural property to the extent that 
the specifilc cultural resource management objectdve cannot be met Is 
considered to be unnecessary and undue degradation and wdll not be 
allowed, regardless of the causal actfvdty. 

The following special management condi[tions are needed to achieve 
cultural resource management objectives: 

- All sites managed for conservation must be avoided and protected 
from natural and human-caused deterforation. They are closed to 

conflicting uses. They remain under protective management until 
aI1 similar sites not managed for conservation are used and 

technology used In archaeology has developed to such a state 



that theilr use would make a major contrfbut4on to archaeological 
study of the area; 

- Sites managed for publfc values must first have theilr linfonaa- 
tlon potentdal recovered through approprilate study guided by an 
approved research desfgn, iln order to mltlgate the fmpacts of 
vdslltor use and to provide qnformation for interpretation; and 

- All other sgtes are managed for theiir Informatfon potential; 
they must be avoIded until thedr potentfal is collected through 

appropriate study guilded by an approved research design. 

Vflrual Resources 

BLM may require semipermanent and permanent facQlitiles to be painted 
to blend with the natural surroundings. 

With I# approval, exf sting roads or trails may be improved (bladed) 
9f Impassable by vehicles or equipment. Wo wldenfng or realdgnment 
will be allowed unless approved by BLM. Existilng tratls may have to 
be reclaimed or brought back to original conddtlons. 

New trails may be constructed only when vehfcle and equipment pas- 
sage is dmpossdble, and only w%th the concurrence of BLR There 

wtlll be no straight Jlne-of-sight bu19dozOng; any path dozed through 
a tilmbered area will take a ziig-zag path. Any pushed trees are to 
be readlly retrfevable without additional disturbance, if needed for 
reclamation. 

Upon project completion, the area and access routes not needed for 
BL# or BWauthorlzed purposes wi 11 be reclaimed to as near the 

orfgilnal condition as possible. 

A'11 disturbed areas ~41'1 be recontoured to blend as nearly as 
possible wfth the natural topography. All berms will be removed and 
all cuts (including roads) fflled. 

Drill hole cuttings wfll be placed down the hole, and any remaining 

cuttings wllll be buried at the drill hole locatfon. 

Construction areas and access roads wfll be kept lftter-free. The 
operator must provide a trash cage. 

For other types of actdvftfes, such as recreation events, trash wfll 
be collected and contalned during the operatfon. All garbage, 
trash, PIzaggIng, lath, etc. wall be removed from the area and hauled 
to an authorfzed dump site. 

Wfldlllh 

Known raptor nest sites iln both San Rafael Resource Area (SRRA) and 
Forest Planning Ulnlt IFPu) ~111 be protected. Permitted actfvities 
wfthin 0.5 mile of actfve nest sftes (these have not been mapped and 

may vary dn location from year to year) ~411 be restricted during 
the nestfng season (generally February through August annually), 

Endangered Specfes 

All surface-disturbing activitdes, -including recreation events, wfll 
require a clearance to ensure protection of threatened or endangered 

(T/E) species. 

T/E specaes till be managed in accordance tith the Endangered 
Spedes Act and all other applicable laws and policfes. Under the 
Endangered Species Act, the habItat of a V/E plant specfes cannot be 
disturbed unless the spec4es would benefit from the disturbance; 
departmental regulations and polilcy extend Ws requirement to 
candldate and sensiltlve speccQes also. Actdvftles or projects will 
be checked to ensure adequate protectilon for these species. 

Fire 

All wfldffres endangering life or property wllll be suppressed. 
Where resource conditions warrant, a fire rehablll%atIon plan will 
be developed and fmpkmented, using native or exotic specfes. 

This sectllon describes suggested actions under BLM resource manage- 

ment programs. Special management desfgnatlons consfdered under 
each alternatfve are listed itn table IO and shown on maps 11, 12, 

13, 14, 15, and 16. Some of the ACECs coincfde wfth areas now 

(1983) under wilderness revilew. 
areas as will derness, 

ltf Congress later desjgnates such 
the ACEC desfgnation could be dropped if 

wilderness management adequately protects the values for whdch the 



TABLE IO 

Romfnated Area of CrJItaJcal EMroomental Concern Des¶gnat%ons, by Altirrsative (acres) 

Acinrfnister- 
ilng Program Area Name 

4322 Bowknot Bend 
Hebes Mountain 
North Big Flat Top" 
Bgg Flat Tops 

4322, 4333 San Rafael Reef 

4331 Copper 61 obeb 
Dr 
I- 0 f 

Lake Archaeological Dfstrict 
PictographsC 

Pictographsd 
Little Black Mountain 

4333 

0” 190 
0 

0 43,870 

0 0 

: 300 
0 0 

Swasey Cabin 
Temple Mountajn Historical Dfstrigt 
Tomsich Butte Historical District : 

Gilson Buttes 
I-70 Scenic Corridor 52.1500 

(SRRA 49&O) 
(FPU 2.700) 

?4uddy Creek 
San Rafael Canyon 
Segers tiol e 
Sids Mountain 

I 
0" 

x 
0 

52,150 

0 

00 
0 

45,920 322,360 302,070 156,910 274,260 

1,830 

769: 
0 

43,870 

220 
2,660 
2,040 

1,750 

1,830 
0 

2,660 
2,040 

0 
52,150 52,130 52,150 

'sy;"4;,;;~~ tsaRA 49,430) (SRRA 49,450) 

461720 
wu2; 30" 1 

5;,;;; 58:5lO 

0=PU2;.;~I 

58;510 

89hiO 89.060 7,120 : 

1,830 
0 

2.64: 

68,720 

220 

1 6sgg: 
40 

2200 
2,660 

(2,040) 

0 
52,130 

(SRRA 49,430) 
(FPU2;,;$) 

35;240 
7,120 

61.870 

NOTE: All acreages are approximate and rounded to the nearest TO acres. 
Rationale for ACEC nominations and acreages appear in appendix B. 

All acreages pertajn to SRRA unless otherwXse noted. 

"Under alternative F, the area name changes to Big Flat Tops. dUnder alternatives D and F, the Pictographs ACEC would 

bUnder alternatives C and D, the Copper Globe area is part of the 
include both the T-70 and Rochester pictograph sites. 

Sids Mountain ACEC. eUnder alternative F, the Tomsich Butte Historic District 

cUnder alternatives C and E, the It-70 Pictographs ACEC would be 
would be included as a special emphasis area within the 
Muddy Creek ACEC. 

Included as a special emphasis area within the I-70 Scenic Corridor. 



ACEC was established. Appendix % presents the ratfonale for ACEC Each resource management program section begins with actlons cotmnon 
nomlnatjons. to all alternatfves, followed by a dfscussfon of specfal management 

desfgnations under that program and a sumnary ddsplay of actions 
The management prescriptions developed for &he nominated ACECs and that would occur under each alternative for that program. Special 
other special areas under the various alternatives are presented fn management areas would be consildered open unless otherwlse desfgnat- 

thfs chapter. Maps 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 summarize the management pre- ed. Where that display shows ACEC designation. the special condi- 
scriptlons. Appenddx 8 also contains a discussion of areas talons for fts management under the alternatives are also 9 ilsted. 
consldered by the Interdfsclplinary team but not nominated for ACE 

desfgnation. Shou’ld any of these or other nominations for ACES be 
made at a later date, an EA and plan amendment would be prepared. 



management Coezaon to All Alternatives 

011 and gas resources are allocated through leasing. The San Rafael 

Specilal Tar Sand Area (STSA) wfth%n SRRA Is available for tar sand 
or olll and gas development only through combined hydrocarbon leases 

(CHLs). Other areas are available through regular leases. Oil and 
gas leases are fssued by 5LW’s Utah State Office (USO). 

Public lands within the planndng area were categorized for 041 and 
gas leasing through a progralrrnatic EA in 1975 EBLM, 19753 and the 

statewide tar sand US in 1984 [MI, 19&k]. Appendix E describes 
the categories that establish special leaslng conditions for CMks 
and oil and gas leases. The resource area and distrilct office 
administer compliance ~4th lease terms. The leasing categories as 
currently applied are shown on map 17. 

CHLs are issued by 8LM's I.60 under competitive lease. Al7 regular 
leases are offered first competatively, then over the counter. 

Areas under wilderness review (WSAs and ISAs) are not avaflab'le for 

lease. These areas are managed under UP. If and when the areas 
are released from wilderness revfew, the category special conditions 

developed in the REP wdll apply. Areas designated as wilderness 
will not be available for lease. Should Congress designate all or 

part of the WSA or ISA as wilderness, that action ~111 constitute an 

amendment to the RN?. 

Some federal oil and gas resources underlie lands 4n the planning 
area not administered by %LW. (there are no split-estate lands 
wfthln the SXSA.) The surface owner or adMinIstering federal agency 
manages the surface, and 8LM administers the operational aspects of 
these leases with concurrence of the surface owner or adminilsterdng 

agency where such use 1s authorized. Under the Federal Onshore Olrl 
and Gas Leasing Reform Act of 1987, national forest lands are leased 

for 041 and gas only wdth consent of the U.S. Forest Service (USEi). 

NJ4 will not categoriize splft-estate lands. Geophysical explorat4on 
permits for oil and gas may be Issued in areas not under lease or 
not available for lease, if the terms and conditions of the RR and 

other applicable polkies (such as XWP) are met (appendix El. 

swlawageaent Under the Alternatives 

BLM policy requires that the least-ldtniting level of restriction be 
applied to od'l and gas leases (76 IBLA 395 (1983)). Accordtngly, 
the nature and extent of an actual or potentfal conflict must be 
determined, and the area must be placed under the least restrictive 

category that would serve to miltigate the conflict. 

The foIlowIng display summarizes 031 and gas management actions that 

would occur under the six alternatives. Refer to volume 1 for 

actions under the proposed RR. 



Alternative A Alternative 5 Alternative C Alternative D Alternatfve E Alternative F 

Maintain exjsting 091 

and gas and tar sand 

leasing category 
applications. 

Apply 041 and gas and 

tar sand leaofng cate- 

gorles to open all 
area to lease develop- 

ment. 

Apply 011 and gas and 

tar sand leasing cate- 

gories to protect non- 
motorl[zed recreation 

opportunities and 
wildlife habitat. 

Apply 011 and gas and Apply oil1 and gas and 

tar sand leasIng cate- tar sand leasing cate- 
gories to protect gorlTes to protect 
watershed and cultural motorized recreation 
resources. opportunities. 

Apply oil and gas and 

tar sand leasIng cate- 
gories to protect cer- 
taBn wildlife habitats, 

cultural ACECs, water- 
shed resources, and 
scendc and vegetatfon 
ACECs. 

Category 1 acresa 
SRRA 1,130,280 
FPM 51,770 
Total 1,182,050 

Category 2 acresb 

SRRA 43,130 
FPU 18,270 
Total 61,400 

Category 3 acresC 

SRRA 169,320 

FPU 5,310 

Total 174,630 

Category 4 acresd Category 4 acres Category 4 acres Category 4 acres 

SRRA 121,110 SRRA 2,060 SRRA 470,120 SRRA 1,217,340 

FPU 0 FPU 0 FPU 2,700 FPU 63,930 

Total 121,110 Total 2,060 Total 472,820 Total 1,283,270 

Category 1 acres 
SRRA 1,416,050 
FPU 75,350 
Total 1,491,400 

Category 2 acres 
SRRA 45,730 
FPU 0 
Total 45,730 

Category 3 acres 
SRRA 0 
FPU 0 
Total 0 

acategory 1 is the same as standard surface use. 

CCategory 3 is the same as no surface occupancy. 

Category 1 acres Category I acres Category I acres Category 1 acres 
SRRA 181,450 SRRA 168,510 SRRA 442,730 SRRA 710,920 
FPU 12,260 FPU 3,820 FPU 29,080 FPU 50,850 
Total 193,710 TOtdl 172,330 Total 471,810 Total 761,770 

Category 2 acres 
SRRA 784,020 
FPU 58,270 
Total 842,290 

Category 3 acres 
SRRA 28,250 

FPU 
Total 

2,120 

30,370 

Category 2 acres Category 2 acres 
SRRA 77,990 SRRA 864,990 
FPU 7,600 FPU 43,570 

Total 85,590 Total 908,560 

Category 3 acres 
SRRA 0 

FPU 0 

Total 0 

Category 2 acres 
SRRA 505,430 
FPU 21,210 
Total 526,640 

Category 3 acres Category 3 acres 
SRRA 154,210 SRRA 242,520 
FPU 2,700 FPM 3,290 
Total 156,910 Total 245,810 

Category 4 acres 

SRRA 1,910 

FPU 0 
Total 1,910 

Category 4 acres 
SRRA 4,970 

FPU 0 
Total 4,970 

bcategory 2 is the same as special condition surface use. 

dCategory 4 0s the same as no permit or lease. 



Geothermal leases are noncompetitive and will be issued by USO. 
Areas under wilderness review will not be avaIlable for leasIng. 

Ro Interest has been expressed in geothermal leasing. If and when 

ilnterest Is expressed Bn geothermal exploration or leasing, %he 
special condlrtilons developed in the RW for 091 and gas leasifng will 

be appliled. If these do not prove satfsfactory, the RMP will be 
amended to establish leasing condiitDons and exploration requdrements. 

Geothermal exploration and leasing applications would be processed 
on a case-by-case basis under all six alternatives. 

knage#3ent cocrssaow to All Al t@rnatfves 

The planning area contafns two known recoverable coal resource areas 
(KRCRAS) : Wasatch and Emery (map 18). The KRCRAs are the only 
parts of the plann%ng area that have potential for coal resource 

development. At %he start of this plannilng effort, the KRCRAs were 
analyzed Por their suftabfl iriy for leasing accordfng to the 
unsuitabrllity crifterla in 43 CFR 3461. The unsuitability study 
(appendix F) was conducted only withiln the two KRCRAs, which 
underlie public lands managed by Uk#. Areas Identified as suiitable 

for coal leasing are shown on map 19. Future leasing by application 
will be ltmtted to these areas. Applfcations for leasing outside 
the KRCRAs will require an analysis of the unsultabilfty crrlterja. 

The unsuitability cr%terfa may restrict all or certain types of 

mdnrJng technjques. New lease appllcatfons will be processed only ;Qn 
areas found suitable for leasing in the coal unsuitabiljty analysis. 

The resource area wfll recotmnend areas within the KRCRAs to US0 for 
leasing. Coal leases fssued subsequent to the RMP will be subject 
to both the unsuitab1lfty criteria and the specfal conditions 
developed in the RMP. No coal wfll be leased outside the KRCRAs. 

After a lease is Issued, a mining permit applicatfon package 
required by the Surface Mfning Control and Reclamation Act 4s 
approved. The authorized officer would have to give concurrence for 
approval to the regulatory agency and would Incorporate into the 
mfnfng permit any special conditions developed in the RMP/EIS. The 
authorltzed officer would also approve mfnlng plans for coal recovery. 

Some federal coal resources within the planning area underlie 
nonfederal surface or federal lands administered by USFS. USPS or 
the surface owner manages the surface, and 8bM admindsters the 
operatfonal aspects of these resources when leased, with concurrence 
of USPS or the surface owner where such use is authorized. RMP 
specllal conditions do not apply to these lands. 

Management Under the Alternatfves 

Width differing levels of emphasfs on protectfon of other resources, 
the acreage availlable for coal exploration and lease would vary by 
alternative. 

The following display summarizes coal management actions that would 
occur in the KRCRAs under the six al%ernatlves. Refer to volume 1 
for actions under the proposed RW. 



Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative !I Alternatfve E Alternative F 

Manage areas for coal 
exploration to protect 
certain wildlife habi- 
tats, cultural ACECs, 
watershed resources, 
and visual and grazing 
ACECs. 

Continue to allow 
coal exploration. 

Manage coal explora- 
tlon wjth the least 

possible of surface 
operations. 

Manage coal explora- 
tilon to protect 

nonmotorized 
recreation opportu- 

nitfes and wildlife 
habitat. 

Manage coal explora- Manage coal explora- 
tion to protect water- tion to protect 

shed and cu'ltural motorized recreation 
resources. 0pportunIties. 

Acres available 
SRRA 33,720 

FPU 28,570 
Total 62,290 

Acres available 
SRRA 33,720 

FPU 28,570 
Total 62,290 

Acres avaflable 
SRRA 32,440 

FPU 25,870 
Total 58,310 

Acres avaflable 
SRRA 15,930 

FPU 2,540 
Botal 18,470 

Acres available 
SRRA 33,720 

FPU 28,570 
Total 62,290 

Acres available 
SRRA 33,710 

FPU 28,570 
Total 62,280 

Standard conditions 
SRRA 23,120 
FRU 13,070 
Total 36,190 

Standard conditions 

SRRA 32,280 

FPU 25,870 

Botal 58,150 

Standard cond9tions 

SRRA 33,560 

FPU 28,570 

Total 62.130 

Standard condilt'lons Standard conditfons 

SRRA 11,900 SRRA 15,550 

Standard conditions 

SRRA 27,080 
FPU 17,550 

Total 44,630 

FPul 
Total 

7,580 FPU 2,540 
19,480 Total 18,090 

Special conditions Soecial conditions 

SRRA 380 SRRA 5,360 

FPU 0 FPU 8,320 
Total 380 Total 13,680 

Special conditions 

SRRA 160 
Special conditions 

SRRA 160 

FPU 0 
Total 160 

Special conditions 

SRRA 20,330 

FPU 18,220 
Total 38,550 

Speccial conditions 

SRRA 9,320 

FPU 12,800 
Total 22,120 

FPU 0 
Total 160 

lo surface disturbance No surface disturbance No surface disturbance No surface disturbance 
SRRA 1,280 SRRA 0 SRRA 210 SRRA 0 

FPU 2,700 FPU 0 FPU 70 ml 0 
Total 3,980 Total 0 Total 280 Total 0 

No surface disturbance MO surface disturbance 

SRRA 1,280 SRRA 1,280 
FPU 2,700 FPU 2,700 
Total 3,980 Total 3,980 

(Continued) 



Alternative A 

Allow coal leasing, 
development, and 
mfnlng on areas 

determined suItable 
for leasing. 

Acres available 

SRRA 29,620 
FPU 28,570 
Total 58,190 

Standard conditions 
SRRA 28,340 
FPU 25,870 
Total 54,240 

Special condlltions 
SRRA 0 

FPU 0 
Total 0 

Alternative '0 

Manage coal leasing, 

development, and 
mlndng on areas 
determined suftable 
for leasing. 

Acres available 

SRRA 29,620 
FPU 28,570 
Total 58,190 

Standard conditions 
SRRA 29,620 
FPU 28,570 
Total 58,190 

SpeciaY condltilons 
SRRA 0 

FPU 0 
Total 0 

Alternative C 

Manage coal leasfng, 
deve'l opment, and 
mining to protect non- 

motorized recreation 
opportunitDes and 
wildlrjfe habitat. 

Acres available 

SRRA 28,340 
FPU 25,870 
Total 54,210 

Standard conditions 
SRRA 7,800 
FPU 7,580 
Total 15,380 

Special condit9ons 
SRRA 20,330 
FPU '18,220 
Total 38,550 

No surface disturbance No surface disturbance No surface djsturbance 

SRRA 1,280 SRRA 0 SRRA 210 
FPU 2,700 FPU 0 FPU 70 

Alternative D 

Manage coal IeasIng, Manage coal leaslOng, 
develop,inent, and development, and 
mining to protect m%nlng to protect 

watershed and cultural motorized recreation 
resources. opportundties. 

Acres available 

SRRA 11,830 
FPU 21540 
Total 14,370 

Standard conditions 
SRRA 11,450 
FPU 2,540 
Total 13,990 

Special condiltllons 
SRRA 380 
FPU 0 
Total 380 

No surface disturbance No surface dtsturbance No surface disturbance 

SRRA 0 SRRA 1,280 SRRA 1,280 
FPU 0 FPU 2,700 FPU 2,700 

Alternative E 

Acres available 

SRRA 29,620 
FPU 28,570 
Total 58,190 

Standard conditions 
SRRA 22,980 

FPU 17,550 
Total 40,530 

Special conditions 
SRRA 5,360 
FPU 8,320 
Total '13,680 

Alternative F 

Manage coal leasing, 

development, and min- 
ing to protect certajn 

w?'%dlilfe habitats, 
cultural ACECs, water- 
shed resources, and 
scenic and vegetation 

ACECs. 

Acres available 

SRRA 29,610 
FPU 28,570 
Total 58,180 

Standard conditfons 
SRRA 19,010 
FPU 13,070 
Total 32,080 

Special conditions 
SRRA 9,320 

FPU 12,800 
Total 22,120 

Total 3,980 Total 0 Total 280 Total 0 Total 3,980 Total 3,980 



4139 MIIERAL MATEIXALS MA#ArmE.WT 

Hanag~nt Colnason to All Alternatives 

D4sposal of milneral matedals is by sale at fafr market value or by 
free use permit for public agencdes. D%sposal sites are established 

in response to specifk requests. Sales and free use permilts (map 
20) are handled at the resource area office. 

All existing material s9tes (map 23) ~111 remain open unt%l the end 
of their term and then be evaluated. Al% canmunity pits (map 22) 
w%ll remadn open until available matedal ds exhausted and then be 

closed. 

Free use of petrilfled wood (up to 250 pounds per person per year) Is 
allowed for noncommercial purposes on all public lands unless other- 

wilse provided through notice in the Federal RegJster. Wo part of 
the planning area wQl1 be desjgnated as closed to petrified wood 
collecting. 

Management Under the Alternathes 

The RW will be used to determfne whlfch areas are avallable for 
mVneral materials use and to Impose conditilons that will apply to 

use of materfal siftes. 

The foIlowIng dXsplay sunrnarfzes m%neral material management actions 
that would occur under the six alternatives. Refer to volune 1 for 
actions under the proposed R&P. 



ABternative A Al Oernati ve 8 Alternative C A% ternatil ve E A%ternative 0 Alternative F 

Manage minera% 
material dfsposa'ls on 
a case-by-case basis. 

Manage mineral 
makr9al disposa'ls 
to pro%ec% nonmotor- 
fzed recreation 
opportunities and 
wildlife Aabltat. 

Manage mfnera% 
material disposa%s 
'to protect watershed 
and cu%tura% 
resources. 

Manage mineral 
material disposals 
to protect scenic, 
cuYtura%, and vege- 
tation ACECs. 

Manage minera% 
materla‘l ddsposalls on 
a case-by-case basils. 

Manage minera% 
materXa% disposals 
to protect moctorfzed 
recrea%lon oppor- 
tunftrles. 

Acres avai%ab%e 
SRRA 96%,620 
FPU 70,530 

Total %,032,%50 

Acres avadlable 
SRRA %,307,720 
FPks 72,650 

Tota% 1.380.370 

Acres avaflable 
SRRA 1,2%6,350 
FPU 72,060 

Total %,288,4%0 

Acres avail%ab%e 
SRRA 1,46%,780 
FPU 75,350 

Total %,537,%30 

Acres available 
SRRA 246,500 
FPU 11,420 

Tota% 257,920 

Acres available 
SRRA 1,463,840 
FPU 75,350 

Tota% a ,539,%90 

Standard conditions 
SRRA %,4%6,050 
FPU 75,350 
Tota% %,49%,500 

Standard conditions 

SRRA 177,600 

FPU T12.260 

Tota% %89,860 

Standard conditions 

SRRA 442,530 

FPU 29,080 

TOGi? 478,610 

Standard conditions 
SWRA 710,920 

FPU 50,850 

Total 761,770 

Standard condltfons 

SRRA '1.369.480 
FPU 58,770 
Total %,421,250 

Standard condltilons 
SRRA 168,510 
FPU 3,820 
Tota% 1172,330 

Specia% condttfons 

SRRA 784,020 

FPU 58,270 

Tota% 842,290 

Special conditions 

SRRA 865,190 

FPU 43,570 

Total 908,760 

Special conditions 

SRRA 94,360 

SpeciaS conditions 

SRRA 45,730 
FPLS 0 

TOtill 45,730 

Special conditions 

SRRA 77,990 

SpecDaB conditions 

SRRA 505,430 

FPU 23,580 

TOti 11117,940 

FPU 7,600 
TOti31 85,590 

FPU 28,210 

Tota% 526,640 

No djsposal 
SRRA 502,220 

FBU 4,820 

TO%31 507,040 

Wo dIsposa% 
SRRA %,2%7,340 
FPU 63,930 

Totail %,28%,270 

No disposa'l 
SRRA 156,120 
FPU 2,700 

XOtiY 1158,820 

No disposal 
SRRA 247,490 

FPU 3,290 

TOttll 250,780 

No disposal 
SRRA 2,060 

FPU 0 

Tota% 2,060 

MO disposal) 
SRRA 0 

FPU 0 

Total 0 

3-m 



4132 MIMIWG LAW AO#IWISYRABTIOW 

Hanagement Coarrnon to All Alternatives 

Locatable mfnerals are admfniistered under the mining laws, whlfch 
preserve the rights of individuals and corporations to enter on the 
public lands to claim (locate) certajn types of mfneral discover- 
ies. All public domal?n lands overlyfng federal minerals are open to 
minjng claim locatllon unless specffically withdrawn from mineral 

entry, either (1) by secretarial order or publdc law or (21 under 
specific reservations, such as an R&PP lease. Lands and minerals 
that were acquired by the federal government but were not part of 
the ordginal public domain are not open to mineral entry under the 
mining laws. Lands not open to mineral entry are shown on map 23. 

ELM adminfsters claim recordation requirements (at US01 and opera- 
tional aspects of mining federally owned minerals (at the resource 
area office), whether or not BLM admlnisters the surface. 

BLM wjll continue to conduct mining claim validity and patent 
examinations. Validity examjnatfons determine if a miln-lng clailm is 
valid, and Patent examinatfons determine if the requi[rements have 

been met for a claim to go to patent. Patented claJms are owned and 
administered by the holder of the patent; RPlP condiltdons do not 
apply to patented claims. 

The RMP does not impose conditions on work done under a notice of 
intent, but does provide special conditions to apply to operations 
approved under a plan of operations, regardless of whether the claim 
is located before or after the RW is adopted. Plans of operation 
are requllred for operatfons that would disturb more than 5 acres and 
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for any operatlon except casual use iln (1) areas designated for 
potentjal addition to, or designated as part of, the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System; (2) designated ACECs; (3) designated 
wilderness areas; and (4) areas designated as closed to off-road 

vehicle (ORV) use (43 CFR 3809). 

The BLM may identify lands to be wIthdrawn from mineral entry, but 
canngt withdraw these lands. BLM must file an application for 
secretarial withdrawal. Lands would become segregated from entry 
for 2 years upon BLM's ffllng for withdrawal. If the Secretary 
orders a wlthdrawal, the segregatfon ceases. (Congressional 
approval 1s required for all withdrawals of 5,000 acres or more.) 
If the Secretary disagrees with BLW's recommendation, the segrega- 
tdon can be released. If the Secretary fails to act, the segre- 
gatfon expires after 2 years. These actions do not affect the 
validity of claims located on these areas prXor to segregation or 
withdrawal . 

For previously located claiims iln segregated areas, work done under a 
plan of operatllons ~111 be approved with specilal conditions to 
protect the resource value for which the segregatlon was made. 

Management Under the Alternatilves 

WQth differing levels of emphasils on protectfon of other resources, 
the acreage open to mineral entry would vary by alternative. 

The following display summarfzes locatable mfneral management 
actions that would occur under the six alternatives. Refer to 
volume 1 for actions under the proposed RMP. 



Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative 0 Alternative E Alternative F 

Maintain the present 
area open to mining 
claim location. 

Mafntafn the present 
area open to minfng 
claim location. 

Manage the area 

open to mining claim 
location to protect 
nonmotorized recrea- 
tllon opportunities 
and wildlife habiltat. 

Manage the area 
open to mInl[ng claim 
location to protect 
watershed and cultur- 
al resources. 

Manage the area open 

to mining clai[m loca- 
tion to protect 

motortzed recreation 
opportunities. 

Manage the area open 
to minjng clailm lbca- 
trlon to protect the 
I-70 Pfctographs and 
Swasey Cabin ACECs. 

Administer minina Administer minfna Administer minina Administer mint[na 

claim location claim location claim location claim location 
SRRA 1,463,840 SRRA 1.463.840 SRRA 1,463,840 SRRA 1.463,840 

FPU 75,350 FPU 75,350 FPIJ 75,350 FPU 75,350 

Total 1,539,190 Total 1,539,190 Total 1,539,190 Total 1.539,190 

Administer minina 
claim location 
SRRA 1,463,840 

FPU 75,350 

Total 1,539,190 

Administer mining 
claim location 
SRRA 1,463,840 

FPU 75,350 

Total 1,539,190 

Not open to entry 
SRRA 1,218,14C 
FPU 63,930 
Total 1,282,070 

Not open to entry 
SRRA 1,780 
FPU 0 

Total 1,780 

Not open to entry 
SRRA 3,840 
FPO 0 

Total 3,840 

Not open to entry 
SRRA 471,900 
FPU 2,700 

Total 474,600 

Not open to entry 
SRRA 3,690 
FPU 0 

Total 3,690 

Not open to entry 
SRRA 6,750 
FPU 0 

Total 6,750 

Open to entry 
SRRA 1,462,060 

FPU 75,350 

Total 1,537,410 

Open to entry 
SRRA 1,460,OOO 

FPU 75,350 

Total '1,535,350 

Open to entry 
SRRA 991 ,940 

FPU 72,650 
Total 1,064,590 

Open to entry 
SRRA 245,700 

FPU 11,420 

Total 257,120 

Open to entry 
SRRA 1,460,150 

FPU 75,350 

Total 1,535,500 

Open to entry 
SRRA 1,457,090 

FPU 75,350 

Total 9,532,440 

Standard conditions Standard conditions 

SRRA 1,412,610 SRRA 1,416,050 
Standard conditions Standard conditions 

SRRA 245,700 SRRA 1,305,940 
Standard cond'itions 
SRRA 377,140 
FPU 55,480 
Total 432,620 

Standard conditions 
SRRA 1,190,590 
FPU 72,650 
Total 1,263,240 

i=PU 75,350 FPU 75,350 

Total 1,487,960 Total 1,491,400 
FPU 11,420 FPU 72,650 
Total 257,920 Total 1,378,590 

Special conditions 

SRRA 614,800 

FPU 17,170 

Total 631,970 

Special conditions 
SRRA 49,450 

FPU 0 

Total 49,450 

Special conditions 
SRRA 43,950 

FPU 0 

Total 43,950 

Special conditjons 
SRRA 0 
FPU 0 
Total 0 

Special conditions 
SRRA 154,210 

FPU 2,700 

Total 156,910 

Special conditions 
SRRA 266,500 
FPU 2,700 
Total 269,200 
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Alternative A 

Manage milneral 
exploratdon and mrln- 
4wg operations on a 
case-by-case bas4s. 
Approve mining plans 
4n areas open to 

entry. 

Qpen to entry acres 
1,5377E 

Alternative B Alternative C 

Manage mifneral Manage milneral 
exploratdon and m4n- exploratfon and min- 
4ng operat4ons to ing operatfons to 
protect vegetat4on protect nonmotorized 
ACECS. Approve mfnilng recreation opportuni- 
plans 4n areas open tfes and wildllbe 

to entry. habItat. Wpprsw 
a4nDng plans in areas 

open ts entry. 

Open to entry acres Open to entry acres 
I ,53m 1,06~ 

Alternative 8) 

Manage mdneral 
explorat4on and miln- 
4ng operat4ons on a 
case-by-case bas4s. 
Approve m4n4ng plans 

In areas open to 
entry. 

Open to entry acres 
257,1 

Alternative E 

Manage mineral 
exploratdon and m4n- 
4ng operat4ons to 
protect motorized 
recreat4on opportu- 
ntties. Approve 
m4n4ng plaris 4n areas 

open to entry. 

Open to entry acres 
I ,53qm 

AlternatDve F 

Planage mineral 
exploration and min- 
4ng operations to 
protect watershed 
resources and sceni[c, 

cultural, and vegeta- 
tlon ACECs. Approve 

mdn%ng plans 4~ areas 
open to entry. 

Open to entry acres 
1,532,440 



Management Csssasn $0 All Alterna%fves 

Potash and related salts are the only mfnerals admfnis%ered under thfs 
program and believed present in coannercial quantities fn the planning 
area. About 70,000 public land acres fn %he southeastern SRRA have 

moderate potential for occurrence and low potential for production of 
potash and related salts; %he remafnder of the planning area has low 

po%ential for occurrence of potash. 

Ronenergy mineral leases are issued by NO. In areas of known mineral 
occurrence, leases are sold competitively; where mfneral values are 

not known, the resource area could issue prospecting permits. These 
can lead to issuance of a preference righ% lease. Areas under wflder- 
ness review are not available for lease. 

lo interest has been expressed in leasing any nonenergy minerals in 
SRRA . If and when such fnterest is expressed, the RMP special 
conditions for oil and gas leasing will be applfed. If these do not 
prove satisfactory, the RMP will be amended to establfsh leasing 

conditions and exploration requirements. 

Applications for nonenergy leasable mfneral exploration and leasing 

would be processed on a case-by-case basis under all sfx alternatives. 

$211 RI6HTS-Q-WAY 

Manag nt C 81 %o All Al%ernatfves 

All of the alternatives recognize valid existing rights, including (11 
rights of access to inheld prfvate and state lands and (2) rfghts-of- 

way for county, s%ate, or municipal roads. The management optfons 
presented are no% fntended to challenge or abrfdge those rights, 

fncluding the rights under R.S. 24177. Most of the coun%y roads are 
pre-FLPM roads which are au'khorfted under R. S. 2477. Under R. S. 
2477 the countfes have the right to do what is reasonable and neces- 

sary at the tfme of need. The R. S. 2477 roads are managed in accord- 

ance wfth memorandum of understanding agreemen%s between the BLM and 

the affected countfes. Post FLPMA roads and realignments outside the 
recognized existing road rights-of-way are authorized under Title V 

of FLPM. 

Management Under the Al%erna%fves 

Lands available for rights-of-way are divided into four major cate- 
gories: (1) lands in designated right-of-way corridors where srtandard 
opera%fng procedures apply; (2) lands outsf de desfgnated right-of-way 
corridors where standard conditfons apply; (3) areas to be avoided and 
where special conditions may apply after site-specific MEPA documenta- 

tfon; and (4) areas %o be excluded. The RW fden%fffes right-of-way 
corrfdors and lands to be avoided, excluded, or available for addf- 
tional rights-of-way. These are shown on maps 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, and 
29. 

Right-of-way corrfdor designations were no% fdentif lfed under alterna- 

tives A, C, or 0. 

The lands included fn right-of-way corrfdors that would be designated 
under alternatives B, E, and F are listed below. In SRRA, designated 
r8gh%-of-way corridors would be 1 mfle .wfde (0.5 mile from the center- 
lfne of exfstfng powerlines), except where resource values dfctate 
otherwise or where the powerlfnes go through prfvate or state tands. 
In FPU. the desfgna%ed right-of-way corridor would be 0.25 mile wfde. 
Al7 7ega7 descriptions identify lands in the Salt Lake Meridian. 

Lega Descriptfon 
Township Ranae Section 

16 S. 
17 s. 

77 s. 

18 s. 

18 S. 

78 s. 
79 s. 
19 s. 

21 s. 

21 s. 

8 E 1, 72, 13, 24, 25 
8 E. 1, 12, 13 

0 E. 7, 77, 78, 21, 22, 

23, 27, 34 
8 E. 3, 70, 17 

9 E. 9, 14, 15, 23, 24 

70 E. 19, 29, 30, 33 
70 E. 7, 3, 4, 71, 12 
17 E. 7, 78 

15 E. 33, 34, 35 

16 E. 3, % 

Location 

SRRA nor%h boundary %o Highway 31 

UP&L Wuntfngton Powerplan% east 
%o highway 10 

Highway 10 ease to SRRA/Prfce 

River Resource Area boundary 

Price Rfver Resource Area/SRRA 

boundary east to Grand Resource 
Area 
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Legal Oescrlp%Oon 
fownsh%p Range Section Location 

Legal Descrlp%lon 
Township Range Section Loca%fon 

18 s. 9 E. 30, 31 H%gRway 10 south and west to 22 s. 5 E. 25, 26, 35 FPU boundary %o Fishlake W 
19 s. 8 E. 1, 52, 22, 23, FPU boundary 23 S. 5 E. 3, 10, 55, 17, 18 

27, 33, 34 
20 s. 8 E. 3, 4, 19, 30, 31 The following difsplay stmnnarlfzes right-of-way acltllons managemen% %hat 
21 s. 7E. I would occur under the SIX a%%erna%ives. Refer 80 volune ‘Q for actions 
22 s. 6 E. 12, 13, 14 under the proposed RW. 
22 s. 7E. 6 



Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternatfve D Alternative E Alternative F 

Do not designate 

right-of-way 
corridors. 

Designate existing 

groupings of major 
rights-of-way as 
corridors. 

Do not designate 

right-of-way 
corridors. 

Uo not designate 

right-of-way 
corridors. 

Desqgnate exfstlng 

groupings of major 
utilfty lines as 
corr1 dors. 

Pesilgnate exiisting 
groupings of major 
rights-of-way as 
corridors. 

Designated corridors 
SRRA 0 

FPll 0 
Total 0 

Designated corridors 
SRRA 22,870 

FPU 4,470 
Yotal 27,340 

Designated corridors 
SRRA 0 

FPU 0 
Total 0 

Designated corridors Designated corridors Uesignated corridors 
SRRA 0 SRRA 12,890 SRRA 21,540 

FPU 0 FPU 4,170 FPUl 2,900 

Total 0 Total 17,060 Total 24,440 

Allow rights-of-way 

while resolving con- 
flicts on a case-by- 
case basis. 

Al low rights-of-way 
on all lands unless 
avoided where needed 
for livestock or 
mineral uses or ex- 
cluded where needed 
for specdal manage- 
ment of rell3ct 
vegetat%on areas. 

Allow rfghts-of-way 

on all lands unless 
avoided to protect 
nonmotorized recrea- 
tron opportunities 
and willdlife habiltat 
or excluded where 
needed for special 
management of non- 
motori[ zed recreatfon 
and wll dlffe habiftat. 

Allow r%ghts-of-way Allow rights-of-way 
on all lands unless on all lands unless 
avoided to protect avoided to protect 
watershed and cultural motorized recreation 
Fesources or excluded opportunities or ex- 
where needed for cluded where needed 
special management of for special management 
watershed or cultural of motorized recrea- 
resources. tlon. 

Allow rights-of-way 

on all lands unless 
avoided to protect 
designated cultural, 
riparian, aquatic and 
watershed values and 
wdldl %Pe hab%tats or 
excluded where needed 
for special management 
of scenic or recrea- 
tfon values. 

Acres avadlable Acres available 
(standard conditions) (standard conditions) 

SRRA 1,393,180 SRRA 181,450 

Acres available 
(standard condttlons) 

SRRA 1,412,950 

FPU 72,650 

Total 1,485,600 

Acres available Acres available Acres available 
(standard conditfons) (standard conditions) (standard conditions) 
SRRA 168,530 SRRA 429,840 SRRA 704,510 

FPU 
Total 

70,880 Fw 
1,464,060 Total 

12,260 
'193,710 

FPU 3,820 FPU 24,910 FPU 48,250 
Total 172,330 Total 454,750 Total 752,760 

Avotdance areas 
(special conditions) 

SRRA 812.270 

Avoidance areas 
(special conditions) 
SRRA 50.890 

Avoidance areas 
(special conditlons) 

SRRA 45,760 

Avoidance areas Avoidance areas Avoidance areas 
(special conditions) (special conditions) (special conditions) 
SRRA 77,990 SRM 1,019,200 SRRA 732,820 
FPU 7,600 FPU 46,270 FPU 24,200 

TOtill 85,590 TOtal 1,065,470 Total 757,020 

FPU 

Total 

2,700 FPU 
53,590 Total 

0 FPU ( 60,390 

45,760 Total 872,660 

ExC’lUSiOn areas 
SRRA 0 

FPU 0 

Total 0 

Exclusion areas 

SRRA 2,030 

FPU 0 

Total 2,030 

Exclusion areas Exclusfon areas Exclusilon areas Exclusfon areas 
SRRA 470,120 SRRA 1,217,340 SRRA a ,910 SRRA 4,970 
FPU 

Total 

2,700 FPU 

472,820 Total 

63,930 FPU 0 'FPU 0 
1,281,270 Total a.910 Total 4,970 
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4212 LAWS leased. 

ik%nagement Cownon to All Al%ernatives 
open 
surface occupancy; 

Lands actions, including permiits and leases, disposals, and 
easements, are consddered upon appl4cation and cannot reasonably be 

predicted. 

nt Under the Al ternat4ves 

Alterna%%ve A 

Existing land uses (map SO) would be protected under the follow'lng 

special conditions. 

Hun%lng%on A4rport Lease. Use of the 340 leased acres would be 
allowed only with special condltilons to ensure the use 4s consis'tent 
w4th the purpose for which the land was leased. Also, 4t would be 
allowed only with %he consent of airport offfcials and would be 
subject to Federal Avfat4on Admiinilstration (FAA) regulations, Part 

77, "Objects Affectllng Navigable Afrspace.' Under alternative A, 
the Huntington Airport lease area would be 

- open to m4neral leasing with special conditions to prevent 
surface occupancy; 

- open to disposal of milneral materfals ~4th spedal cond4tlons; 
- wilthdrawn from mfneral en%ry; 
- avofcfed for right-of-way grants; 

- excluded from private or conmwzrcfal use of woodland products, 
4ncludfng collection of live or downed dead fuelwood for 

campfires; 
- open to Ilvestock use with specdal cond4tfon.s; 
- open to land treatments or range Improvements wi%h special 

conditdons; 
- open to development of watershed control structures ~4th special 

conditdons. 

Recreatfon and Public Purpose Leases. Emery School (40 acres), 

Mfllsfte Park (40 acres), Millsite Golf Course (190 acres), Clawson 

Motocross (190 acres), Castle Oale Faargrounds (290 acres), and 

Gobl4n Valley State Park extension (720 acres) would be ava'llable 
only for uses consilstent with the purpose for which the land was 
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Under alternative A, existing R&PP leases would be 
to mineral leasfng with special conditions to prevent 

open to disposal of mineral materials with special conditdons; 
withdrawn ProRl mdneral entry; 

avoided for r4ght-of-way grants; 
excluded from prilvate or comnerc4al use of woodland products, 
Including collectilon of live or downed dead fuelwood for 
campfires; 
open to l4vestock use with special conditions; 
open to land treatments or range ifmprovements with special 

condf tf ons ; 
open to developmen% of watershed control structures wfth special 
conditions. 

Al%erna%fves I&), C, 0, E, and F 

Exist%ng land uses (map 301 would be protec%ed under the following 
specfal condftfons. 

Huntrlngton A4rport Leese. Use of the 340 leased acres would be 
allowed only w4th spec4al condltlons to ensure the use 4s cons4stent 

w4th the purpose for wh4ch the land was leased. Also, It would only 

be allowed ~4th the consent of airpore offfcfals and would be 

subjec% %o FAA regula%lons, par% 77, 'Objects Affectfng Navigable 
Airspace." Under a'lternatlves B, C, 0, E, and F, %he Huntdngton 
Alrpor% lease area would be 

- open to mineral leae4ng wfth spec4al conditions; 
- open %o disposal of mineral materials with special condftlons; 
- wfthdrawrc fram mInera entry; 
- avoided for right-of-way grants; 
- excluded fram prfva%e or cmercial use of woodland products, 

Includ4ng collection of live or downed dead fuelwood for 
campfires; 

- open to llfvestock use wf%h specfal condi%fons; 

- open to land treatments or range improvements with spec4al 
conditions; 

- open to development of watershed control structures with special 

condit4ons; 

- designated as lfmfted for ORV use, with use lfm4ted to 
designated roads and tradls. 



Wecreatilon and Bubllc Purpose Leases. Emery School (40 acres), 
Mjllslte Park (40 acres), Millsite Golf Course (190 acres), Clawson 
Motocross (190 acres), Castle Dale Fairgrounds (290 acres), and 
Goblin Valley S%ate Park extension (720 acres) would be available 
only for uses consistent with the purpose for whfch the land was 
leased. Dnder alternatfves B, C, D, E, and F, exfstilng RlgPP leases 

would be 
- open %o mineral leaslng with spec-lal condittons; 

- open to disposal of mtneral materials with special conddtlons; 
- withdrawn from mineral entry; 
- avollded for right-of-way grants; 
- excluded from private or comnercfal use of woodland products, 

including collection of live or downed dead fuelwood for 
campfiires; 

- open to l%vestock use wilth specfal cond%tions; 
- open to land treatments or range improvements with special 

condit8ons; 
- open to development of watershed control structures with special 

condit tlons; 
- designated as limited for ORV use, with use limfted to 

designated roads and trails. 

Mew realty actions would be allowed w$%hln designated right-of-way 
corrfdor and ava%lable and avoIdlance areas identified on maps 24, 

25, 26, 27, 28, and 29 subject to the appl9cable conditions. For 
other lands, new pennits and leases would be allowed on a case- 
by-case basis when consistent with the needs and uses of other 
resources; each would be assessed through a sfte-specific WEPA 

docent. 

Land DQsposaB s 

SpecXfl[c tracts of land would be managed for disposal under alterna- 
tlves A, C, D, E, and F (maps 31, 32, 33, 34, and 35). Wo lands 

were iden%ified for disposal under alternative D. Disposal of 
OndivIdual parcels may be precluded on a temporary or long-term 
basfs because of mining claim location, presence of archaeological 
or historical sites, presence of habitat used by f/E specSes (unless 

disposal would benefit the species), or for other specific legal 

reasons. A plan amendment would be requjred for disposal of a tract 

that is not identified. Lands managed for disposal would meet the 

following conditions. 

Tracts managed for dilsposal under available disposal authorltfes. 
includjng Section 203(a)(l) of FLPMA. Tracts are isolated from the 

large blocks of federal land, by either land ownership pattern or 
phys%cal features, and are dilfflcult and uneconomic to manage. 
Tracts 1 through 51 are fn SIRA; 52 through 60 are in FPU. All 
legal descriptions identify lands in the Salt Lake Meridian. 

Parcel 

Wumber 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

12 

Legal Description 
Township Range Section 

16 S. 9-E. 27, lots l-12 

13 
14 

96 S. 
16 S. 
16 S. 
16 S. 
16 S. 
'67 s. 
17 s. 
57 s. 

17 s. 
17 s. 

18 S. 

18 S. 
18 S. 

15 18 S. 
16 18 S. 

17 
18 

18 S. 
18 S. 
18 S. 

19 18 S 
20 18 S. 
21 18 S. 
22 18 s. 
23 18 S. 
24 18 s. 

25 18 S. 

7 E. 26, SW4NW4 
7 E. 26, E2SW4 
7 E. 34, S2NE4 
7 E. 35, S2WE4 
7 E. 35, NW4 
7 E. 1. lots 4 & 5 
7 E. 2, SW4 
8 E. 5, lot 6, NW4SW4 
9 E. 9, NW4SW4, SE4SW4 
9 E. 34, s2sw4 
9 E. 3, lots 1 It 2, MN&4 

SE4SW4, AsW4SE4 
8 E. 21, MW4SE4 
8 E. 21, N2NW4, SE4WW4 

NE4SW4, SWSE4 
8 E. 20, NE4WE4 
8 E. 23, SE4SE4 

26, WE4WE4 

a E. 31, lot 3 
8 E. 12, E2SE4 
9 E. 7, N2SW4, SE&W4 

#SE4 
18, W2WE4 

9 E. 3, SE4SE4 
9 E. 10, EPNE4 
9 E. 9, SE4, E2SW4 
9 E. 6, NW4SE4 

9 E. 7, NE4NE4 
9 E. 17, SE4NW4 

9 E. 17, w2SE4 
20, WW4NW4, MW4NE4 

Alternatfve 

C D E F - - 
-ii- - 

A 
51 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X X 
X X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

x x X 
X X 
X X 

X 
x x x x 
x x x x 
X x x 
X x x 
X x x 
X x x 
X x x 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
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Parcel 

Number 

26 
27 
2% 
29 

30 
31 

32 
33 
34 

35 
36 

37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 

46 
47 

48 

49 
50 
51 
52 

Legal Descridon Alternative 
Township Range Section A c 0 E F/P - - - - P 

18 s. 

119 s. 
19 s. 
19 s. 

19 s. 
as s. 

19 s. 

19 s. 
19 s. 

19 5. 
19 s. 

20 s. 
20 s. 

20 s. 

20 s. 
20 s. 

23 s. 
21 s. 

21 s. 
21 s. 
21 s. 

22 s. 

22 s. 
22 s. 

22 s. 

22 s. 

22 s. 
22 s. 
22 s. 

9 E. 20, 
7 E. 14, 
7 E. x4, 
8 E. 7, 

8 E. 3, 
8 E. 11, 

12, 
8 E. 17, 
8 E. 17, 
8 E. 20, 

21 s 

8 E. 35, 
8 E. 31, 

7E. 1, 

8 E. 6, 

7, 
7 E. 4, 
7 E. 27, 
7 E. 12, 

6 E. 25, 
6 E. 25, 

6 E. 27, 
6 E. 27, 
7 E. 31, 

6E. 1, 

6 E. WI. 
6 E. 14, 

15, 
6 E. 18, 

19, 
3 E. 5, 

3 E. 6. 
3 E. 7, 

S2WW4, SW&K4 x x x x 

w2W2 X 
WW4WE4, E22MW X x x 
lot 2. WE4SW4, x x 

SW4SE4 x x 

SE4SE4 X x x x x 
SMSE4 X x x 
sw4sw4 X x x 
bsW4WW4 x x x x 

ELM x x x x 
lots 4-4, lE4SW4 x x x x 
IE4, ELNW%, swmw4, x x x x 
NE4SW4, NE4SE4 x x x x 

X 
W2E4, SE4WE4, SE4, X x x 

E2SW4, SW4SW4 
M2, NESE4 

N2, N2S2, SE4SU4, 
SW4SE4 

W2K4, ME4#W4 
SEINE4 

NW4NW4 
SW4ME4, WW4SE4 

N2SE4, NE494 
SE4SW4, S2SE4 

NW4NE4 
lot 1, SW4NE4 
MW4SW4 

W2NE4, SE4ME4, 
ME4SE4 

NE4NE4, SE4NW4 
SW4NW4, NW4SW4 

lot 1 
SWSE4 
W2NE4, NW4SE4 

lots 3, 4 
SW4NE4 
SE4WE4 

3 E. 33, NW4WE4 

X x x 
X x x 

X x x 
X x x 

X x x 
x x x x 

x x x x x 
X x x x x 

X X 
X x x 

X x x x x 
x x x x 
x x x x x 

X x x 
X x x 

x x x x x 
x x x x x 

x x x x x 
x x x x x 
X x x x x 

x x x x x 

x x x x x 
x x x x x 
X x x x x 

Parcel Legal Description Alternative 
hnber Township Range Section A C D E F/P - - - - m 

53 22 s. 3 E. 35, WE4SW4 x x x x 
54 22 s. 3 E. 35, WPSW4, SE4SW4 x x x x x 
55 23 s. 3 E. 3, EESE4, SE4WE4 x x x x x 

10, E2WE4 X x x x x 
11, NW4 x x x x x 

56 23 S. 3 E. IO, W2SE4 X x x x x 
57 23 S. 5 E. 31, lot 4, S2SE4 x x x x 

Tracts managed Par d%sposal under available disposal authorfties, 

ilnclludrlng Sectlon 203(99(3) of FLPMA (cofwm~n%ty expansion). Because 
of thefr hfgher e%evatifon, these lands would serve purposes such as 
Infrastructure needs and related large-scale development which could 
not be met on nonfederal lands. Disposal of these lands would be 
lfmlted to these purposes. All tracts identi[Hed are in SRRA. 

Parcel Legal Descrrptfon Alternative 
Nuder Township Range Sectdon A C D E F/P - a - - 

58 19 s. 7 E. 26, SPSW4 x x x x 
35, w2NW4, RilW4IE4WW4 x x x x 

59 19 s. 7 E. 35, S2ME4NW4, NE4NE4NW4 X X X X X 
60 19 s. 7 E. 35, NW4SW4 X 
61 22 s. 6 E. 4, lot 6 x x x x x 
62 22 s. 6 E. 4, lots 5 & 7 x x x x 

Tract managed for disposal under available disposal authorities, 
including Section 203(a)(3) of FLPMA (community expansion). An old 
barn and parts of three newer homes were constructed in trespass on 

thfs tract which is within Emery city limits. Disposal of this 
tract would be limited to the land owners in trespass . She tract 

is In SRRA. 

Parcel Legal Description 
Number Township Range Section 

Alternative 
A C D E F/P - - - - - 

63 22 s. 6 E. 4, tract 37 x x x x 



Tracts managed Qor dilsposaY under availlable dllsposal authoritfes, 
Including Section 203(a)(3) of FLPNA (econozak development). Utah 
Power and Lfght Company (UPQL) has fndlcated IMerest In purchas%ng 

these lands %o use In conjunction wirth opera%%on of the Munt%ngton 
and Hunter powerplants. UP&L ildentdffed these lands because of 
thefr loca94on in relation to exlstilng facildt4es. Dilsposal of 
these lands would be lW%ed to UP&L or %Mr successors bar %h% s 
purpose only. AIY tracts identilf4ed are in SRR& 

Parcel Legal Qescript%on 
Rmber ?ownshQp Range Seccplow 

Al%erna%llve 
A c D E r/e - - - - m 

64 37 s. 8 E. 5, 10% 6, WW4SW4 x x x 
65 19 s. 8 E. 22, SEr$#M, E2P4, X x x 

sww4, SE4SW4 X x x 

27, WE4, E2WW2, E2SE4, X x x 
SW4P4 X x x 

Tracts managed for ddsposal Por recreation and public purposes under 

the Recreatjon and Publgc Purposes (R&PIP) Act of 1926 and Sec. 212 
of FLPRA to local governmental agencrles only (po%en%ilal RAPP 
ddsposal tracts). All tracts fdentlfied are fn SRRA. 

Parcel 
Iumber 

Legal Description 
Townshfp Range Section 

66 16 S. 
67 16 S. 
68 16 S. 
69 16 S. 
70 16 S. 
71 16 S. 
72 20 s. 

20 s. 

73 20 s. 

Al%erna%ive 
a C D E F/P -- 

7 E. 27, 10%~ I-12 X 

7 E. 26, SW4WW4 X 

7 E. 26, E2SW4 X 

7 E. 34,S2M4 X 

7 E. 35, WI X 

7 E. 35, s252NE4 x x X 
6 E. 11, all x x x x 

12, sw4, W2SE4, S2YW4 x x x x 

7 E. 7, E2E2SW4, E2W2E2SW4, X X x x 

W2SW4SE4SW4, x x x x 

s2Sw4Ww4SE4Sw4 x x x x 

7 E. 7, S2SE4SW4, S2#2SE4SW4 X 

%rac%s managed Bar diisposal Por recreation and public purposes under 
%he RdPP Act OP 1926 and Sec. 212 OP FLPM %o local governmental 
agendes only (exls%fng R&PIP lease). If the WlbPP lease is tewinat- 

ed witihou~ gojng to pa%en%, the trace wou'8d be managed Por disposal 
under avallable dfsposal au%horftJes. ilncluding &c&ion 203(a)(3) 0Q 
FLPHA (CMnfQ expatasdon). !&cause of its Mgher ellevatdon and 
loca%lon, this land would serve purposes such as inffrastruceure 
needs and related Barge-scale development wh%ch could not be met on 
nonfederal lands. LJisposal of %Ms trac% would be lfmlted $0 these 
purposes. The %rac% lo tn SRRA. 

parcel Legal bescr%p%ion Alternatfve 
Wnber Tounshllp Range Sectfon A c 0 E F/P - - - - m 

74 22 S. 6 E. 4, 10% 9 X x x x x 

Acqufo%%ieons 

RLW would acquire easmnts if and when the need is ildentjffed in 

actfvi%y plans or project proposals. These would be considered on a 
case-by-case basis and assessed Ohrough a sdte-specif-lc REPA docu- 
ment and land report prepared when an action ifs InitJated. Lands 
identilfied for posssfble acquisltdon under %he RW alternatives are 
shown on maps 36, 37, and 38. A plan amentint would be required to 
acquire a tract not %den%iPded in %he RW. 

The hollowing display smrizes the lands ildentiPlted for disposal 
and acquisition under the silx alternatives. Refer to volume 1 for 
actions under the proposed RW. 



Alternative C Alternative I) Alternative E Alternative F Alternative A 

Manage identifged 

lands for disposal. 

Acres identified 
SRRA 5,780 

FPU 1,040 
Total 6,820 

Acquire no nonfederal 
lands. 

Acres identified 

SRRA 0 

FPU 0 

fotal 0 

Alternative B 

Manage no lands 

for d9sposal. 

Acres identified 
SRRA 0 

FPU 0 
Total 0 

Acquire no nonfederal 
lands. 

Acres Identified 
SRRA 0 

FPU 0 

Total 0 

Manage identjfied 
lands for dr’sposa’l un- 
less needed for non- 
motorized recreation 
or wildlife habItat. 

Acres identified 
SRRA 6,140 
FPU 830 
Total 6,970 

Acquire nonfederal 
lands as needed for 
nonmotorized recrea- 
tion or wfldlife 

habBtat uses. 

Acres identilfled 
SRRA 7,160 

r-w 1,420 

Total 8,580 

Lands fn I-70 Scenic 
Corridor ildentlffed 
for possible acqui- 
sition (SRRA): 
T22S,R 8E,SLM,Sec 36 
T22S,R !X,SLM,Sec 32 
T22S,R 9E,SLM,Sec 36 
T22S,RlOE,SLM,Sec 32 
T22S,Rl2E,SLM,Sec 16 
T22S,R13E,SLM,Sec 2 
T23S.R 6E,SLW,Sec 19 
T23S.R 6E,SLM,Sec 30 
T23S.R 6E,SLM,Sec 31 

T23S.R 7E,SLM,Sec 2 
(FPU): 
T23S.R 5E,Secs 25, 36 

Manage identified Manage jdentified Manage identified lands 
‘lands for disposal un- lands for disposaA un- for ddsposal for com- 

less needed to protect less needed for motor- munity expansion, 

or improve watershed ized recreation. economic development, 

or cultural resource and better management 
management. of foolated tracts. 

Acres iidentified Acres identified 
SRRA 730 SRRA 6,770 
FPU 710 FPU 1,040 
Total 1,420 Total 7,810 

Acquire nonfederal Acqufre no nonfedera? 
lands as needed to lands. 
or improve watershed 
or cultural resource 

management. 

Acres lldentllfied Acres Identified 
SRRA 2,400 SRRA 0 
FPU 0 FPU 0 

Total 2,400 Toed1 0 

The follow%ng lands 
within potential 
ACECs (all in SRRAA 
are identified for 
possible 
acquisition: 
Dry Lake Archaeo- 
logilcal Oistrict: 
T23S,Rl6E,SLM,Sec 16 
T23S,Rl6E,SLM,Sec 32 
Tomsich Butte His- 
tordcal Dilstrict: 
T24S.R 8E,SLM,Sec 36 

Lfttle Black 
Mountain: 
f26S.R 6E,SLM,Sec 36 

Acres identfffed 
SRRA 6,730 
SW 1,000 
Total 7,730 

Acquire nonfederal 
lands as needed wilth- 
In scenic corridor, 
cultural. and relict 

vegetation areas. 

Acres identified 
SRRA 3,200 
FPU 0 

Total 3,200 

The folIowIng lands 
within potential ACECs 
are identltfled for 
possible acquisition: 
The Wedge: 
T19S,RlOE,SLM,Sec 36 

T20S,RlOE,SLM,Sec 2 
I-70 Scenic CorrJdor: 

T22S,R13E,SLM,Sec 2 
pluddy Creek: 
T23S,R 7E,SL#,Sec 36 
Big Flat Tops: 
T26S,Rl3E,SLM,Sec 36 



Exlstllng powerslee withdrawals and publk water reserves (PWRsl are 

shown on map 39. PUR wj'khdrawals that mee% PWR crfterfa w-ill be 
continued, and those not meeting the criteria will be modffled or 
terminated as determfned in site-specffic land reports. PowersIte 

wtthdrawals identffied by the Federal Energy Regulatory Cormttisslon 
(FERC) wtlll be continued In accordance wi%h the requirements of 
Section 24 of the Federal Power Act of June 10, 1920. Lands 
restored to operation of the public land Jaws, fncluding m%n%ng and 
mineral leasing laws, would be subjec% %o %he management prescrRp- 

tfons contadned iln the proposed RdrlP. 

Bllo ‘lands are classilfled for retention under the Classifica%Qon and 
kltfple Use (CAMJ) Act nor classffled for disposal under repealed 

authordties. There are no other exilstfng BL# or o%Rer federal 
agehcy withdrawals. Rile pe%ftions or applica%fons requesting wtth- 
drawal have been filled, by either the BLH or other federal agencfes. 

t Under %be Alternatfves 

Lands presently classdfled for lease or dlrsposal under the R&BP Act 
are segregated from approprdation under any land law, Including 
loca%Oons under the milnfng laws. The class9fkations will be 
contilnued during the term of the leases. All legal descrtptlons are 
based in the Salt Lake Meridian. 

PWCCl Legal Descrtptfen 
RWer Township Range Section Current Use, Expiratfon Oate 

I 18 S. 8 E. 35, REreW4, 

E4, 
R2SE4 

2 19 s. 7 E. 35, SE4 

3 20 s. 6 E. 12, S2SW4ME4 
N2kWSE4 

U-22940 - Castle Dale City 
Fairgrounds 

expllres 09/ll/l995 

U-29388 - Emery County/ 
Clawson Motocross 

expires 08/18/1995 

U-53817 - Ferron City/ 
Millslte Park 
expdres 05/27/2005 

Parcel 
Number 

Legal Descrigtdon 

Towmsh%p Range Sectfon Current Use, Exprlratlon Date 

20 s. 6 E. 7, lots 3, 4 U-54668 - Ferron Crty/ 
12, lots 3, 4 1%113s%te Golf Course 

WWNE4SM4, expires 12/07/2011 
W4WWSE4Sw4 

26 S. 11 E. 3, lots l-4, U-48132 - Utah Division 
s21E of State Parks and Recrea- 

4. lots ‘1-4, tlon/Gobl in Wall 1 ey State 
s2N2 Park Extension 

9, E2WW4 expires 01/23/2004 

22 S. 6 E. 4, lot 9 U-48777 - Emery County 

School DlstrdWEmery School 
expfres 05/30/l 993 

Lands presently leased for aIrport use under the Act of may 24, 
1928, as amemded, are segregated from all appropriat8on. The 
classification ~111 be continued during the term of the lease. 

Parcel Legal DescrlpOion 
Number Townshfp Range Sectfon Current Mse, ExpDration Date 

1 17 s. 9 E. 9, W2YE4, X-068958 - Emery County/ 
SE4NE4, Huntilng%on Airport 
E2MW4, explores 08/23/l 991 
SHMH, 
mww4, 
NE4SW4 

With differfng levels of emphasis on protectdon of certailn 
resources, withdrawal recotmeenda%ions would vary by alternative. 

(The Secretary of the Interlor would have to obtain Congressional 
approval for any wiithdrawal involvjng 5,000 acres or more.) 

The followfng display summari[tes wfthdrawal managemen% actions that 

would occur under the silx alternatives. Refer to volume 1 for 

actions under the proposed RW. 
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Alternaefve A Alternatfve 8 Alternative C Alternatfve Q Alternatfve E Alternative F 

Retain withdrawals: 
SRRA 1,780 

FPU 0 
Total 1,780 

Request no new with- 
drawals. 

Acres identified Acres identified Acres identified Acres fdentffled Acres fdentfffed 

SRRA 0 SRRA 2,060 SRRA 470,120 SRRA 1,217,340 SRRA 2,000 

FPU 0 FPU 0 FPU 2,700 FPU 63,930 FPU 0 

Total 0 fatal 2,060 Total 472,820 Total 1.282.870 Total 2,000 

Potential wfthdrawals 

None 

Retain withdrawals: 
SRRA 1,780 

FPU 0 
Total 1,780 

Request new wf%h- 
drawals if needed 

for livestock uses. 

Potentfal wfthdrawals 
Developed recreatfon 
sf%es; grazfng ACES: 

Bowknot Bend 
North Big Flat Top 

Retain wfthdrawals: Retain withdrawals: Retafn withdrawals: Retain withdrawals: 
SRRA 1,780 SRRA 800 SRRA 1,690 SRRA 1,780 

FPU 0 FPU 0 FPU 0 FPU 0 
Total 1,780 Total 800 Total 'I ,690 Total 1,780 

Request new wS%R- Request new wfth- 
drawals If needed drawals if needed 

for nonmotorized to protect or fmprove 
recreation and watershed or cultural 
wfldlffe habitat. resource management. 

Potential withdrawals 
Developed recreation 
sites; prfmftfve rec- 

reation areas; scenfc 
ACECs: 

Gflson Buttes 
I-70 Scenic Corr. 
Muddy Creek 
San Rafael Canyon 

San Rafael Reef 
Segers Ho7 e 
Sfds Mountain 

Vegetation ACEC 
Bowknot Bend 

Cultural ACEC 
Tomsfch Butte 

Potential wfthdrawals 

Developed recreation 
sites; prfmftfve rec- 

reation areas; scenic 
ACECs: 

Gflson Bu%tes 
I-70 Scenfc Corr. 
Muddy Creek 
San Rafael Canyon 

San Rafael Reef 
Segers Ho1 e 
Sfds YountaRn 

Cultural ACECs: 
Pfctographs 
Swasey Cabin 
Dry Lake ArchJfst. 

Temple MWTomsfch 

Butte Hfs%. Dfst. 
Critical watersbeds 

Request new wfth- 
drawals ff needed 

for motorfzed 
recreation uses. 

Potential withdrawals 

Developed recreatfon 
sites; Temple Moun- 

tain Bike Trafl. 

Request new wfth- 
drawals ff needed 

to improve cultural 
resource management or 

to protect relfc% vege- 

tation or for motorized 
recreation uses. 

Acres fdentfffed 
SRRA 4,970 
FPU 
Total 

0 
4,970 

Po%en%fal wfthdrawals 

Developed recreation 
sites; cultural ACECs: 

Pfctographs 
Swasey Cabin 

Copper Globe 
Vegetation ACECs: 

8owknot Bend 
Big Flat Tops 

Rfparfan/aquatfc habitat 



btanaaement Under the Alternatives 

f+!anagement Cwmon to A11 Alternatllves 

On the fairly small forested area (map 401, BLW will continue to 
sell over-the-counter permits for fuelwood, Christmas trees, and 

other woodland products in areas designated for these uses (map 41) 
at fair market value or by free use permit. Fuelwood harvest will 
be limited to pinyon and juniper unless specifically provided for fn 
an activity plan. Onsite use of wood products by recreation%sts 
(such as for campfires) will be allowed unless specifically excluded 
in certain areas in the RW. 

Under each alternatfve, the planning area ds dfvided into four 

management categordes for forest products: (1) lands available for 
management of forest products (intensive management areas), (21 
lands where forest products are managed to enhance other uses 

(extensive management areas), (3) lands not availlable for management 
of forest products (special use categor9es) and (4) nonwoodland 
areas. REP goals and management okjectlves were used to determine 
which areas would be assigned to which category and what condftions 
would be ilmposed on forest product use. 

The following display summarizes forest management actions that 
would occur under the six alternatives. Refer to volume 1 for 
actions under the proposed RW. 
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Alternative A Alternative R Alternatfve C Alternative 0 Alternative 5 Alternative F 

Designate areas for 
harvest of woodland 
products. 

Uesdgnate areas for 
harvest of woodland 
products unless 
detrimental to IJve- 
stock or milneral uses. 

Designate areas for 
harvest of woodland 
products unless 
detrfmental to nonmo- 
torfzed recreatilon 
opportunit%es or wild- 
lilfe habitat. 

Designate areas for Desfgnate areas for 
harvest of woodland harvest of woodland 
products unless products unless 
detrbental to water- detrimental to motor- 
shed or cultural Bzed recreatfon 
resources. opportunftfes. 

Designate areas for 
harvest of woodland 
products unless 
detrdmental to wild- 
life or critical 
soils areas. Open 
all areas to Chrilst- 
mas tree sales except 

where 14adted or 

excluded. 

Standard conditi[ons 
SRRA 138.610 

Standard conditions Standard condftions Standard condftions Standard conditions Standard conditdons 
SRRA 395,350 SRRA 401,130 SRRA 6,550 SRRA 85,110 SRRA 197,570 

FPU 35,540 FPU 36,320 FPU 18,040 FPU 115,580 FPU 22,730 
Total 430,890 Total 437,450 Total 24,590 Total 100,690 Total 220,300 

Specfal conditions Speciial condftfons 
SRRA 4,770 SRRA 0 
FPU 0 FPU 0 
Total 4,770 Total 0 

Special conditions 
SRRA 168,290 

SpecDal conditions 
SRRA 198,930 

FPU 
Total 

12,530 FPU 
180,820 Total 

2,200 
208,130 

Specllal conditions 
SRRA 197,570 
FPU 0 
Total 197,570 

Excluded from Excluded from Excluded from Excluded from Excluded from 
campfire use campfire use campflre use campfire use campfire use 
SRRA 490 SRRA 510 SRRA 1,100 SRRA 6,800 SRRA 510 
FPU 0 FPU 0 FPU 0 FPU 0 FPU 0 

Total 490 Total 510 Total 1,100 Total 6,800 TOtal 510 

FPU 
Total 

30; 580 
169,190 

Special conditions 
SRRA 201,320 
FPU 4,790 
Total 206,110 

Excluded from 
campfire use 
SRRA 570 

Excluded from harvest Excluded from Rawest Excluded from harvest Excluded from harvest 
SRRA 13,820 SRRA 240,110 SRRA 130,910 SRRA 237,660 
FPU 0 FPU 5,740 FPU 18,540 FPU 13,590 
TOti 13,820 Total 245,850 TOtCil 149,450 Total 251,250 

FPU 0 
Total 570 

Excluded from harvest 
SRRA 75.010 

Excluded from harvest 
SRRA 14,830 

FPU -950 

TO&al 75,960 

FPU 780 
TOti 15,630 



aagcs%?nt c n to All Alkrmatlves 

Wfld horse and burro habitat areas are shown on map 42. DLM will 
contdnue to monitor the number of wild horses and burros in each 

herd unit. When sufflcfent monitoring data are obtafned, a herd 
management area plan 0MAP) will be prepared to guide management of 
herd management areas used by these andmals. Wild equlds will be 
allowed to Increase until they reach the upper lamIt in each alter- 

native. Excess horses wit1 then be removed unt'll the lower TImit Is 
achieved. The animals will then be allowed to increase until they 

reach the upper limft again. At that time the process will be 
repeated. A range of numbers of animals have been used Instead of a 

single number because inventory methods are not ID0 percent accurate 
and the forage avaflable may change. Adjustments an numbers may 
also be necessary ilf monjtorilng data show a need for adjustments. 

Alternative A ASternatIve I 

Manage for 200 to 325 Manage for 20 to 

w4ld horses and 70 35 wild horses and 10 
to 100 wDld burros. to 25 burros and to 

maintain populations 
at that level. 

Develop HMAPs acres Develop HFgAPs acres 
SRRA (0) 0 SRRA (4) 475,680 

FPLS (0) 0 FPU (0) 0 

Total (0) 0 Total (41 475,6Go 

Excess wfld horses or burros may be removed by helicopter, horseback 
or water trapping. 

Marnag mt Wmder the Allternatfves 

WOth differfng levels of emghasls on productifon and protection of 

other resources, herd populations would fluctuate accordingly. 

Changes in use levels for wild horses and burros under the alterna- 
tlves are explaiined Rn 4322 Grazing Management. 

The followfng djsplay summarftes wild horse and burro management 

actfons that would occur under the sllx alternatives. Refer to 
volume 1 for actions under the proposed RRP. 

Alternative C Alternative D 

Manage for 70 to 100 Manage for 90 to 115 
wfld horses and wild horses and 
25 to 60 wild burros. 50 to 70 willd burros. 

Develop HMAPs acres Develop WMAPs acres 

SRRA (4) 475,680 SRRA 14) 475,680 

FPU (0) 0 FPU (0) 0 

Total (4) 475,6Go Total (4) 475,680 

Alternative E 

Manage for 250 to 
325 w%ld horses and 
110 to 140 wild 

burros. 

Develop HWs acres 

SRRA (4) 475,680 
FPU (0) 0 

Total (4) 475,680 

Alternative F 

Manage for 75 to 125 
wf’ld horses and 
30 to 70 wild burros. 

Oevelop HF&APs acres 
SRRA (4) 475,680 
FPU (0) 0 
Total (4) 475,680 



All grazing allotments covered in this RW/EIS (map 43) have been 

evaluated for resource potential and conflicts and assigned to a 
management category in accordance wllth GLM range policy. The 

management category criiterfa are explained in appendix G, which a3so 
shows the category currently assigned to each grazing allotment. 

A rangeland monftoring program has been established to provilde data 

on range condition. Monitoring procedures are explaifned iln appendfx 
H. Changes in grazilng allocatilons, if any, will be based on evalua- 
tion of range conditions through rangeland monitorfng. Any change 
(increase or decrease) %n available forage allocation will consider 

indlvfdual allotments and herd unllts. 

Desired ljvestock utilfzation levels on grazing allotments will1 be 
as follows: 25 to 35 percent for sprflng use (3/l to 6/30), and 35 
to 50 percent for sumer (7/l to g/30), fall (IO/l to ll/30), and 
winter (12/l to 2/281 use. These percentages may vary based on 

ecological sites and vegetatfon conmnMties wfthin Individual 
allotments. 

Changes fn llvestock use may be made to resolve resource conflicts 
identified fn the RW or as a result of moniltoring range condition 

and trend. Monitoring takes Into account actual use, utilization, 

trend, and climate, to measure vegetation change and to determine 
the need for subsequent livestock adjustments. 

In general, df agreements are not obtailned, grazing use dedsilons 
wfll be issued withiln 5 years after publicatdon of the rangeland 
program sutmnary (RPS) following adoption of the RW. Some allot- 
ments analyzed in this RW/EIS al ready have the requilred 5 years of 
monftoriing; on these allotments, changes may be implemented as soon 
as the RPS is issued. 

Future changes Bn exlstiing season of use or kfnd of livestock may be 
~;i&;f;~vyifde~dd $ta#o~lgIe @~sfg\ogfcal needs of plants are met for 

resource confllfc s do not result. 

The declsjon whether to allow a change in season of use or kind of 

livestock ~4111 be made after assessing the proposal fn REPA docu- 

ments prepared at that time. 

An investment analysis ~14'1 be done where an AW suggests projects 
that would require expenditure of rangeland improvement funds. The 
analysis serves to II) identilfy allotments where there is opportuni- 

ty for a posftfve return on the investment; (2) Integrate economic, 
resource, and socilal objectives fn prioritizing investments; and (3) 
%ncorporate priortties and detailed investment analysis in annual 
work plans. The analysis would be done when a specific project is 

proposed. 

Coordination of grazing responsibiildtles between GUI and the 
National Park Service (NPS) on lands- wfthin Glen Canyon National 
Recreatfon Area (NRA) was addressed in an umbrella memorandum of 
understanddng [BLM and IMPS, 19841, signed by the directors of RPS 
and WI, and iln an interagency agreement for grazing management LRLPr 
and NPS, 19861, signed by the Director, Rocky Mountain Region, RIPS. 
and the State Erector, Utah, GM. These agreements were taken into 
account in preparfng the R&W. 

The L%nk Flats area ~411 be released from natural area status. In 

the late 1960s. the flats were thought to have potential as a 
natural area to recognize a supposedly ungrazed plant community; 
however, the area had been grazed by both wild horses and domestic 

livestock contjnuously for several decades. 

State and local interest has been expressed In the control of 
poisonous or noxdous weeds and nuisance insects. Insect or weed 
control will consider onsite and adjacent land uses and resource 

values. RLM will work closely with state and local officials when 

conducting eradicat%on programs. E&cause of the small areas 
dnvolved, control projects will be covered by separate project- 
specific NEPA documents, rather than i[n this RW/EIIS. 

0 are actWty plans that will1 be prepared after approval of the 
Rs#P to meet %ts stated object$ves. The RN? identllffes allo&ents 



where existing AMPS will be implemented or modified and where new 

AMPS will be prepared and implemented (appendfx 11 as current 
budget, manpower, and operator cooperation allow. 

For a specific allotment, the AMP details management objectives, the 
grazing system to be used, and range dmprovements to be construct- 

ed. Ecological sfte information Is used to establish management 

objectives, management potential, and treatment potential wilthln the 
allotment. Grazing systems such as deferred rotation and rest- 
rotation could be used. 

Grarlng systems will be maintained, revised, or implemented, based 
on consideration of (1) objectives detailed In the AMP, (2) resource 
characteristics detal led in the IMP, (3) vegetation characteristics 
determined by monitoring. (4) availability of water, (5) operator 
requests, and (6) implementation costs. 

Wanagemnt Under the Alternat'lves 

Currently, little or no forage is reserved for big game or wild 
horse and burros grazing the public lands. Conflicts between these 
animals and lfvestock may be resolved and adjustments in specific 
forage use levels made at the activity plan level or at any time 
deemed necessary as a result of rangeland monitoring. 

Under alternative A, if use levels need adjustment or additional 
forage becomes available, equal consideration will be given to 
livestock, wildlife, and wild horses and burros based on rangeland 

monitoring. 

Under alternative 6, wDldlife and wild horse and burro use levels 
may be adjusted to provide for livestock and mineral needs. Xf 

additional forage becomes available, preference would be given to 
livestock, but not to exceed total preference. 

Under alternative C, livestock and wild horse and burro use levels 
may be adjusted to provide for wildlife and recreation needs. If 

additional forage becomes available, preference would be given to 
wildlife, but not to exceed prior stable numbers. In al 1 otments 
contafnjng curcial bighorn sheep habitat, no changes from cattle to 

domestic sheep would be allowed. Allotments currently being grazed 
by domestic sheep would not be required to change to cattle. 

Under alternative D, livestock, wildlife, and wild horse and burro 
use levels may be adjusted to provfde for protectfon of watershed 
and cultural values, Addiftdonal forage not needed for this protec- 
tion may be used by these andma'ls width equal consideration, based on 
rangeland monjtorilng. 

Under alternative E, livestock, wildlife, and wild horse and burro 
use levels may be adjusted to provide for motorized recreation. Xf 
additional forage becomes available, and if conflicts wdth motorized 
recreation would not result, equal considerataon would be given to 

these animals, based on rangeland mondtorfng. 

Under alternative F, livestock and wild horse and burro use levels 
may be adjusted to provide for protectron of critical soils and 
crucial wildlife habdtat. Itf additilonal forage becomes avaflable, 
and crucial wild1 ife habitat and critical soils areas would not 
deteriorate, equal cons%deration would be given to livestock, wild- 
life, and wfld horses and burros, based on rangeland moniltoring. 

Grazing actdons are shown on maps 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, and 54. 
Alternative management actdons by grazjng allotment are described in 

appendix f. 

Spedal Management Desfgnatlons 

Under alternatdves B, C, D, 5, and F, special management conditions 
have been developed for ACECs (all withiln SRRA) that would be 
adminjstered under the grazing program to protect reljct vegetation 

areas. All rellict vegetation ACECs would be used for (1) research 
and experiments to provfde a baseline for rangeland studies and (2) 

similar comparative ecologfcal studfes of relict plant cosnaunities. 
Activities dthin the ACECs would be approved only with special 
conditions to protect the relict plant comrmnfties. 

Changes to the level of livestock use in rifparian areas could occur 

as a result of monItorlng and rfparian inventory of those areas in 
alternative 0. 

The areas that would be designated under each alternative, along 
with the special management conditions that would apply to the 
specific ACES under that alternative, are shown here. 
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Al %erna%fve 8 

The Bowknot Rend (1,830 acres), North R;Q9 Flat Top (190 acres), and 
San Rafael Reef (43,870 acres) ACECs (map 121 would cover a total of 
46,080 acres. Specjal conditions appllled to %hese areas would 
protect relic% vegetatfon. Under alternatfve B. Rowknot Bend and 
North Bllg Flat Top ACECs would be 

- c3osed to mineral leasing and to disposal of mjneral materials; 
- wfthdrawn from mBnera1 entry; 
- excluded from right-of-way grants; 
- excluded from private or crxmnercial use of woodland products, 

except for limited onsite collection of downed dead wood for 
campfires; 

- excluded from lilvestock use; 
- excluded from land %rea%ments and range Improvements, except for 

test plots and facilities necessary for study of the relict and 
near-relict plan% coomnuni%ies; 

- designated as closed to ORV use. 

Approximately 2,000 acres of rel%ct plant colrrnunities exist within 
the San Rafael Reef ACEC. Under alternative 5, those conmunfties 

would be protected In the same ways as Rowknot Bend and North Rig 
Flat fops. The remainder of San Rafael Reef ACEC (approximately 
41,860 acres) would be 

- open to mineral leasing and to disposal of mineral materials 
with special condiltions to prevent surface disturbance wathfn 
the relict plant connnunities; 

- open to m'fneral entry with plans of operation subject to 
conditfons precluding surface use of the relict plant 

comnunfties; 
- avoided for right-of-way grants; 

- excluded from priva%e or commercial use of woodland products, 
except for limited onsite collection of downed dead wood for 
campfires; 

- open to livestock use; 
- open to land treatments and range improvements, with special 

conditions 'to prevent surface disturbance within the relfct 
plant communities; 

- designated as Ifmilted for ORV use, with use Limited to 

designated roads and trails. 

A9 %erna%fve C 

The Bow&not bend (1,830 acres) and Morth Big Flat Top (190 acres) 
ACECs (map 13) would cover a %otal of 2,020 acres. Under aT%erna- 
tive C, the 9owknot Rend ACEC would be managed under the special 
condittions for ROS primitive (P) class and excluded from grazing. 

The Worth 549 Flat Top ACE would be 
- open %o m%neral leasfng ~4th special conditions to preven% 

surface occupancy; 
- closed to disposal of mineral materials; 
- open to mineral en%ry, with plans of operations subject %o 

conditions precluding surface use of the ACEC; 
- excluded from rfgh%-of-way grants; 
- excluded from priva%e or conanercial use of woodland products, 

IncludQng collection of downed dead wood for campfires; 
- excluded from lives%ock use; 
- excluded from land treatnents or range improvements, except for 

test plots and facilities necessary for stuc(y of the relict and 
near-relict plant camnunities; 

- designated as closed to ORV use; 
- managed as vjsual resource management (VRM) class I. 

Altematdve D 

The Bowknot Bend (1,830 acres), Hebes Mountain (960 acres) and Rorth 
Big Flat Top (190 acres) ACECs (map 14) would cover a total of 2,980 

acres. Under alternatfve 0. aIT three ACECs would be 
- closed to mtneral leasing; 
- closed to disposal of mineral materials; 

- closed to mineral entry; 
- excluded from right-of-way grants; 

- excluded from private or commercial use of woodland products, 
except for limited onsfte collect4on of downed dead wood for 
campfilres; 

- excluded from livestock use; 
- excluded from land treatments or range 'improvements, except for 

water control structures and test ~10%~ and facilities necessary 
for study of %he relict and near-relict plant conunities; 

- desl[gnated as closed to ORV use. 



Alternative E 

The Bowknot Bend 11,830 acres) and North Big Flat Top 1190 acres) 
ACECs (map 15) would cover a total of 2,020 acres. Under alterna- 
tive E, both ACECs would be 

- open to mInera leasing w1t.h special condit'Oons to prevent 
surface occupancy: 

- closed to disposal of mineral materfals; 

- open to mfneral entry, with plans of operations subject to 

special conditions on surface use of the ACEC; 
- avoided for right-of-way grants; 
- excluded from livestock use; 
- excluded from prfvate or commercial use of woodland products, 

except for limited onsite collection of downed dead wood for 
campfires; 

- excluded from land treatments or range fmprovements, except for 
test plots and facilities necessary for study of the relict and 
near-relict plant coasaunitles; 

- designated as limited for ORV use, with use limllted to exfsting 
roads and trails. 

Alternatdve F 

The Bowknot Bend (1,830 acres) and Big Flat Tops (2,640 acres) ACECs 
(map 16) would cover a total of 4,470 acres. Under alternative F, 
both ACECs would be 

- closed to mineral leasIng and to disposal of mineral materials; 
- withdrawn from mineral entry; 
- excluded from right-of-way grants; 

- excluded from private or commercllal use of woodland products, 
except for limited onsite collection of downed dead wood for 
campfires; 

- excluded from livestock use; 
- excluded from land treatments or range improvements, except for 

test plots and facillfties necessary for study of the relict and 
near-relict plant coasnunities; 

- designated as closed to ORV use. 

The following dfsplay summarizes grazilng managment actions that 
would occur under the s4x alternatIves. Refer to volume 1 for 
actifons under the proposed RW. 



Alternative A 

Main%aln the area 
currently allotted 

to li[vestock grating. 

Alternatlve I3 

Allot all acreage to 
19vestock grazing. 

Allotted to livestock, Allotted to ldvestock, Allotted to livestock, 

wildlife, wild horses wildlife. wild horses wildlife. wild horses 
and burros and burros and burros 

SRRA 
FPU 
Total 

1,421,880 SRRA 1,430,580 
190,240 FPU 190,240 

1,612,120 Total 1,620,820 

SRRA 1,345,240 
FPU 190,240 

Total 1.535.480 

Allotted to wildlife Allotted to willdllfe 
SRRA 630 SRRA 0 

FPU 0 FPU 0 

Total. 630 Total 0 

Allotted to wildlife 
SRRA 52,720 

FPU 0 

Yotal 52,720 

Unallotted 
SRRA 1,730 
FPU 0 
Total 1,730 

Exclude livestock 
SRRA (2) 4,110 
FPU (0) 0 
To%al (2) 4,110 

Unal 1 otted 
SRRA 0 
FPU 0 
Total 0 

Exclude livestock 
SRRA (0) 4,020 
FPU (0) 0 
Totaa'fi (0) 4,020 

Alternatlve C 

Allot rangelands to 
Y~vestock grazing 

where not needed for 
wildllfe habitat and 
where grazing does 
not conflict with 

nonmotorized recrea- 
t$on opportunities. 

Alternatfve Kl 

Alfot rangelands %o 
1Qvestock grazing 

where it does not 
confllfct with water- 
shed or cultural re- 
sources management. 

Allotted to livestock, 
wildlife. wfld horses 
and burros 

SRRA 1,403,390 
FPU 190,240 
Total 1,592,630 

Unallotted 

SRRA 1,730 
FPU 0 

Total 1,730 

Exclude livestock 
SRRA (18) 58,220 

FPU (0) 0 

Total (18) 58,220 

Allotted to wildlife 
SRRA 630 

FPU 0 

Total 630 

Unallotted 

SRRA 1,730 
FPU 0 

Total 1,730 

Exclude livestock 
SRRA 12) 7,090 
FPU (0) 0 
Total (2) 7,090 

Alternative E Alternative F 

Allot rangelands to Allot rangelands to 
lilves%oc& grazilng Illvestock graz4ng 

where at does not with restrlctifons 
conflfct with motor- to protect critkal 
fzed recreation op- soils and reduce 
portunltles. sallndty In the 

Colorado Rdver. 

Allotted to livestock, Allo%ted to livestock, 
wildlife. wild horses wildlffe. wild horses 
and burros 

SRRA 1,418,8lO 
FPU 190,240 
Total 1,609,050 

Allotted to wildlife 
SRRA 630 

FPU 0 

Total 630 

Unallotted 
SRRA 1,730 
FPU 0 

Tot31 1,730 

Exclude livestock 
SRRA (2) 6,130 
FPU (0) 0 
Total (21 6,130 

and burros 

SRRA 1,416,080 
FPU 190,240 
Total 1,606,620 

Allotted to wildlife 
SRRA 630 

FPU 0 
Total 630 

Unallotted 
SRRA 1,730 
FPU 0 
POtal 1,730 

Exclude lfvestock 
SRRA (2) 8,580 
FPU (0) 0 
Total (2) 8,580 



AlternatIve A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E Alternative F 

Designate ACECs acres Designate ACECs acres Desi[gnate ACECs acres DesIgnate ACECs acres Deslgnate ACECs acres besjgnate ACECs acres 
Bowknot Bend Bowknot Bend Bowknot Bend - Bowknot Bend - Bowknot Bend - 

1,830 1,838 1,830 1 ,m II ,530 
Worth B9g Flat Top Worth Biig Flat Top Worth BQg Flat fop Worth Brfg Flat Top Big Flat Tops 

190 190 190 133 2,640 
San Rafael Reef San Rafael Reef Sap3 Rafael Reef 

43,870 67,520 43,870 
Hebes Moran&al n 

%Q 
Total (0) 0 Total (3) 45 ,B90 Total (31 69,540 Total (4) 46,850 Total 12) 2,020 Total (2) 4,470 

Develop and hple- Develop and hple- Develop and 'Imple- Develop and ilmple- Develop and iwple- Develop and inple- 
ment grazfng manage- ment graz%ng manage- ment grazing manage- ment grazing manage- ment grazing manage- ment grazing manage- 

ment systems. Modify men0 systms. wodlfy tent systems. kdilfy merit systems. Modify men’& systems. Modify ment systems. Modify 
and hplement exi[st- and implement ex'fst- and hplement exist- and faplefmt exlst- and hplement exist- and implement exist- 
ing AM%. Develop dng AM%. Develop Ilng A%#%. Develop 'ong AMPS. Develop ing A&T%. Develop ing AWs. Bevelop 
new AMPS. new AMPS. new AMPS. new AMPS. new AMPS. new AMPS. 

Existing AM?s 
SRRA (5) 

Existfng AM% 
SRRA (16) 

Existing ARs 
SRRA (12) 

Existing AK% 
SRRA (9) 

Existing AWs 
SRRA ('16) 

Existing AWs 
SRRA (16) 

FPU (I) 

Total (6) 

FPU (1) 
Total (17) 

FPU (1) 
Total (13) 

FPU (1) 
Total (10) 

FPU (1) 
Total (17) 

FPM (1) 
Total (17) 

Wew AM's 

SRRA (01 
FPM (0) 
Total (0) 

Wew AM% 

SRRA (40) 
FPU (4) 
Total 1441 

Wew AH's 

SRRA (21) 
FPU 1411 
Total (251 

Wew AM's 

SRRA 115) 
FPU (41 
Total (19) 

Wew ARs 

SRRA (29) 
FPU (41 
Totall (33) 

Wew AWPs 

SRRA 1271 
FPU (4) 
Total (31) 

IContinued) 



Alternative A 

Eliminate fall and 
spring grazing on 

certain allotments. 

Allotments acres 

SRRA (0) 0 

FPU (0) 0 
Total (0) 0 

Allow change In 
kind of livestock 
If physiologfcal 
needs of plants are 
for sustained ydeld 
of forage and re- 
source conflicts do 
not result. 

Exclude change in 
kind from cattle to 
domestic sheep. 

Allotments acres 
3mmr 0 

FPU IO) 0 

Total (0) 0 

Alternative 8 

Eliminate fall and 
spring grazing on 
certain allotments. 

Allotments acres 
SRM (0) 0 

FPU (0) 0 
Total (0) 0 

Allow change in 
kind of livestock 
if physiologfcal 
needs of plants are 
for sustained ylleld 
of forage and re- 
source conflicts do 
not result. 

Exclude change in 
kfnd from cattle to 
domestic sheep. 

Allotments acres 
SRRA (0) 0 

FPU (0) 0 
Total (0) 0 

Alternative C 

Eliminate fall and 
sprfng grazing on 
certain allotments. 

Allotments acres 
SRPA (63) 1,197,983 

FPU (6) 190,240 
Total (69) 1,388,223 

Allow change Bn 
kind of livestock 
if physiolog%cal 
needs of plants are 
for sustained yileld 
of forage and re- 
source conf?icts do 
not result. 

Alternative 8) 

Ellmlnate spring 
grazing on certain 

allotments. 

Allotments acres 
SRRA 179) 1,198,813 

FPU (6) 190,240 
Total (85) 1,389,053 

Allow change in 
kind of lfvestock 
if physiologfcal 
needs of plants are 
for sustained yield 
of forage and re- 
source confllilcts do 
not result. 

However, in allotments 
containing crucial big- 
horn sheep habftat, no 
changes from cattle to 
domestic sheep would be 
allowed. 

Exclude change in Exclude change ln 
kdnd from cattle to kind from cattle to 
dmestilc sheep. domestOc sheep. 

Allotments acres Allotments acres 
SRRA (22) 701,440 SRRA (0) 0 

FPU (2) 140,110 FPU (0) 0 

Total I24 1 841,550 Total (0) 0 

Alternative E 

Eliminate fall and 
spring grazing on 
certain allotments. 

Allotments acres 
SRRA (72) 1.188.723 

FRU (6) 190,240 
Total (78) 1,378,963 

Allow change In 
kind of llvestock 
if physiological 
needs of plants are 
for sustained yfeld 
of forage and re- 
source conflicts do 
not result. 

Exclude change in 
kind Prom cattle to 
domestic sheep. 

A3lotments acres 
SRRA (0) 0 

FPU (0) 0 

Total (0) 0 

Alternative F 

Elimdnage spring 
grazing on certalln 
allotments. 

Allotments acres 

SRM (40) 597 ) 300 
FPU (3) 110,670 
Total (43) 707,970 

Allow change in 
kilnd of livestock 

if physiological 
needs of plants are 
for sustained yield 
of forage and re- 
source conflicts do 
not result. 

Exclude change 4n 
kfnd from cattle to 
domestic sheep. 

Allotments acres 
SRM (0) 0 
FPU (0) 0 

Total (0) 0 



Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative 0 Alternative E Alternative F 

Manage rangelands to Manage rangelands to 
produce livestock produce livestock 

forage and develop forage and develop 
water sources to meet water sources to meet 
active preference. total preference. 

5-year average AUWs 5-year average AUMs 

SRRA 48,636 SRRA 86,078 
FPU 7,525 FPU 9,928 
Total 56,161 Total 96,006 

Active preference AU?& Active preference AU& Active preference AU& Active preference AUs Active preference AIMS Active preference AUMs 

SRRA 78,164 SRRA 86,078 SRRA 64,409 SRRA 39,624 SRRA 77,150 SRRA 77,999 

FPU 9,378 FPU 9,928 FPU 8,349 FRU 4,634 FPU 9,378 FPU 8,199 

Total 87,542 Total 96,006 Total 72,758 Total 44,258 Total 86,528 Total 86,198 

Suspended nonuse AUMs 
SRRA 103,520 
FPU 9,378 
Total 112,928 

Manage rangelands to 
allow for 1 iivestock 
use where dt does not 
conflict with nonmo- 
torlzed recreat'8on 
opportunities or willd- 

life habitat uses, 

Manage rangelands to Manage range1 ands to 
al II ow for I ivestock allow for 'Idvestock 
use where it does not use where lt does not 
confldct with water- conflict with motor- 
shed or cultural fzed recreation 
resource management. opportunlt4es. 

5-year average ALMS 

SRRA 38,904 
5-year average AUMs 

SRRA 24.980 

FPU 
Total 

6,476 FPU 
45,380 Total 

3;702 
28,682 

5-year average AU& 5-year average ALMS 

SRRA 47,577 SRaA 48,959 
FPU 7,525 FPU 6,792 
Total 55,102 Total 55,751 

Manage rangelands to 
produce livestock 
forage and water to 
meet current demand 
so long as certain 
cultural, rjparian, 
watershed values and 
crucial wildlDfe 
habitats are protected; 
exclude rangeland use 
Sn areas of designated 
cultural values. 

Suspended nonuse AUMs Suspended nonuse AUMs Suspended nonuse AU!& Suspended nonuse AU& Suspended nonuse AUMs 

SRRA 111,464 SRRA 89,795 SRRA 65,010 SRRA 102,536 SRRA 1103,385 
FPU 9,928 FPU 8,349 FPU 

Total 121,392 Total 98,144 Total 
41634 FPU 9,378 

69,644 Total 119,914 
FPU 
Xotal 

8,199 
111,584 

2-45 



Al %erna%f ve A Al %erna%f ve 8 Al terne%ive C Al ternatf va 0 All ternatlve E Wl%ernative F 

Construct rangeland Cons%ruc% rangeland Conseruct rangeland Construe% rangeland Cons%rrec% rangeland Cons%ruc% rangeland 
leprovements %o lm- Omproveraen%s to %m- Improveaen%s to IIn- 9nprovemen%s to 3m- hiprovemen%s to h- Inprovemen%s %o Im- 
prove 1-i vesrtock prove 1 il ves%ock wove I f vestock prove 14 veo%ock prove I i vesltock prove II B vestock 
dlstrfbuefon and d%strdbu%fon and distr~butlon and dfs%r4bu%fon and dfs%rlbu%don and dls%r% bu%%on and 
forage utdliza%lon. forage ut8132atOon. forage utilization. Forage u%illra%fon. forage u%flfzatfon. forage u%ilfratdon. 

18vestoct wa%ers klves%ock waters kives%ock wa%ers Lives%oc& waters Livestock waters Lives&o& waters 
SRRA fl2) SRRA (1019 SRRA (09 SRRA (01 SRRA (129 SRRA 1129 
FPU (‘829 FW (99 FPUl (09 FPU (0) FPM (129 FPU (129 
fokll (249 Toeal (110) Toti1 (0) To%al (09 Toeal (24) Total (249 

Fences (miles9 
SRRA (709 

Fences (miles) 

SRRA (12) 
FPU (129 
To%al (24) 

Fences Imiles) 
SRRA (0) 

Fences (miles) Fences (mllesP Fences (s9les) 
SRRA (0) SRRA (129 SRRA (369 
FPLl (0) FPU (112) FPBB (249 
foeal (09 Yo%al (24) Total (60) 

FPW 1109 FPll (09 
ToOal (809 Toeal (09 

Vege%a%ion 
manioulation acres 

Vegetatiion 
manilpula%fon acres 

SRRA 0 

Vegetation 
manfuulation acres 

Vegetation Vegetation 
manipulation acres manipulation acre5 

SRRA 0 SRRA 0 
FPU 0 FPU 2,000 
Total 0 Xo%al 2.m 

Vegetation 
manipulation acres 

SRRA 0 SRRA 0 SRRA 0 
FPU 2,000 FPM 2,000 
Xo%al 2.m Toeal 2,000 

FPU 
Total 

0 
0 

FPU 0 
Toeal 0 



Mana nt Cmn to All Alternatives 

PotentfaT cultural resources will be evaluated, and ident4flied 

resources will be protected as required by law, regulation, and 

policy. Consultatfon ~4th SHPG and the Advisory Council on Hilstorilc 
PreservatSon wily occur wherever mandated. 

Fossils of sciientific interest (other than petr4fied wood), includ- 
4ng petrified dinosaur bone, may not be collected on public land. 
These resources are covered by the Antiquities Act, which prohibits 

excavation or approprlatfon of paleontological resources w4thout a 
permit. The act also protects these resources from impacts of 
development. For example, the Tempskya fossil fern silte near Castle 
Dale would require site-specific mitigation measures prepared at the 
time any project was proposed which could disturb the fossitl bed. 

Recreational rockhounding occurs throughout the planning area. Ro 
part of the planning area ~411 be designated as closed to 

rockhounding. 

Sites listed in the Rational Register of Histor4c Places and other 
known s4tes elig4ble for listing in that register wfll be managed in 
consultation with SHPO and the Advisory Council on Historilc Preser- 

vation. Listed sftes include the Black Dragon Canyon pictographs, 
Buckhorn rock art, Rochester-Muddy pfictographs, and the Denver-Rio 

Grande lime kiln. 

All areas proposed for surface d4sturbance or rehabflltatfon that 
Rave not been previously inventoried for cultural resources must be 
inventoried prior to start4ng the act4vity. Direct and indfrect 
damage will be avoided to the extent possible without curtailing 

valid r4ghts. 

Surface d4sturbance ~411 be allowed only after cultural resource 
management objectives are met. All s4tes will be avo4ded or milt!- 

gated in keeping with the specific management objectives assilgned. 

To protect historic values with Temple hlountain, Tomsfch Butte, and 

Copper Globe HQstoric D4stricts. an Qntensive data recovery program 
w4ll be in4tiated. The program w411 include a search of h4storic 
14terature and documents and compilation of oral historfes in order 

to tfe any signlflcant events or persons to spec4f4c locat4ons on 

the ground. 

To Protect Dry Lake Archaeological Dilstrilct from piecemeal destruc- 

tion, a study of the whole area ~471 be ilnltilated. The program will 

identlcfy the archaeological values and their spaclal, temporal, and 
cultural relationships. 

Cultural Resource Management ObjectOves 

During activity-level planning after completion of the RW, all 
cultural resources in the planning area wdll be assigned to one of 
three management categories based on the following objectives: 

(1) conservation, (21 public values, or (3) 4nformatfon potential. 

Conservation 

The objective for the category managed for conservation is to 
protect a 20 percent proportional1.y representative sample of all 
known site types from both natural and human-caused deterioration. 
Sites wfthfn this 20 percent sample will be protected from natural 
deterioration and closed to conflicting uses; they will remain under 
protectilve management until all similar non-conservation sites are 
used and data recovery technology has developed sufficiently that 
their use would make a major contr4bution to the archaeological 
study of the area. 

The rationale for the 20 percent sample size 4s that research 
effectfveness dec?Xnes greatly above that Bevel. Sampling stud4es 
have shown that the amount of new information obtainable (compared 
to redundant data) falls signdficantly around a 20 percent sample 
figure. This makes expenditure of more time, effort, or research 
money on a larger scale sample s4ze unprofitable. 

The area manager w4ll use the followilng cr4terla to place sites In 
the 20 percent sample covered by the conservat4on category: 

II) proportional representatfon of site types; 



(21 s%tes that are currently In the bes% condftion; 

(31 sites located Iln areas wD%h feu current surface use 
confl icts; 

(41 sdtes nom%nated by cul%ural resource professionals or other 
tn%erested partles as having values %ha% need to be 

conserved for the future; 
151 samples of large lrlnear features, such as hlstorlc tra%ls 

I%he feature need not be conserved Iln %o%alI; and 
(6) addQ%Donal sf%es as new sites are loca%ed, iln order %o keep 

&he sample at 20 percen% of the known %otal. 

Sites placed In &he conserva%Qon ca%egory will be IlsPed in files 
kept a% %he resource area offlfce. Sdte ca%egorlza%fon Qs fntended 

%o be permanen%; however, sme la%l%ude must be used In order %o 
conserve a 20 percen% sample for the furture. Hf a listed s4%e Is 

des%royed, damaged, or endangered, a sirflar s11%e In as good or 
be%%er conddtlon may be substB%u%ed. 

The nunber of sites placed fn the category managed for publQc values 
%s expec%ed to be small. Obgec%ilves for this category are: 

(1) to provilde access to these sites for the general publfc or 
par%fcular seganents of the pub'lilc (such as providing Native 
American groups access to Itheir sacred sfltes); 

12) to provide sufffcient supervision to protect both the 
public and the scientffic values of these sftes; 

13) where %here are conflilcts between the protectlon needs of 
these values, to mitigate Impacts to scientific values 
before the site fs turned over to publk use; 

(4) to emphasize the concerns of specific cultural or social 
groups iln managing sites needed for relilgious or culturally 

important uses: 

(5) to prepare specific stte management plans for all sites in 

this category. 

Sites managed for public values must first have %heir information 
potentjal recovered through appropriate study quided by an anproved 

research design, iin order %o Innltjga%e %ne Impacts of visitor use and 

to prowide dnfomatrion for Bnterpre%at%on. Test or sampling excava- 
tfons would be made to define the exten% of %he slates and obtadn 
ilnformatlon needed %o tln%erpre% them. Hn%erpretfve dfsplays and 
Improved access would be cons%ruc%ed. 

Most culltural resources w%l3 be managed under %Re following lnforma- 
%lOon potential objec%ives: 

(11 to mate all sQ%es Jn %Ms ca%egory available for research; 

(2) to pro%ect these srtes until they have been appropriately 
studied; 

(3) %o ensure %ha% all study is gudded by an approprlate 

research desdgm; 

(41 to tA%iga%e conflicts w4lth other resource uses by 
appropriate study. 

BLW will determfne what 4s appropria%e study. 

Sites managed for theft- informati(on potential will be avoided until 
their potential 4s collected through study d'Brected by an approved 

research desjgn. 

Manaaement Under the Alternatives 

Under alternatives B, C, D, E. and F, specilal management conditions 
have been developed for ACECs that would be administered under the 
cultural resource management program. All cultural resource ACECs 
would be desfgnated for one of the three use categories discussed 
above. 

Spectal Management Designat%ons 

The areas that would be designated under each alternative, along 
wfth the special management conditions that would apply to the 
spec'Qfdc ACECs under that alternative, are shown here. 



Al %ema%f ve 13 

The X-70 Pictographs ACEC (map 121, three separate tracts coverIng a 
total of 30 acres, would be designated for public values. Special 
conditions would protect these values from surface disturbance which 

could destroy or diminish their values. Testing or sampling excava- 
tions would be made to define the extent of the sites and obtain 
information needed to interpret them. fnterpretdve displays and 
improved access would be constructed. Under alternative 8, the ACEC 

would be 
- closed to mineral leasing; 
- closed to disposal of mineral materials; 
- withdrawn from mineral entry; 
- excluded from right-of-way grants; 

- excluded from prfvate or commercial use of woodland products, 
including collection of live or downed dead wood for campfires; 

- excluded Prom livestock use; 
- excluded from land treatments and range i[mprovements except for 

watershed control s%ructures where %hese would protect cultural 
resource values; 

- desfgnated as ljmfted for ORV use, wd%h use limited to 
designated roads and trails. 

Al%erna%Bve C 

The I-70 pictographs (30 acres) would be desdgnated as a specfal 
emphasis area to be managed Bar pub1 lit values within the f-70 Scenic 
Corrfdor ACEC (described under 4333, viloual resource management 

NWM) 1. The Dry Lake Archaeologfcal Distrfc% ACEC (16,990 acres) 

and the Temple Mountain and Tcnnsich Butte Historfc District ACECs 
(4,700 acres) would be desfgnatedl for informatfon. The three ACES 

and the special emphasfs area mould cover a total of 21,720 acres, 
all within SWRA (map 13). Special conditions would protect these 
values fran surface dYs%urbance which could destroy or dfmfnish 

their values. 

Under alternative C, the f-70 pfctographs special emphasis area of 
the I-70 Scenic Corridor ACEC would be protected and interpreted for 

public use. Testing or sampling excavations would be made to define 

the extent of the sites and obtafn informart4on needed to interpret 
them. Interpre%ive displays and improved access would be construclt- 

ed. In addftfon to the special condf%fons given for ‘the I-70 Scenic 

Corrfdor ACEC, the specfal emphasis area would be 
- excluded from right-of-way grants; 
- excluded from prlva%e or cormnerclal use of woodland products, 

including collection of live or downed dead wood for campfires; 
- excluded from livestock use; 
- excluded from land treatments and range improvements except for 

watershed control structures where these would protect cultural 
resource values. 

Under alterna%ive C, the Dry Lake Archaeological Dis%rict ACEC would 
be desfgnated to protect the information values of Paleo-Indfan 
sites thought to be present. The ACEC would be 

- open to mineral leasing with specfal condftfons to prevent 
surface occupancy; 

- closed to disposal of mineral materials; 
- open to mineral entry with plans of operations; 
- avoided for right-of-way grants 
- excluded from private or convnercial use of woodland products, 

except for lilmited onsite collection of downed dead wood for 
campfires; 

- excluded from land trea%ments and range Improvements, except for 
wfl dl i[fe habf tat improvements; 

- designated as closed to OWV use. 

Temple Mountain and Joms%ch Butte Wstoric D%s%ri(ct ACECs would be 

designated to protec% the information values of hfstoric mining use 
though% 40 be presen%. MO hfs%ori[c s%ructures wf11 be dfs%urbed 
until features have been recorded. Under alternative C, the Temple 
Mountain ACEC would be 

- open %o mineral leasing with special s%%pulations to prevent 
surface occupancy; 

- closed to disposal of mineral ma%er%als; 
- open to mineral entry, with plans of opera%ions; 
- avoided for right-of-way gran%s; 
- excluded from prfvate or cofmnercial use of woodland products, 

except for ldmlted onsfte collection of downed dead wood for 
campfires; 

- excluded from land treatments and range improvemen%s except for 
wildlife habd%at improvements; 

- desdgna%ed as closed to ORV use. 



The Tomsich Butte ACEC overlies the Muddy Creek ACEC admInistered 

under program 4333, VW; it would also be managed under the special 
conditions given for ROS P-class areas under 4333, Recreation. In 

addgtion to specfal conditions for Muddy Creek ACEC and ROS P-class 
areas under alternative C, Tomsich Butte ACEC would be excluded from 
development of range Improvements and historic structures would be 
protected from disturbance until they have been recorded. 

Al &native D 

The Pictographs (40 acres), Copper Globe Mfne (220 acres), and 
Swasey Cabin 1220 acres) would be designated to be managed for 

public values. Dry Lake Archaeologfcal District ACEC (16,990 acres) 
and the Temple Mountain (2,660 acres) and Tomsich Butte (2,040 

acres) Historic District ACECs would be designated for information. 
The Ldttle Black Mountain ACEC 12,160 acres) would be designated for 
conservation. The seven ACECs administered under the cultural 
resource management program would cover a total of 24,330 acres, all 
withfn SRRA (map 14). Special conditions would protect these values 
from surface disturbance which could destroy or diminish their 
values. 

The Pictographs ACEC would be protected and interpreted for public 
use. The area, which includes the K-70 pictographs and the 
Rochester Rock Art sites, would be protected from all surface- 
disturbing activities. Testing or sampling excavations would be 
made to define the extent of the sites and obtain information needed 
to interpret them. Interpretive displays and improved access would 
be constructed. Under alternative D, the area would be 

- closed to mineral entry; 
- closed to disposal of mineral materials; 
- withdrawn from mineral entry; 

- excluded from right-of-way grants; 
- excluded from private or .comnercial use of woodland products, 

including collection of lllve or downed dead wood for campfires; 
- excluded from livestock use; 
- excluded from land treatments and range gmprovements except for 

watershed control structures where these would protect cultural 
resource values; 

- designated as limited for ORV use, with use limited to 
designated roads and trails. 

The Dry Lake Archaeological District ACEC would be designated to 

protect the information values of Paleo-Indian sites thought to be 
present. Under alternative D, the ACEC would be 

- closed to mineral leasing; 
- closed to disposal of mfneral materials; 
- withdrawn from mInera entry; 
- excluded from right-of-way grants; 
- excluded from prdvate or commercial use of woodland products, 

including collectfon of live or downed dead wood for campfires; 
- excluded from livestock use and range improvements except for 

water control structures that would protect cultural resources; 
- excluded from land treatments and range improvements, except for 

water control structures where these would protect cultural 
resource values; 

- desfgnated as closed to OBV use. 

The Temple Mountain and Tomsich Butte Historic District ACECs would 
be designated to protect the public values of hfstoric mining use 

thought to be present. Under alternative 0, both areas would be 
- closed to mfneral leasllng; 
- closed to dfsposal of mineral materials; 
- withdrawn from mineral entry; 
- excluded from right-of-way grants; 
- excluded from private or commercial use of woodland products, 

including collectfon of live or downed dead wood for campfires; 
- excluded from livestock use; 
- excluded from land treatments and range improvements except for 

water control structures where these would protect cultural 
resource values; 

- designated as closed to ORV use. 

The Swasey Cabin ACEC would be desllgnated to protect the public 
values of historfc ranching use thought to be present. Under 
alternative D, the ACEC would be 

- closed to mineral leasing: 
- closed to disposal of mineral materials; 
- withdrawn frown mineral entry; 

- excluded from right-of-way grants; 
- excluded from private or commercial use of woodland products, 

but available for collection of downed dead wood for campfires; 
- excluded from grazing use except livestock trailIn under an 

approved permit; 



- excluded from land %reaPnren%s and range fmprovements, excep% for 

wa%er control s%ruc%ures where %hese would protect hQs%orlc 
values: 

- designated a5 l%ml%ed for ON use, wi(%h use liimited to 
desdgna%ed roads and trailIs; 

- managed as VW class II; 

The Little Black mounta9n ACEC would be desfignated to pro%ec% the 
geologic feature found in the Igneous in%rusive landform: exposed 

d'lkes and ~111s of black basalt. Under alternatfve 0, 'the ACEC 
would be 

- closed %o mineral leasing; 
- closed to disposal of mineral ma%erials; 
- closed to mfneral entry; 
- excluded from rfght-of-way gran%s; 
- excluded from private or cotmnercfal use of woodland products. 

excep% for lImIted ons%te collection of downed dead wood for 
campfjres; 

- excluded from land treatments and range Improvements except for 
water control s%ructures; 

- designated as closed %o ORV use. 

Al%erna%ive !E 

The X-70 pictographs (30 acres) would be designated as a special 

emphasis area to be managed for public values withlJn &he I-70 Scendc 
Corridor ACEC (described under 4333, VRM). Dry Lake Archaeological 

'Mstrict ACEC (16,990 acres1 and the Temple Mountafn (2,660 acres) 
and fomsich Butte (2,040 acres) Historic Ofstrict ACECs would be 
designated for InformatIon. The special emphasJs area and the three 
ACECs administered under %he cultural resource management program 

would cover a total of 21,720 acres, all within SARA (map 15). 
Special conditions would protect these values from surface 

disturbance which could destroy or diminish thefr values. 

The It-70 pictographs special. emphasis area of the X-70 Scenic 

Corridor ACEC would be protected and interpreted for public use. 
Testing or sampl %ng excavations would be made to defi[ne %he ex%ent 

of the si[%es and obtafn ilnformation needed to Interpret them. 

Interpretive displays and improved access would be constructed. Hn 

addil%'Bon %o %he specQa7 condfi%lons given for the I-70 ScenDc 

Corr%dor ACEC under al%erna%fve E, %he special emphasis area would be 
- excluded from rlgh%-of-way grants; 
- excluded from prjvate or coamm?rcial use of woodland produc%s. 

Including collection of lfve or downed dead wood for campfires; 
- excluded from land %rea%men%s and range improvements, except for 

watershed control structures where these would protect cul%ural 

resource values. 

The Dry Lake ArchaeologIcal Dilstrilc't ACEC would be designated to 
protect the information values of Paleo-Indian sftes thought %o be 
present. Under alternative E, the ACEC would be 

- open for mineral. leasing with special cond'dtfons to prevent 

surface occupancy; 
- closed to disposal of mineral materials; 
- open %o mineral entry, wfth plans of operations; 
- avoided for right-of-way grants; 

- excluded from private or cotmnercfal use of woodland products, 
except for llm4ted onsi%e collecti[on of downed dead wood for 

campfires; 
- excluded from land treatments and range improvements 
- designated as llmi%ed for OWV use, wfth use limited to existing 

roads and Itrails. 

Temple Mountain and Tomsich Butte WistorDc Dds%rdct ACECs would be 

designated %o protec% %he ilnformation values of hlstorlc mining use 
thought to be presen%. Under alternative E, both ACECs would be 

- open to mfneral leaslng with specdal conddtions to prevent 

surface occupancy; 
- closed to disposal of mtneral ma%erials; 
- open to mlneral entry, with plans of operations; 
- avoided for right-of-way grants; 
- excluded from private or coamtercial use of woodland products, 

except for lilmited onsi%e collection of downed dead wood for 

campfires. 
- excluded from land %reatmen%s and range %mprovements; 

- designated as limited for OWV use, with use limllted %o exlstllng 
roads and trails. 



Al ternatf ve F 

The Pictographs (I-70 and Rochester, 40 acres) and the Copper Globe 
Mine (220 acres) and Swasey Cabin (220 acres) ACE& would be 
designated for public values (descri[bed under 4333, VRMl. Dry bake 
Archaeological District ACEC (16,990 acres) and the Temple Mountain 
Hfstorfc Dfstrfct ACEC (2,660 acres) and Tomsfch Butte Historic 
District special emphasis area (2,040 acres) within the Muddy Creek 
ACEC would be designated for information. The six ACECs admini- 
stered under the cultural resource management program would cover a 
total of 22,170 acres, all in SRRA (map 161. 

The Pictograph ACEC would be protected and 4nterpreted for public 
use. Special conditions would protect these values from surface 
disturbance which could destroy or diminish their values. Besting 
or sampling excavations would be made to define the extent of the 
sites and obtain information needed to interpret them. Interpretive 
displays and improved access would be constructed. Under alterna- 

tive F, the area would be 
- closed to mineral leasing; 
- closed to disposal of mineral materials; 
- withdrawn front mineral entry: 
- excluded from right-of-way grants; 
- excluded from private or ccnmnercial use of woodland products, 

including collection of live or downed dead wood for campfires; 
- excluded from livestock use; 

- excluded from land treatments and range improvements except for 
watershed control structures where these would protect cultural 
resource values; 

- designated as limi(ted to ORV use, with use limited to desilgnated 
roads and trails. 

The Copper Globe Mine ACEC would be designated to protect the public 
values of historic mining use thought to be present. Under alterna- 

tive F, the ACEC would be 
- closed to mineral leasing; 
- closed to disposal of mineral materials; 
- withdrawn from mineral entry; 

- excluded from right-of-way grants: 
- excluded from private or commercial use of woodland products, 

including collection of live or downed dead wood for campfires; 

- excluded from land treatments and range improvements, except for 
water control structures where these would protect historic 
values; 

- designated as limited for OIV use, with use limited to 
designated roads and trails; 

- managed as VW! class II. 

The Swasey Cabin ACEC would be designated to protect the publlc 
values of historic ranching use thought to be present. Under alter- 
native F, the ACEC would be 

- closed to mineral leasing; 
- closed to disposal of mineral materials: 
- withdrawn from mineral entry; 

- excluded from right-of-way grants; 
- excluded from private or cormnercial use of woodland products, 

but available for collection of downed dead wood for campfires. 
- excluded from grazing use except livestock trailing under an 

approved permit; 

- excluded from land treatments and range improvements, except for 
water control structures where these would protect historic 
values; 

- designated as limited for OAV use, with use limited to 
designated roads and trails; 

- managed as VW class II; 

The Dry Lake Archaeological District ACEC would be designated to 
protect the information values of Paleo-Indian sites thought to be 
present. Special conditions would be designed to prevent disturb- 
ance or damage to the surface which could adversely affect those 
values. Under alternative F, the ACEC would be 

- open to mineral leasing subject to the special conditions; 
- open to disposal of mineral materials; 
- open to mineral entry, with plans of operations; 
- avollded for right-of-way.grants; 
- open to land treatments and range improvements subject to 

special conditions; 
- designated as limited for ORV use, with use limited to 

designated roads and trails. 

fhe Temple Mountain Historic District ACEC and the Tomsich Butte 
Historic District special emphasis area within the Muddy Creek ACEC 



would be designated to protect the fnformatlon values of hlstorlc 
miln'lng use thought to be present. No h%storitc structures would be 
disturbed untfl features have been recorded. 

Under alternatdve F, Temple Mountafn Hfstork Dllstrkt ACEC would be 
- open to milneral leasdng subject to special cond9tlons; 

- open to dllsposal of mineral materials subject to special 
condittons; 

- open to mineral entry, with plans of operations; 
- avoided for right-of-way grants: 
- excluded from private or comnercial use of woodland products, 

Including wood from historic structures, but available for 
collectton of downed dead wood for campfjres; 

- open to land treatments and range dmprovements subject to 
special conditfons; 

- open to wlldllfe habitat improvements subject to special 
conditDons; 

- designated as llmlted for ORV use, ~4th use limited to 
designated roads and trails. 

Tomsiich k3utte Mstoric Distrllct would be managed as a special 
emphasis area wilthln the Muddy Creek ACEC (discussed under 4333, 
recreatlon). Hn addlftrlon to the special conditions for Muddy Creek 
ACE gjven under alternative F, withIn the spedal emphasis area no 
historlic structures woulld be dilsturbed until features have been 
recorded. 

The following display surnnarfzes cultura1 resource management 
actfons that would occur under the six alternatives. Refer to 
volume 1 for actlons under the proposed RIP. 
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4332 WltkDERWESS MAWAGEK~ 

Ranagwnt Coaknon to All Alternatives 

SRRA contafns one XSA and all or part of seven WsAs, lilsted tn 
chapter 1 (table 8 and map 101. These areas will be managed under 

wilderness IMP until Congress efther deslgnates them as wilderness 
or drops them from wilderness review. Actions allowed under IMP 
wl[ll also be subject to restrktions developed in the RMP. 

If and when an area is designated as wilderness, that designation 
~911 automatlcally amend this plan. The amencknt will be noted and 
added to the RMP. Designated wilderness will be managed under 
regulations at 43 CFR 8560. A wflderness management plan will1 be 

prepared to provide site-specific management guDdance for each 

desfgnated wilderness area. 

Areas not designated as wilderness will remaifn under IMP un%dl 
released from wilderness revjew by Congress. When released, these 
areas will be managed under guidance for management of o%her 

resource programs given In the RMP. 

Management Under &he ARternatfves 

The followlng display shows how each area under wilderness review 
would be managed under %he alternatives if Congress releases ilt from 

revitew wfthou% desfgnatdng it as wilderness. Refer to volume 1 for 
management under the proposed RR. 
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UT-060-007, Muddy Creek 31,400 

UT-060-023, Sfds Mountain Complex 80,530 

UT-060-025, Uevi['ls Canyon 

UT-060-028A, Crack Canyon 

UT-060-029A, San Rafael Reef 

UT-060-045, Horseshoe Canyon 

UT-060-054, #exJcan Mountain 
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TOTAL 252,807‘ 
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Management under the Alternatives 
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I I be managed under IMP until either desfgnated as wiilderness or dropped from review by Congress. 

Areas desilgnated as wilderness will be dropped from ACEC management where wflderness management adequately protects the values for 

whjch the ACEC was established. Acres of ACECs shown under alternatqves A through F lfe within the boundary of the Indicated WSA. 

aExcludes 30,600 acres In Price River Resource Area. The total acreage in Mexican Hountaln WSA fs 59,600. 



4333 RECREATIDW MAWAGEKENT 

39anagement Comon to All Alternatlfves 

Two publ9c land areas, San Rafael Swell and LabyrSnth Canyon (map 
551, are managed as SRMAs iin recognftion of intensive recreation use 

or special recreation values. The remaining public lands are 
managed as an extensive recreatilon management area (MIA). 4n SRMA 

serves as the basis for preparing an activilty plan. A recreation 
management plan wjll be developed for each SR?M dn the planning area. 

Dispersed recreation use will be allowed throughout the planning 
area, ~4th permits required for ccumaercjal use. If demand 

'Increases, %L# may require permilts for use iln other areas where 
needed to protect resource values; this would not regudre a plan 

amendment. 

Recreat%onal rockhounding occurs throughout the planndng area. Wo 
part of the planning area wdll be desfgnated as closed to 
rockhoundlng. 

SRRA w%ll continue to manage recreation use of the Green River rSn 
conjunction wdth the Grand Resource Area, Moab Distrifct, GLM. 

Emery County and the town of Green River propose to establfsh a 
scenic loop road along existing vehicle routes in the San Rafael 

Swell and Desert, Alternatives or fmprovements to the existing road 
wllll be authorifted on a case-by-case basis. 

Xn the 1982 Wationwlde ROvers Inventory HII) [UPS, 19821, NPS lists 
the Green River and the San Rafael River as potentltal adddtions to 
the National Willd and Scenic Rrlvers System under the Wiild and ScenBc 
Rivers Act. %LM has fdentrlfled a segment of Muddy Creek iln SRRA as 
having potential for wfld and scenic BesBgnatBon. These river 

segments are shown on map 56. Designation to the Watlonal W3ld and 
Scenic Rivers System would be made by Congress and would amend th'ls 

plan. 

Intertlm management of the three rfver seqeents (appendilx 9) will1 

serve to protect the identiffed values unttTl Congress acts. NEPA 
docmnents prepared for any proposals for use of the study segments 
will take these values into account and provtlde ar?tigatjon for 

potentially adverse ilmpacts. Actllons allowed under Interfm manage- 
ment will1 also be subject to restrdctions developed in the RMP. 

Management Under the Alternatives 

Cooperative Agreements 

A cooperatjve management agreement between %LM and Pathfinders 
Motorcycle Club, Inc. of Price, Utah jn 1986 provdded for jo10nt 
development and management of a system of motorcycle trails wdthin 
the swell in the Temple Mountain Vicinity (map 57). %LM has cooper- 

ated with the Utah Divtsion of Parks A Wecreatilon to manage the 
Gobliin Valley Wrall Rfdes, an annual event. 

Al ternatdve E. The Temple Wountafn %9ke Trail (1,900 acres) would 
be managed to protect motorized recreational opportunltfes. Under 
alternative 5, the area would be 

- closed to mineral leasing; 
- closed for dilsposal of mineral materials; 
- wIthdrawn from mllneral entry; 
- excluded from r%ght-of-way grants; 
- excluded from private or commercial use of woodland products, 

except for collectIon of lfve or downed dead wood for campflres; 
- excluded from livestock use; 
- excluded from land treatments and range improvements. 

Developed Recreatfon Sites 

%LM will contfnue to manage the following recreation sites: San 
Rafael Campground, Buckhorn Pictographs, Cattleguard Ptctographs, 

and Swasey Cabfn Hllstordc SSte (map 57). Consistent with the goal 
of each al ternatjve, recreation facilities on developed recreation 
sites would be protected to the greatest extent possfble or moved to 
a different locatllon. 

Alternative A. Existfng developed recreation sites would be 
- open for mjneral leasing wtth specjal conditions to prevent 

surface occupancy; 



- excluded from private or conanerclal use of woodland products, 
ilncludfng collection of lfve or downed dead wood for campfires; 

- closed to lfvestoc?c use; 
- excluded from land treatments and range improvements, excep% for 

development of watershed control structures where necessary to 

pro%ec% recrea%fon sites. 

Al%erna%ives 6, C, D, E, and 5. Three new recreatjon siltes (20 
acres each, map 57) would be developed: The Wedge Overlook, Justen- 
sen Flats Campground, and Tomsich Rutte Campground. Developed 
campsites would include pifcnic tables, fire rings, and rest rooms. 
Developed recreatfon sftes would be 

- closed to mineral leasing; 
- closed to disposal of mineral materfails; 
- withdrawn from mineral entry; 

- excluded from righ%-of-way grants; 
- excluded from prfvate or comercial use of woodland products, 

including collection of lilve or downed dead wood for campfires; 
- excluded from livestock use; 
- excluded from land Itreatments and range fmprovemenrts, excep% for 

developmen% of watershed control strucrtures where necessary %o 
prortect the recreatllon sites; 

- desfgnated as limited for ORV use, with use limited to 
deslgnated roads and %raQls; 

- managed as VW class !I. 

Wecrea%Bon bppor%uni%y Spectrum Classes 

ROS classes have been Oden%ified based on inventory work (map 58). 
Classes are based on ffve se%%ing factors Iappendrlx K). These 
factors are revlewed periodically; a change in conditions could 

result In a change in ROS class. However, RW special conditions 
(If any) developed to pro%ec% specific WOS class areas reflect 

conditions present when the RR.was prepared and may be changed only 
%hrough a plan amendment. 

Management restrfctions are not necessary to madntadn ROS class 
areas toward %he urban end of the spectrum, QncludQng roaded natural 
(RN), rural (R), and urban (6). Under alternatives A, 5, and F, 

%herefore, no attempt would be made to manage for specific ROS class 
areas. 

AlternaQlve C. A total of 763,260 acres would be managed for 
recreatilon opportunities a% the primitive end of &he spectrum. 

SIP19 class areas (593,880 acres) would be managed to provide a 
predominantly natural landscape where evidence of human use is 

subtle. Special condftfons for SPW class areas subject to surface 
dlseurbance would be revegetated to blend with surrounding condl- 
talons wilthin 2 years of project completion and may require new 
access routes to be reclafmed or to remain open for fmproved recrea- 
tfon access, as detemlned on a case-by-case basts. ActDons may be 
taken to mafntalln user concentra%ions at low levels. Under alterna- 
tive C, SPM class areas would be 

- open to mineral leasing, with specjal conditions; 
- open for disposal of mineral materials with special condftfons; 

- open to mineral entry. with plans of operatfons; 
- avofded for rjght-of-way grants; 
- excluded from prfvate or coannercial use of woodland products, 

excep% for liml%ed onsfte collectfon of downed dead wood for 
campfdres; 

- excluded from grarfng use durfng the spring and fall; 

- excluded from land treatments and range fmprovements, except for 
wildlife RaMtat dnpravemen%s; 

- desfgna%ed as lM%ed for OWV use, with use llmfted to 
designated roads and %ralls; 

- managed as VW! class 11. 

Semfprllmlltilve nonmotorized (SPNM) class areas (153,530 acres1 would 
be managed so as to provfde a predomfnantly natural landscape where 
evddence of human use 4s .lfmi%ed. SPMM class areas subject to 

surface dIs%urbance would be revegetated to blend with surrounding 
conditions within 2 years of project completion (excep% for wildlife 

habitart improvements). hew access routes would be reclaimed. 
Actions may be %aben to limil% use levels to madntain an envfronment 

of isolation (no% more than IO encounters per day) or to main%a;ln 
natural ecosystems. Under alterna%fve C, SPNM class areas would be 

- closed to Mneral leasing; 
- closed to disposal of mineral materials; 

- wfthdrawn from mfneral entry; 
- excluded from rdght-of-way grants; 

- excluded from prfva%e or comtnercdal use of woodland produc%s, 
except for limtfted onsf%e collec%?on of downed dead wood for 
campffres; 



- excluded from grazing use durdng the spring and fall; 
- excluded from land treatments and range improvements except for 

willd'lilfe habitat improvements; 
- designated as closed %o ORV use; 

- managed as VRM class I: 
- subject to condjtfonal fire suppressfon, with motorized 

suppression methods used only if necessary to protect 14fe or 
property, and with reclamation to meet special conditions. 

P-class areas (15,850 acres) would be managed to be essentially free 

of evidence of human use. P-class areas subject to surface disturb- 
ance would be revegetated to blend ~4th surrounding condltilons 

within 1 year of project completion (except for wildliife habjtat 
ilmprovementsl. New access routes would be reclaimed. Actions may 
be taken to ldmit use levels to mailntain an environment of isolation 
(not more than 6 encounters per day) or to maintain natural eco- 
systems. Under alternative C, P-class areas would be 

- closed to mineral leasing; 
- closed to disposal of mlrneral materials; 
- wil%hdrawn from mineral entry; 

- excluded from right-of-way grants; 
- excluded from private or comerdal use of woodland products, 

except for lfmdted onsite coJlec%fon of downed dead wood for 
campfires; 

- excluded from grazing use during the spri[ng and fall; 
- excluded from land trea%men%s and range improvements except for 

wfldlffe habitat fmprovements where P-class values would be 
maintained or Improved; 

- desfgnated as closed to ORV use; 
- managed as VRM class I; 
- subject to conditional fire suppression, with motorized 

suppression methods used only If necessary %o protect life or 
property, and w-Xth reclamation to meet special conditions. 

Alternative D. A total of 63,760 acres would be managed for 
recreation opportunities a% the 'primi%Xve end of the spectrum. 

SPNM class areas (48,050 acres) and P-class areas (15,710 acres) 

would be managed to provide a predominantly natural landscape where 

evidence of human use is limited. Such management would mfnimilze 
surface disturbance of the watershed and protect cultural resource 

values, while allowing watershed control structures where neces- 

sary. SPNilrl class areas subject to surface disturbance would be 

revegetated to blend wfth surrounding condftlons withlln 1 year of 
project completion. New access routes would be reclaImed. ActSons 
may be taken to llmdt use levels to maintain an environment of 

Isolatfon (not more %han 10 encounters per day) or to maintain 
natural ecosystems. Under alternatjve U, SPNM class areas and 
P-class areas would be 

- closed to mineral Jeasfng; 

- closed to disposal of mIneral materfals; 
- withdrawn from mineral entry; 
- excluded from right-of-way grants; 
- excluded from prfvate or commercial use of woodland products, 

except for lImited onsrl te collec%ion of downed dead wood for 
campfires; 

- avadlable for land treatment, livestock-related range fmprove- 
merits, and wildlife habiltat improvements only if necessary to 
maintailn active preference and adequate dfstributlon of 
livestock; 

- available for watershed control structures; 
- designated as closed to ORV use; 

- managed as VW class I; 
- subject to conditional fire suppressfon, with motorized suppres- 

s%on methods used only if necessary to pro%ec% Bi[fe or property, 
and with reclamatllon %o meet special condf%%ons. 

Al %erna%fve E. A total of 700,520 acres would be managed for SPke 
class recreatdon opportunf%ies. 

SPM class areas would be managed to provide a predominantly na%ural 
landscape where evidence of human use fs subtle. Such management 
would protect values Incidental to motorized recreatjon opportuni- 

ties. Specfal conditions for SW class areas subject to surface 
disturbance would be revegetaeed to blend with surrounding condl- 
tfons within 2 years of projec% completion and may require new 
access rou%es to be reclafmed or remain open for improved recreation 
access, as determined on a case-by-case basis. Actions may be taken 
to maintain user concentrations at low levels. Under alternative E, 

SPM class areas would be 
- open to mineral leasing with special condilions; 

- open to dl9sposal of mineral materfals wi%h specfal conditions; 
- avoided for right-of-way grants; 



- excluded from private or comnercfal use of woodland products, 
except for lfmfted onsfte collectfon of downed dead wood for 
campfires; 

- excluded from grazfng use durfng sprfng and fall; 
- managed as VRI# class II; 
- subject $0 condftfonal Pfre suppressfon, and wfth reclamatfon %o 

meet specfal conditions. 

ORW use desfgnartfons developed In the RMP will be made followfng 
c le%fon of an ORV fmplementatfon plan (appendfx L). Crfterfa 

wfl9 be developed to determine the specfffc course of actfon needed 
to implement the ORV allocation decfsfon. ORV desfgnatfons do not 

apply to s%ate, county or BLM system roads, or to private or state 
1 rho1 df ngs. An assessment will be made %o determine a purpose and 
need for public land non-system roads. Publfc partfcfpaefon will be 

encouraged to assist BLM fn identifying whi[ch non-system roads 
should be desilgnated as open. The fmplementatfon plan will become 
effectfve followfng publfcatfon of a Federal Regfster notfce after 
the RWP fs complete. 

The ORV designations do not dfstfngufsh between recreatfonal and 

non-recreatfonal use; ORW use in an area desfgnated closed or lfmft- 
ed may be a1 lowed under an authorfzed permit. ORV desfgnations can 
be changed only through a plan amendment, 

ORV desfgnatfons under alternatives 5, C, O. 5, and F, (maps 59, 60, 
61, 62, and 63) would be made for several different purposes, 

accordfng to the goal of the specific alternative. ORV use designa- 
tions under the alternatives, along with the resource values that 

would be protected, are lfsted here. 

Altermatfve A 
Open to ORV use 

Acres 

Al terwatfve 8 Acres 

Limited to exfstfng roads and trails 
to protect range values 1,491,450 

to protect existing Band leases 1,780 
Lfmfted to desfgnated roads and trails 

to protect developed recreation sites 40 

Total 
1,539,190 

Tofcal 

1,49- 

43,940 

Alternatfve B tConcluded) 
to protect ACECs 

Closed %o ORV use 
to protect ACECs 

Al %erna%f VQ c 
Open to OWV use 
Open to ORV use wfth seasonal restrfctfons 

to pro%&% cr~fal wfldlife habitat: 
-bighorn sheep lambfng areas 

(03/16 %o O4/01) and 
ruttfng areas (TO/l6 to Ol/31) 

-antelope fawning area 
(05/15 to 07/15) 

-deer and elk winter range 
(12/14 to 04/30) 

Ldmdted to desfgnated roads and trafls 

to protect existing land leases 
to protect recreation values 

-developed recreation sftes 
-ROS class areas 

to protect rfparfan and aquatic habftat 
Closed to ORV Use 

to protect recreatfon values 
-ROS P-class areas 
-ROS SPNW class areas 

to protect ACECs 

Alternative 0 
Open to ORV use 
Open to ORV use with seasonal restrictions 

to protect crucial wildlife habitat: 
-bighorn sheep lambfng areas 
(03/16 to 04/01) and 
ruttfng areas (lo/16 to 08/3l) 

-antelope fawnfng area 
(05/15 to 07/15) 

-deer and elk wfnter range 

(l2/14 to 04/30 
Limited to designated roads and trafls 

to protect exi[stlng land leases 
to protect recreartfon values 

-developed recreatfon sites 

Acres 
43,900 

2,020 

Acres 

TOti31 

2,020 

TO%%1 
19qziT 
246,700 

24,4Oo 

129,500 

92,800 
606,110 

1,690 

70 
593,810 

10,540 
491,740 

15,850 
153,530 

320,540 

Acres TOt%l 
l7W 

84,770 

13,260 

63,450 

11,540 

840 
800 

40 



Al%ernatlve D (Concluded) 
Closed to ORV use 

to orotect recrealtion values 
-ROS P-class areas 
-ROS SPNM class areas 

%o protect rfparQan and aqua%ic habita% 

to pro%ec% ACECs 
to protect critical watersheds 

Alternative E 
Open to ORV use 
Limited to existing roads and trafls 

%o protect ACECs 
Limited to desjgnated roads and trails 

to protect existing land leases 
to protect developed recreation sites 

Acres 

15,710 
48,050 
1,600 

300,080 
915,780 

Acres 

156,910 

1,340 
70 

TOtill Alkrnative F 
1,281,220 Open to OWV use 

Open to ORV use with seasonal res%rfct%ons 
to.protect crucial wfldlife habitat: 

-bighorn sheep lambing areas 
103/16 ‘to 04/01) and 
ruttstng areas (IO/l6 to Ol/31) 

-deer and elk winter range 
(12/14 to 04/30) 

TOti1 

11,380,870 
156,910 

1,410 

Llmilted to desrgnated roads and %ralls 
to protec% exis%%ng land leases 
to protect developed recrea%lion si%es 

to protect rfparian and aquatic habi%at 
to protect ARCS 

to protect critical soils 
Closed to ORV use 

to protect ACECs 

Acres TOhI 

761,820 
61,060 

33,580 

29,480 
711,840 

1,780 
70 

7,180 
269,600 
433,210 

4,470 
4,470 

The following display sutmsarilzes recreatifon management actfons that 
would occur under the six alternatives. Refer %o volume 1 for 
actions under the proposed RW. 



Alternative F 

Hanage designated RkMs 
and developed recrea- 
tlon sites, limiting 
livestock and mfneral 
uses on sites; and 
develop recreati[on 
facllitiles on desig- 
nated sites. 

Alternative C Alternatlve D 

Manage R&As and devel- 
oped recreation sites 
so that watershed and 
cultural resources 
are protected. 

Alternative E Alternative I3 

Manage RMAs and 
developed recreation 
sites so that live- 
stock and mineral 
uses are not limqted. 

Alternative A 

Continue present 
management of RMAs 
and existing devel- 
oped recreation sites. 

Manage RMAs and devel- 
oped recreatjon sftes 
so nonmotordzed rec- 
reation opportunities 
and wild1 3fe habjtat 
uses are not limited. 

Manage RFlAs and devel- 
oped recreation sites 
so that motorized rec- 
reatrlon opportunities 
are not limited. 

Develop campgrounds 
Khe Wedge 20 

Develop campgrounds 
(None) 0 

Develop campgrounds 
The Wedge 20 

Develop campgrounds 
(None) 0 

Develop campgrounds 
The Wedge 20 

Develop campgrounds 
(None) 0 

Justensen Flats 20 
tcmsfch Butte 20 

Justensen Flats 20 
Tomsich Dutte 20 

Justensen Flats 20 
Komsich Butte 20 

Do not manage lands Do not manage for 
specific ROS classes. 

Do not manage for 
spedflc ROS classes. 

Manage lands to iln- 
crease areas available 
for P and SW4 

.opportun%t%es. 

Manage for specffk 
ROS classes in 
desfgnated areas. 

Manage lands to in- 
crease areas avaflable for specllflfc ROS 
for SP# and RN classes. 
opportundtfies. 

ROS class total 
SRRA 
ml 
Total 

P class area 
SRRA 
FPU 
Total 

SPNM class area 

SRRA 
FPU 
Total 

ROS class total 
SRRA 656,950 

FPU 43,570 

Total 700,520 

ROS class total 
SRRA 63,760 

FPU 0 
Total 63,760 

ROS class total 
SRRA 748,210 

FPU 15,050 
Total 763,260 

ROS class total 
SRRA 

FPU 
Total 

P class area 
SRRA 
FPU 
Total 

SPNM class area 

SRRA 
FPU 
Total 

ROS class total 
SRRA 

FPU 
Total 

P class area 

SRRA 

P class area 
SRRA 15,710 
FPU 0 
fotal 15,710 

SPNM class area 
SRRA 48,050 
FPU 0 
Total 48,050 

P class area 

SRRA 95,850 
FPU 0 
Total 15,850 

P class area 
SRRA 
FPU 
Total 

FPU 
Total 

SPWM class area SPNM class area 

SRRA 153,530 

FPU 0 
Total 153,530 

SPNM class area 

SRRA SRRA 
FPU 
Total 

(Continued) 

FPU 
Total 



SPM class area 
SRRA 0 

SPBrl class area 
SRRA 0 

SPW class area 
SRRA 578,830 

SPM class area 
SRRA 0 
FPU 0 
Total 0 

SP# class area 
SRRA 656,950 
PRU 43,570 
Total 700,520 

SPM class area 
SRRA 0 
FPU 0 
Toeal 0 

FPU 
Total 

Desfgna 
as open 
unless 
protect 

te all areas 
00 ORV use 

l~mf%ed %o 
1-l vestock. 

FPU 
total 

0 
0 

0 
0 

FBI.! 
Total 

15,050 
593,880 

Continue to leave 
all areas open to 
ORV use. 

Designate areas as 
open to ORV use only 
where nonmotorfred 
recreation opportunj- 
ties or wfldlffe Rabf- 
tat uses would no% be 
3 fmfrted. 

Desdgnate areas 
as open to ORV use 
only where wa%ershed 
or cultural resources 
management would no% 
be lfmlted. 

Desfgnate all areas 

as open 'to ORV use 
unless lfmf%ed to 
pro%ec% motorized 
recreation oppor%unf- 
%fes (scenic values!. 

Desfgnate specBfllc areas 
as open %o ORV use, open 
with seasonal restric- 
%fons, limi%ed to desfg- 
na%ed roads and trafls, 
or closed %o ORV use. 

Open 'to ORV use Open to ORV use Open %o ORV use Open %o ORV use Open to ORV use Open 'to ORV use 
SRRA 1,463,840 SRRA 0 SRRA 182,380 SRRA 168,540 SRRA 5,307,720 SRRA 711,680 
FPU 75,350 FPU 0 FPU 12,260 FPU 3,820 FPU 72,650 FPU 50,140 
YOtil 1,539,190 TOtdl 0 YOtZil 194,640 TO&J1 172,360 TO%i31 1,380,370 ToPal 761,820 

Osen with seasonal Open wi%h seasonal Ouen wi%h seasonal Open wf%h seasonal 
restrIctions 
SRRA 0 

Open wi%h seasonal Open wf%R seasonal 
restrictions restrfctfons 
SRRA 203,480 SRRA 77,170 
FPU 43,220 FPU 7,600 
Total 246,700 Total 84,770 

restrictions 

SRRA 0 
res%rfc%fons restrictions 
SRRA 0 SRRA 44,530 
PPU 0 FPU 16,530 
To%al 0 To&al 61,060 

FPU 0 FPU 0 

Total 0 fo%al 0 

L'Jmfted to existfng Llmf%ed %o existing Limited %o existing Limited to exfs%fng LimfPed to existllng Limtted to exfstfna 

roads 8 trafls roads 81 trails roads & trails roads 8 trails roads 8 trails roads 8 trails 
SRRA 0 SRRA 1,417,880 SRRA 0 SRRA 0 SRRA 154,210 SRRA 0 

FPU 0 FPU 75,350 FPU 0 FPU 0 FPU 2,700 FPU 0 
fO%tll 0 Total 1,493,230 Potal 0 YO%tlaJ 0 YO%ill 156,910 Total 0 

Lfmfted to desfanated Llfmfted to designated Limited to designated Limited to desfgna ted Lfml ted to designated Lfmjted to desianated 
roads 8 trails roads & trails roads 8 trails roads (h trails roads A trails roads & trails 
SRRA 0 SRRA 43,940 SRRA 588,940 SRRA 840 SRRA 1,410 SRRA 703,140 
FPU 0 FPU 0 FPU 17,170 FPU 0 FPU 0 FPU 8,700 
Total 0 Total 43,940 ToLaY 606,110 Total 840 Total 1,410 Total 711,840 

Closed to ORV use Closed to ORV use 
SARA 0 SRRA 2,020 
FPU 0 FPU 0 

Total 0 XO'tal 2,020 

Closed to ORV use 
SRRA 489,040 

Closed to ORV use 
SRRA 1,217,290 

FPU 63,930 

Total 1,281,220 

Closed to ORV use 
SRRA 0 

Closed to ORV use 
SRRA 4,470 
FPU 0 
Total 4,470 

FPU 2,700 
Total 491,740 

FPU 0 
Total 0 



4333 VISWAL RESOURCE MAWAWWJT 

Manaoemen't Consnon to All Al%erna%lves 

VRM class areas on public 'lands in the planning area have been 
Identltfled based on inventory work. Classes are based on vs?sual 
resource condftions, such as scenic quality, distance zones, and 

sensftivity Revels (appendix MI. These are revgewed periodically; a 
change In conditions could cause a change In VRM class. 

VRM classes give management objectives to be applied to actions 

taking place on public lands. Land use proposals are reviewed 
individually to deeermine whether visual impaces can be adequately 
mitigated to meet the objective of the existdng VRH class. 

Visual values and projects will be evaluated to determine approprl- 
ate management and conform wi%h VRW class objec%ives on a case-by- 

case basis. 

Bana nt Under %he Alternatives 

Wi%h differing levels of emphasis on production or protection of 
other resources, the acreage in each VRM class wou'l d vary by alter- 

native. VRfl designations, by alternative, are shown on maps 64, 65, 
66, 67, and 68. 

Soecial Manesemen% Desisna%Pons 

Under alternatives A, C, D, E, and F, certain areas would be desig- 
nated as ACECs to protect visual resources. No such designation is 
ifdentffied under alternative 8. The areas tha% would be designated 

under each alternative. along with the specilal management conditfons 
that would apply to the specific ACECs under that al%erna%ive, are 

shown here. 

Al%erna%ilve A 

The I-70 Scenic Corridor ACEC 152,150 acres, within both SRRA and 
FPD), would be designated as an ACEC to protect scenic values. The 
area was identified for special management in both existfng WFPs 
[NJ!, 1977a; NM, l979a1, both of which predate current ACEC 

policy. Although the corridor has not been formally designated as 

an ACEC, it 1s considered as such here for comparison of alterna- 

tives (map 111. Under al%ernatlve A, the X-70 Scenic Corridor ACEC 
would be 

- c'losed to oil and gas leasing in %he vicinity of San Rafael 
Reef, south of Mexican Mountain. south of Sids Moun%ain, north 
of Cat Canyon, and north Muddy Creek; in the remainder of the 
area (and for o%her types of mfneral leasing throughout the 

area), open for mineral leasing with special conditions to 
prevent surface occupancy; 

- open 'to disposal of mineral materials wi%h special conditions; 
- open %o mineral en%ry wd%h plans of opera%ions; 
- avoided for rqgh%-of-way grants; 
- excluded from prdvate and conmnercfa’l use of woodland products, 

except for limil%ed onsfte collection of downed dead wood for 
campfires; 

- managed as VRM classes WH, III, and IV. 

Al%erna%fve C 

The I-70 Scenic Corridor (52,150 acres), Muddy Creek (22,540 acres), 
San Rafael Canyon (58,510 acres), San Rafael Reef (67,520 acres), 
Segers Hole (7,120 acres), Sids Mountain (89,060 acres), and Gilson 
Buttes (1.750 acres) ACECs, within bo%h SRRA and FPD. would cover a 

total of 298,650 acres (map 13). Under alternative C, all seven 
scenic qualf%y ACECs would be managed under the special conditions 
given earlier for ROS P-class areas (see 4333, recreation). 

AlOernative D 

The f-70 Scenic Corridor (52,130 acres), Muddy Creek (22,540 acres), 
San Rafael Canyon (58,510. acres), San Rafael Reef (43,870 acres), 
Segers Hole (7,120 acres), Sids Mountain (89,060 acres), and Gilson 

8ut%es (1,750 acres) ACES, within both SRRA and FPW, would cover a 
total of 274,980 acres (map 14). Under alternative D, all seven 

scenic quality ACECs would be 
- closed %o mineral Teasdng; 
- closed to disposal of mineral materials; 

- withdrawn from mfneral en%ry; 



- excluded from right-of-way grants; 

- excluded from private and commercial use of woodland products, 
except for Ilmlted onsite collection of downed dead wood for 
campfires; 

- excluded fran land treawnts; 
- closed to ORV use; 

- managed as VRM class I; 
- subject to fire suppression methods that exclude motorized 

earth-moving equipment. 

Alternative E 

The I-70 Scenic Corridor (52,150 acres), Muddy Creek (22,540 acres), 

and San Rafael Canyon (58,510 acres), within both SRRA and FPU, 

would cover a total of 133,200 acres (map 15). Under alternative E, 
all three scenilc quality ACECs would be 

- open for mineral leasing with special conditions to prevent 
surface occupancy; 

- closed to djsposal of mineral materials; 
- open to mineral entry, with plans of operation; 

- avoided for right-of-way grants: 
- excluded from private and camserclal use of woodland products, 

except for limited onsite collection of downed dead wood for 
campfires; 

- excluded from land treatments; 
- desifgnated as limited for ORV use, with use lfmjted to existing 

roads and trajls; 
- managed as VRM class 1; 
- subject to conditional fire suppression, with motorized suppres- 

sion methods used only if necessary to protect life or property, 
and with reclamation to meet special conditions. 

Alternative F 

The I-70 Scenic Corridor (52,130 acres), Muddy Creek (22,540 acres, 
including Tomsich Butte Historic Oistrict special emphasis area), 

San Rafael Canyon (35,240 acres), San Rafael Reef (68,720 acres), 
Segers Role (7,120 acres), and Sfds Mountafn (61,870 acres) ACECs, 
within both SRRA and FPU, would cover a total of 247,620 acres (map 

16). No-surface-occupancy stipulations may be waived in areas 
managed for scenfc values if an EA concludes that the proposed 
action would not adversely impact scenic values. 

Under alternative F, the X-70 Scenic Corridor, Muddy Creek, upper 

and lower San Rafael Canyon, San Rafael Reef, Segers Hole, and Sids 
Mountadn ACECs would be 

- open to mineral leasing wilth special condlltfons to prevent 
surface occupancy; 

- closed to disposal of mineral materilals; 
- open to mineral entry, with plans of operations, not the 

origIna Sids ACEC; 
- avofded for right-of-way grants; 
- excluded from private and commercial use of woodland products, 

except for llmfted onsite collectfon of downed dead wood for 
campfires; 

- open to range improvements wlrth special conditions; 

- excluded from land treatments; 

- designated as limited for ORV use, with use limilted to 
designated roads and trails; 

- managed as VRM class I; 
- subject to cond9tional fire suppression, wfth motorized suppres- 

sion methods used only if necessary to protect llife or property, 
and meet special conditions. 

The central portlon of the San Rafael Canyon ACEC, which Includes 
The Wedge area and the river canyon from Johansen Cabfn to Lockhart 
Wash (11,000 acres), would be protected to maintain VRW class III 
values by controlling surface disturbance. Under alternatfve F, the 
area would be 

- open to mfneral leasang subgect to special conditions; 
- open to disposal of mfneral materials wQth special condItdons; 
- open to mineral entry, wlOth plans of operations; 

- avoided for right-of-way grants; 
- excluded from private or cotmnercial use of woodland products, 

except for collection of downed dead wood for campfires. 
- excluded from livestock grazing wfthiln Buckhorn Canyon; 
- excluded from land treatments and range improvements unless used 

to protect or -Improve riparian values; 
- designated as limfted for ORV use, with use lfmited to 

designated roads and trails; 
- managed as VRM class II. 

The following display summarizes VRM actions that would occur under 
the six alternatives. Refer to volume 1 for actions under the 
proposed RW. 



Alternative A AlternatSve Is Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E Alternative F 

Waintain WFP objec- 
Itfives for managing 
vfsual values and 
provide project 
design standards on 
a case-by-case basils. 

Establi[sh objec- 
tlves for managfng 
vdsual values and 
provfde desk gn stand- 
ards that do not 
'limit Ilvestock or 
mineral uses. 

&tab111 sh objec- 
tives for managlTng 
visual values and 
provide design stand- 
ards that do not limit 
nonmotor zed recrea- 
tion 0pportunBties 
and willdlilfe habitat. 

Establish objec- 
tives for managing 
vdsual values and 
provlfde design stand- 
ards that do not llmilt 

watershed and cultural 

Establ f sh objec- Establish objec- 
tives for managfng tives for managing 
visual values and visual values and 
provi[ de design stand- provide design stand- 
ards that protect ards that protect or 

motor%zed recreation enhance desllgnated 
opportunftles. VRM classes. 

Class I acres Class I[ 

SRRA 0 SRRA 
FPU 0 FPLl 

Total 0 Total 

acres 
0 
0 

0 

Class I acres Class I acres Class I acres Class X acres 
SRRA 46m SRRA 42m SRRA 133,030 SRRA 229,050 
FPU 2,700 FPU 2,700 FPU 2,700 FPU 2,700 
Total 472,130 TO431 430,450 Total 135,730 Total 231,750 

Class II acres Class II acres Class II acres Class II acres Class II acres Class II acres 

SRRA 49m SRRA 492,230 SRRA 68TgT SRRA 166,780 SRRA 915,210 SRRA 286,800 
FPU 4,140 FPU 4,140 FPU 44,400 FPU ‘I ,440 FPU 44,400 FPU 1,440 
Total 496,370 Total 496,370 Total 725,940 Total 168,220 Total 959,610 Total 288,240 

Class III acres Class III acres Class IHI acres Class III acres Class III acres Class III acres 
SRRA 378,230 SRRA 37m SRRA 163,610 SRRA 340,500 SRRA 196,350 SRRA 359,ooo 
FPU 5,040 FPU 5,040 FPU 3,240 FPU 5,040 FW 3,240 FPU 5,040 
Total 383,270 Total 383,270 Total 166,850 Total 345,540 Total 199,590 Total 364,040 

Class IV acres Class IV acres Class IV acres Class IV acres Class IV acres Class IV acres 

SRRA 593,380 SRRA 593,380 SRRA 149,260 SRRA 528,810 SRRA 219,250 SRRA 588,990 
FPU 66,170 FPU 66,170 FPU 25,010 FPU 66,170 FPU 25,010 FPU 66,170 
Total 659,550 Total 659,550 Total 174,270 Yotal 594,980 Total 244,260 Total 655,160 

YOTAL I ,539,190 1.539.190 1,539,190 1,539,190 1,539,190 1,539,190 

resources. 

(Continued) 



Designate ACECs acres Designate ACECs acres Desllgnate ACECs acres Desfgnate ACECs acres Designate ACECs acres Designate ACECs acres 

SRRA (11 49,zr SRRA (01 0 SRRA (7) 295,950 SRRA 17) 272,280 SRRA (3) 130,500 SRRA (6) 244,920 

l-70 Scenic I-70 Scenic 

Corr% dor Cord dor 
49,450 49,450 

bbddy Creek 
22,540 

San Rafael 
Canyon 

58,510 

San Rafael Reef 
67,520 

Segers Hole 
7,120 

Sirds Mountaiin 

89,060 
Gdl son Buttes 

1,750 

FPU (1) 2,700 FPU (01 
I-70 Scenilc 

Corridor 
2,700 

0 FPU (19 2,700 

I-70 Scenic 

Corridor 
2,700 

0 TOti 298,650 

W-70 Scenic 
Corridor 

49,430 
Muddy Creek 

22,540 
San Rafael 
Canyon 

58,510 
San Rafael Reef 

43,870 

Segers Ho1 e 
7,120 

Sids Mountain 

89,060 
Gllson Buttes 

1,750 

FPU (1) 2,700 
K-70 Scen%c 

Corrfdor 
2,700 

TOtill 274,980 

I-70 Scenic 
Corrfdor 

49,450 

Muddy Creek 
22,540 

San Rafael 
Canyon 

58,510 

FPU (1) 2,700 
H-70 Scenjc 

Corrildor 
2,700 

TOtAl 133,200 

I-70 Scenic 
Cord dor 

49,430 
Mudd(y Creek 

22,540 

San Rafael 
Canyon 

35,240 
San Rafael Reef 

68,720 
Segers Mole 

7,120 
Sids Mountain 

61,870 

FPU (1) 2,700 
1-70 Scenic 
Corrfdor 

2,700 

TOti 247,620 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM ACTIONS 

4341 SOIL, WATER, AND AIR MANAGEMENT 

Management Coammn to All Alternatives 

BLM will manage actions on the public lands to protect the soil 
resource and municipal watersheds. Additionally, BLM will manage 
the soil resource to maintain or increase soil productivity, prevent 
or minimize accelerated soil erosion, and prevent or minimize flood 
and sediment damage, as needed. 

Areas with critical or special soil needs (map 69) have been identi- 
fied based on unpublished Emery area and Henry Mountain area Soil 
Conservation Service (SCSI soil surveys (maps 69 and 70). Addition- 
al inventories could determine the existence of additional special 
areas or change the location or extent of areas previously 
identified. 

BLM will maintain the soil data base by updating range site descrip- 
tions from information collected through range monitoring and other 
specific studies and share information with SCS. 

Soil productivity and vegetation cover will be maintained at or 
above the threshold necessary to avoid exceeding the soil loss 
tolerance for critical soils (appendix N). 

Watershed condition and water quality will be maintained or 
improved. Watershed control structures in place prior to the RR 
may be maintained. 

Water quality improvements will be implemented in areas that do not 
meet state water quality standards. Specific actions will be deter- 
mined through activity-level plans prepared after completion of the 
RMP. Improvements may include limitations on grazing to maintain 
water quality within state standards, actions to allow increased 
vegetation cover, stabilization of soils where erosion and leaching 
of natural salts have decreased water quality, limitations on 
surface-disturbing activities to prevent deterioration of water 
quality, rehabilitation of abandoned roads and mine tailings, 
restrictions on placement of erodible material, cooperation with 
surface users to reduce surface disturbance, and restriction of ORV 
use on erodible or steep slopes. 
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BLM will continue to cooperate with the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) 
and SCS on salinity control projects. 

BLM will monitor existing water quality and watershed conditions and 
identify watersheds that contribute high salt and sediment loads to 
the Colorado River Basin. Water quality data have been entered on 
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) STORET computer data base 
program and will be maintained. BLM will take appropriate actions 
to maintain water quality of streams within the planning area to 
meet state and federal water quality standards, including designated 
beneficial uses and antidegradation requirements. BLM will also 
maintain a water quantity data base. 

BLM will maintain in-house water rights files and a water rights 
data base on the nationwide BLM computer system. BLM has partici- 
pated in two water rights adjudication proceedings in cooperation 
with the Utah State Division of Water Rights and will continue to 
cooperate with the state as updates are made. BLM will continue to 
obtain new water rights to benefit resource activities. 

Floodplains are managed in accordance with Executive Order 11988. 
Surface occupancy of floodplains and flood hazard areas will be 
allowed only where precautions are taken to prevent loss of property 
or human life. Floodplains will be excluded from construction of 
permanent structural improvements, except for fences, bridges, and 
watershed control structures unless no other practical alternative 
is available. 

Floodplains improve bank storage potential, which, in turn, makes 
more moisture available for rfparian vegetation. BLM will protect 
and preserve riparian areas to benefit the following natural 
functions: 

(1) dissipating stream energy associated with high flows, which 
reduces erosive forces, allows sediment deposition, and aids in 
alluvial valley floor and floodplain development; 

(2) developing root masses that stabilize stream banks against 
cutting action; 



(31 provildfng a fflter against overland flour that carry sediment 
and other pal It&ants; 

14) regulating sunlight on the strem owrface whkh, In turn, 

regulates the water temperature; and 

(5) ralsfng the ground water table. 

NM will1 manage act%ons on pwblic lands to meet air qwalfty stand- 
ards prescr-lbed by federal, state, and Iloca3 laws and will protect 
existing air qwali%y when Peas’lble. The wn%qwe vifswal (air qwa'fi(tyy) 
characterfstics of four speciial interest areas (Mexican Mountain, 
San Rafael Reef, Sids MowntaQn, and the lower Green Rlver) will1 be 
maintallned; potential adverse Impacts will be mlti[gated through 
site-specific MEPA docwments prepared at the time an action Rn this 
area is proposed and through best available control technology as 

part of the state permitting process and any prevent%on of signlfi- 
cant deterdoration (PSI)) review. 

Bk84 will negotiate w4th the State of Utah on management of smoke 
from prescribed PJres that could impact class It areas. The mechan- 

lTsm for thils negotfatlon is the June 6, 1988 memorandwm of wnder- 
standing among BLM. IMS, and the State of Utah. 

nt Under the AlternatQves 

Wllth differing levels of emphasis on prodwctfon or protectIon of 
other resources, the acreage available for improvement of watershed 
conditions or installation of watershed control strwctwres wowld 
vary by alternative. Special management deidgnations would be 
applied to certain areas under alternatives D and F. 

Special Manag=n% Besfgnations 

Alternative Q 

A total of 915,820 acres would be designated as crftircal watersheds 
to protect areas subject to severe wind and water erosion or 

frequent flooding, high-runoff areas that have a potential for loss 
of vegetation when disturbed, and saline soils. Critllcal watershed 
areas would be managed for the least possible surface dfstwrbance. 

Under alternat%ve D, crltilcal watershed areas would be 
- closed to dneral leasing; 
- closed to ddrposal of m%neral naterilals; 
- w'lthdrawn from mlneral entry; 

- excluded from rdgh%-of-way grants; 
- exclwded from prlJate and cotmerc%al use of woodland products, 

except for limited onsilte collection of downed dead wood for 
campffres; 

- excluded from grazfng in riparlan and aqwat%c areas; in 
ello%mn%s con%aining criftilcal watershed areas; ALMS wowld be 
reduced to 50 percent of exf[stlng use; 

- excluded from sprfing grazing; 
- availlable for land treatments or range improvements only where 

crjtical watershed, r% pari an or aquatic values would be 
maIntaIned or Improved; 

- closed to ORV use. 

A1 ternatf ve F 

A total of 574,320 acres would be designated as crltlcal soils areas 
to protect soils that are ei%her highly saline or Mghly swsceptlble 
to water erosjon. CritIcal so%ls areas would be managed to madntaln 
vegetation cover at or above the level necessary to avoid exceedilng 

SCS critical soil1 loss threshold (append4x WI. Management declslons 
would be based on all data available at that time. Under alterna- 
tdve F, critical soils areas would be 

- open to mineral leasfng subject to special conddtions; 
- open to disposal of mineral materilals subject to special 

cond4tIons; 
- avojded for rdght-of-way grants; 
- avaIlable for land treatments and range Improvements where 

critkal sofl conditttons would be maintailned or fmproved; 
- designated as ldmited for ORV use, wfth use lfmited to 

desfgnated roads and trails; 

- subject to conditfonal fire suppression, with motorized swppres- 
sion methods used only Of necessary to protect life or property, 

and wftb reclamation to meet special condltdons. 

The following display summarizes soil, water, and afr management 
actions that would occwr under the six alternatives. Refer to 
VOIW I for actions under the proposed RMP. 
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Alterna%fve A Alternatfve % 

Hafntaln sofl Mafntafn sofl 

productf vf ty . product% vf ty. 

Al ternatf ve C 

Mafntafn sofa produc- 

OfvVty where nonmotor- 
fzed recreatfon oppor- 

tunfrtfes and wfldlffe 
uses are not lfmfted. 

Alternative 8) 

Attafn maxfmum sofl 

productfvf cty. Manage 
crftfcal watershed 

areas to mfnfmfre 
surface dfsturbance. 

Alternative E 

Mafntain sod1 pro- 

ducttviity where motor- 
fzed recreatdon oppor- 

tunities are not 
lfmfted. 

Alternatfve F 

lrlafntafn sol1 produc- 

tfvfty by adjus%fng 
livestock season of use; 

develop and implenten% 
management plans; estab- 
lish standards for 
surface-dfsturbfng 
actfvitfes. 

FPW 75,350 

Total 1,522,200 

Consider developf ng 
watershed manage- 
ment plans acres 
SRRA 1,4Ggm 

Consider developing Consfder developfng Consfder develoofna Consfder developfng 
watershed manage- wa%ershed manaae- watershed manage- watershed manage- 

ment plans acres merit plans acres ment plans acres 
1,45- 

ment plans acres 
SRRA 1,463,840 SRRA SRRA 395,060 SRRA 1,463,840 
FPW 75,350 FPW 75,350 FPW 57,600 FPW 75,350 

Total 1.539.190 Total 1,535,170 Total 452,660 Total 1,539,190 

Consider developfng 

FPW 

watershed manaae- 

75,350 

ment plans acres 

Total 

SRRA 

1,515,480 

1,44iiJx 

V%afntain or fmprove 
watershed condftfon 
and wa%er qualfty by 
adjusting livestock 
season of use; develop 

and implement management 
plans; construct water- 
shed con%rol s%ructures; 
establish standards for 
surface-dfsturbfng 
activities. 

Mlaintafn or improve 
watershed condftfon 
and water qualfty. 

Improve watershed 
condition and water 
qualf%y in all areas. 

Mafntafn or improve 
watershed condftfon 
and water qualfty 

where livestock and 
mfneral uses are not 

llmf%tM; !rork to meet 
state/federal water 

qualfty s%andards. 

Wafntafn or improve 
watershed condftfon 
and water quallty 

where nonmotorized 
recreation oppor%unf- 

tfes and wildlife uses 
are not lfmfted; work 

to meet state/federal 
water quality 

standards. 

Mafn%afn or improve 
watershed condftfon 
and water quality 

where notorfted rec- 
reatfon opportunities 

are no% Ifmfted; work 
to meet state/federal 
water quali%y 
standards. 

Acres available Acres available Acres avaflable Acres available Acres avaflable 
SRRA l,463,840 SRRA 1,459,820 SRRA 395,060 SRRA 1,463,840 SWRA l,44O,l30 
FPW 75,350 ww 75,350 FPU 57,060 FPW 75,350 FPW 75,350 

Total 1.539.190 Total 1,535,170 Total 452,660 Total il,539,190 Total 1,515,480 

Acres available 
SRRA 1,446,850 
FPW 75,350 

Total 11,522,200 

Acres Excluded 

SRRA 16,990 
FPW 0 
Total 16,990 

Acres Excluded 

SRRA 0 
Acres Excluded Acres Excluded 
SRRA 4,020 SRRA 1,068,780 

FPW 0 FPW 17,750 

Total 4,020 Total 1,086,530 

Acres Excluded Acres Excluded 
SRRA 0 SRRA 23,710 
FPW 

Total 

0 FPW 0 
0 fotal 23,780 

FPW 

Total 

0 

0 



Manag nt C-n to All Alternatives 

GLM wiill manage actions on public lands to (1) protect the health 
and safety of the public, federal land users, and GLM employees; (2) 
comply with applicable federal and state laws, rules, and orders, 
within the context of DLM's statutory mfssion as a federal natural 
resource manager; and (3) clean up past problems, control current 
problems, and avoid or mVnilmifze future problems of hazardous materl- 
als on publdc lands 3n a cost-effective manner. At this time 

(19881, 8LM policy regarding hazardous materials management 1s stfll 
being formulated. 

Under all sdx alternatives, GLH would ildentify active and abandoned 
hazardous materials sftes, if present, on a case-by-case basis and 
determine if further assessment of potentially hazardous materials 
is needed. 

Manaaement Common to All Alternatives 

Wildlilfe habltats wtthiln the planning area wifll be managed to 
provfde for a dlversfty of species. Specific habitat areas will be 
managed to prov'lde forage, cover, water, and space requirements to 
support major wIldlife species. 

8LM will continue to manage big game species habitat (maps 71, 72, 
73, and 74) and recamwznd population levels to the Board of Big Game 

Control. 8LM will continue to cooperate with UDWR on Interagency 
big game studies to monitor hablftat conditions. UDWR has identified 

seasonal and crucjal habjtet areas with input from federal agencies, 
including 8LM. These areas could change over time as animal popula- 

t$ons and habitat condiltfons change. 

BLM will continue to cooperate width UDWR and other federal agencies 

to identify herd units, crucial habitat areas, and hunting and 
trappfng areas and to control predators. 

Riparlan and aquatic habitats (maps 75 and 76) will be managed to 

preserve, protect, and restore natural functfons Ifn accordance wi[ th 

laws, executive orders, and regulations as they relate to habitat 
management. Inventories will be iniltfated to determine the condj- 
tjon and affectllng elements of rtparlan habitat. 

Known raptor sites w-i’11 be protected from human disturbance to the 
greatest extent possible. All permitted activities and ORV use 
wfth%n 0.5 mile of an active nest s-lte would be restricted during 

the nesting season (February 1 to August 15 annually). These sites 
may vary in locat4on from year to year and have not been mapped for 
this RW. 

BLW will work in cooperation with UDWR to maintafn or re-establish 
desert bighorn sheep wfthln identIfled habitat areas, so long as 

this practice Is In keeping wfth RMP goals and objectives. Re- 
establllshment or augmentatrfon of native bllg game specjes may take 
place wfthin habftat areas If identlffed In an HMP prepared or 
modified after cunpletfon of the REP; these actfons would not 
require a plan amendment. HMPs ~111 be coordinated with affected 
land owners. Transplants of fish and game bilrds may take place 

wiltbout requdrlng an HMP or a p3an amentint. 

iYmagement Under the Alternatfves 

W%th differing levels of emphasis on production or protection of 
other resources, the acreage available for wildlife habitat manage- 
ment would vary by alternative. Livestock use on crucial bi[g game 
range would conttnue ~4th adjusted forage use levels being made at 
the actfvity plan level or in conjunctjon wfth grazing decfslons to 
be issued following completion of 5 years of monitoring. 

Protection of Crucial Hab?&r$ Areas 

Certain crucial habitat areas would be given special protection 
under alternatives A, C, 0, E, and . 

A'XGrnative A 

Mule Oeer and El& W4nter Range. ActlvftBes tith!n 97,500 acres 
(maps during periods of criltllcal winter 



use (when animals are actually present, generally December 91 to 
Aprfl 15 annually). Dur3ng thfs period, no surface-disturbfng 
actlvilty may take place whkh would remove forage and browse plants 
used by the mule deer or elk, require a contfnwed human presence 
(over 12 hours duratfon) w4thfn the area, rlnvofve sudden loud nofses 
(such as de%onatlon of surface charges), or sustained nodse (such as 
chain saw or diesel generator). Muntfng durfng a recognized huntfng 
season fn an officfal huntdng area, as establdshed by UWR, would 
not be affected. Mule deer and elk winter range would be managed 
with spec8a'd condi%fons to pro&c% winter range values for deer and 
elk use. Under alternatdve A, mule deer and elk winter range would 
be 

- open to mlnera'l leasing with special condftlons; 
- open %o djsposal of milneral materfals with spec%al condftlons; 
- open to mineral entry wfith specfal conditions where plans of 

operations are requfred; 
- open to private or commercial use of woodland products with 

specdal condftions; 
- open to land treatments and range improvemen%s ti%h special 

conditions; 
- closed to OWV use during the seasonal restrictfon perfod. 

Offsil%e Mitigation, Wg Game Hsbltat. On the 97,500 acres iden%il- 
fled above (maps 73 and 741, when unreclaimed disturbance caused by 
a user totals more than 10 acres fn 2 years, offsite mrltigatfon 
would be required within the mule deer and elk winter range. Thfs 
nould be in addf’tfon to standard reclamation requirements. 

The offsfte miltfigation must be wifthln the known habita% area but it 
does not have to be witthln the crucdal habftat area. Offslte miti- 

gat%on could Include such measures as seedings or planting vegeta- 
tion species favorable to %he bdg game anilmals d%splaced or 
constructfng water projects that would allow the animals to use 
other parts of the habitat area. Offsilte m9%$gatlon progec%s must 
be approved fn advance by the authorfzed offfcer. 

Alternative B 

MO specdal condftions would be applied to protect wildl'Ife habfta% 

under alternatIve 8. 

Al %ernatf ve C 

sert BOghorn Sheep. Actlvftles wrlthln 200,000 acres (map 71, 
SRRA only) would be JIlm%ted durfng the laablng season (April 15 to 
June 1 annually). Our4 ng these gerilods, no activftfes may take 
place whfch requfre a conttlnued human presence (over 82 hours 
duration) wlthfn the area or fnvolve sudden loud noises (such as 
detowatl9on of surface charges) or sustailned noise [such as chafn saw 
or dllesel generator). Allotmen%s containing crucial and yearlong 
desert bIghorn sheep hab%tat would not be allowed to change kdnd OP 
livestock from cattle to domestfc sheep. Allo%ments currently being 

grazed by domestfc sheep would not be requfred to change to cattle. 
Desert BIghorn sheep area would be managed with special conditions 
to protect the habitat from deterioration and the animals from 
4nterference with lambdng. Under alternative C, desert bighorn 
sheep habitat would be 

- open to mInera% leasing ~4th spec’eal conditions; 
- open to disposal of m0neral materfals with spedal condltIons; 
- open to mineral entry wdth special conditions where plans of 

operations are requf red; 
- avoIded for right-of-way grants; 
- open %o private or camnercial use of woodland produc%s with 

specfal condltlons; 

- open to land treatments and range ilmprovements with special 
condl%fons; 

- closed to ORV use dur%ng the seasonal restrlctdon perfods. 

Antelope Habirtat. Actfv'Btiles wfthln 507,000 acres (map 72, SARA 
only) would be limBted durfng the fawning period (Way 15 to June 15 

annually). During thils perfod, no actfvitlles may take place which 
require a contfnued hlenan presence lover 12 hours duration) within 
the area or Involve sudden loud noises (such as detonation of 

surface charges) or sustafned noise (such as chain saw or diesel 
generator). Fawning areas fall wllthlln the total hab%tat acreage 
given, but have not been mapped separately. Antelope habftat would 
be managed with special conditions to protect i% for an%elope use. 
under alternatilve C, antelope habitat would be 

- open to mineral 1easlDng w9th special cond?%Qons; 
- open to ddsposa'd of rfneral wterfals with special conditdons; 
- open to dneral entry with specjal condiltllons where plans of 

o@erations are required; 
- avoided for fight-of-way grants; 



open to prfvate or cmrcfal use of woodland products wfth 

sgecfal condftfons; 
open to land treatments and range fmprovements wfth specfal 
condftfons; 
closed to ORV use durfng the seasonal restrfctlon periods. 

Mule Oeer and Elk ldfnter Range. Activities wfthfn 98,000 acres 
(maps 73 and 74) would be lfmfted durfng perfods of crftfcal wfnter 
use (when anfmals are actually present, generally December 1 to 
April 15 annually). Durfng this period, no surface-dtsturbllng 

actfvfty may take place which would remove forage and browse plants 
used by the mule deer or elk, requfre a contfnued human presence 

(over 12 hours duratfonl wfthfn the area, Involve sudden loud nofses 
(such as detonation of surface charges), or sustafned noise (such as 
chain saw or dfesel generator). Huntfng durfng a recognized huntfng 

season In an offfcfal huntfng area, as establfshed by BBDWR, would 
not be affected. Mule deer and elk wfnter range would be managed %o 
protect dt for deer and elk use. Under alternative C, mule deer and 
elk wfnter range would be 

- open to mfnerall leasfng wfth specfal condftfons; 
- open to dfsposal of mfneral materfals wfth specfal condftfons; 
- open to mfneral entry with special seasonal condftfons where 

plans of operatfons are requfred; 
- avofded for right-of-way grants; 
- open to private or conaaercfal use of woodland products with 

specfal conditions; 
- open %o land treatments and range improvements wdth specdal 

condftfons; 
- open to development of watershed control structures wfth special 

condftfons; 

- closed to ORV use during the seasonal restrfctfon perfod. 

Rfparfan and Aquatic Habitat. A total of 14,980 acres (maps 75 

and 76) would be inventoried, evaluated, and managed. Specific 
actions would be determined through activity plans after completion 

of the RW. Special condftiohs may include lfmftatfons on grazfng 
to protect riparfan areas or allow increased vegetatfon cover, 
stabflfzatfon of soils where erosion and leaching of natural salts 

have decreased rfparfan habftat quality, limitations on surface- 

fsturbfng actfvftfes to prevent deterforatfon of rfparfan condftfon. 
rehabflftatfon of abandoned roads and mfne taflIngs, t%strfCtfonS on 

placement of erodfble material, and cooperation wfth surface users 

to reduce surface dfsturbance. Under alternatfve C, rfparfan and 

aquatic habftat areas would be 
- open to mfneral leasfng wfth specfal stfpualtfons to prevent 

surfaGe occupancy wfthfn actual rlparfan and aquatfc habitat 
areas; 

- closed to dfsposal of mfneral materlals; 
- open to mfneral entry, subj[ect to special condftfons where plans 

of operations are requfred; 
- avofded for right-of-way grants; 
- excluded from prfvate or coazaercfal use of woodland products, 

except for lfmfted onsfte collectfon of downed dead wood for 
campfires; 

- excluded from constructfon of livestock-related range 
fmprovements; 

- desfgnated as lfmfted for ORV use, wfth use lfmfted to 

desiignated roads and trafls; 
- subject %o fire suppressjon methods which exclude motorized 

earth-movfng equfpn#nt and aerfal chetnfcal Pfre retardants; 

On the 805,000 acres 
nd 741, when unreclaimed 

d%sturkance caused by a user totals more than 10 acres in 2 years, 
offsfte mitigation would be requfred fn addftfon to standard 
reclaaatfon requfrements. The offsfte mftfgatfon must be wfthfn the 
trim habftat area and cou'id include such measures as seedings or 
plantfng vege%at%on specfes favorable %o the big game anfmals 
dfsplaced or construc%fng water pro&c%s that would allow the 
anfmals to use other parts of the habitat area. Offsfte mftfgatfon 
prolfects must be approved fn advance by the authorfzed offfcer. 

Al terma%fve 0 

Desert Bfghorn Sheep Crucfal Habi%at. Activities wfthfn 175,000 

acres (map 71, SRRA only) would be limited during the lambing season 
(April1 15 to June I annually). During these periods, no actfvftfes 

may %ake place whfch requfre a contfnued human presence (over 12 
hours duratfon) wfthfn the area or lTnvolve sudden loud nofses (such 

as detona%fon of surface charges) or sustafned noise (such as chafn 

saw or diesel generator). Deser% bfghorn sheep crucial habitat 
would be managed wfth special conddtfons to protect it from 
deterforatfon and %he animals from interference with lambfng and 
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ru%ting. Under alternatdve 0, desert bighorn sheep crucial habitat 
would be 

- open to mdneral leasdng wilth specOa1 conditqons; 
- open to disposal of mineral materials wllth special condftions; 
- open to mfneral entry with specfal condl%Ions where plans of 

opera&ions are requdred; 
- avoifded for right-of-way grants; 
- open to private or camnercial use of woodland products with 

speciial condit%ons; 
- open to land treatments and range Improvements with special 

conditions; 
- closed to ORV use during the seasonal restrfction periods. 

Antelope Habitat. Use within 507,000 acres (map 72, SRRA only) 
would be limited during the lambing season (May 15 to June 15 
annually). Ourilng these periods, no activfties may take place which 
require a contilnued human presence (over 12 hours duration) within 
the area or involve sudden loud noises (such as detonatlon of 
surface charges) or sustained noise (such as chain saw or diesel 
generator). Antelope habitat would be managed with special condil- 

ti[ons to protect the habitat for antelope use. Under alternatlve 0, 
antelope habitat would be 

- open to mineral leasing with special conditions; 
- open to disposal of mineral materials wfth specdal conditions; 
- open to mineral entry with special conditions where plans of 

operations are required; 
- avoided for rjght-of-way grants; 
- open to Prlivate or commercial use of woodland products wlTth 

special conditions; 
- open to land treatments and range improvements wfth special 

conditions; 
- closed to ORV use during the seasonal restriction periods. 

We Deer and Elk Crucilal Win%er Range. Actilvftfes withiln 103,900 
acres (maps 73 and.741 would be limited during periods of critical 

winter use (when animals are actually present, generally December 1 
to April 115 annually). During this period, no surface-disturbing 
actIv9ties may take place which would remove forage and browse 

plants used by the mule deer or elk, require a continued human 
presence (over 12 hours duraltion) within the area, Involve sudden 
loud no'9ses (such as detonatjon of surface charges), or Sustained 
nojse (such as chain saw or dJesel generator). HuntWng durang a 

recognized bunting season in an official bunting area, as es%ab- 
lished by UDWR, would not be affected. Mule deer and elk w'lnter 
range would be managed with special conditions to protect winter 
range values for deer and elk use. Under alternative 0, mule deer 
and elk crucial winter range would be 

- open to mineral leasing with special condi%ions; 
- open to disposal of mineral materilals w%th special conditions; 
- open to mineral entry ~4th specilal condi%Ions where plans of 

operations are requllred; 
- avoided for right-of-way grants; 
- open to priva%e or comerc’lal use of woodland products with 

special conditfons; 

- open to land treatments and range llmprovements with speci[al 
conditions; 

- closed for ORV use during the seasonal restrdction period. 

R'Opar'lan and AquaerIc Habll%.at. A total of 15,030 acres (maps 75 
and 76) would be inventoried, evaluated, and protected. Specific 
actions would be determined through activity plans after completion 
of the RHP. Special conditions may include: limitations on grazing 

to protect riparian areas or allow increased vegetation cover; 
seabilization of soils where erosion and leaching of natural salts 

have decreased riparian habitat qualfty; limitations on surface- 
disturbing activitfes to prevent deterioration of riparian condi- 
tion; rehabflitatfon of abondaned roads and mine tablings; restric- 
talons on placement of erodible material; and cooperation with 

surface users to reduce surface disturbance. Under alternative 0, 
riparian and aquatic habi(tat areas would be 

- closed to mineral leasing within actual rfparian and aquatic 
habitat areas; 

- closed to disposal of m%neral materials; 
- wdthdrawn from m4neral entry; 
- excluded from right-of-way grants; 
- excluded from priva%e or conmerclal use of woodland products, 

except for Yimllted onsite collection of downed dead wood for 
campfires; 

- excluded from gratfng use; 

- available for land Itreatments and range Improvements only where 

critkal watershed values would be maintained or improved; 
- designated as closed to ORV use; 
- subject to fire suppression methods whkh exclude motorized 

earth-moving equDpmen% and aerial chemical filre retardants. 



A9ternatfve E A%brnatlve F 

Desert Wghorn Sheep Crucial Habftat. Actirvitfies wlthiln 940,000 
acres fmap 71, SRRA only) nou9d be 4imi%ed during %he lambing season 
(April 15 to Way 39 annually). During these perllods, no activilties 
may take p9ace which require a continued human presence (over 12 
hours duration) within the area or fnvolve sudden loud noises (such 

as detonation of surface charges) or sustained noise (such as chain 
saw or djesel genera%or). Desert bighorn sheep crucial habltat 
would be managed with specjal conditions to pro%ect the habitart from 
deterioration and the animals from interference wilth 'lambfng and 
rutting. Under alternative 5, desert bighorn sheep crucial habitat 
would be 

- open to mineral 9easlng with special conditions; 
- open to disposa9 of mineral materials with special conditjons; 
- open to mineral entry wfth special conditions where plans of 

operatlons are required; 
- avoided for right-of-way grants; 
- open to private or comnercda9 use of woodland products with 

special conditions; 
- open to Yand %rea%men%s and range Improvements with specllal 

conditions. 

Ante9ope Habftat. Activitlles within 506,680 acres (map 729 wou'ld 
be limited during the cri tlcal fawning period (between May 15 and 
June 95 annua99y). Fawnfng areas fa99 within the total habitat 

acreage given, but have not been mapped separately. During the 

fawning period, no ac%ivd%ies may take p9ace which requdre a 
contfnued human presence (over 92 hours duration) wdthin the area or 
invo9ve sudden 'loud noilses (such as detonation of surface charges) 
or sustained noise (such as chain saw or di'esel generator). 
Antelope habitat would be managed with specia'l conditions to protect 
it for antellope use. Under alternative 6, antelope hab%ta% would be 

- open to minera leasing with specia9 cond9tions; 
- open to disposal of minera materials with special conddtions; 
- open to mineral entry with special conditjons where plans of 

operations are required; 
- avoided for right-of-way grants; 
- open to prilvate or consmarcia use of woodland products with 

specia9 condi tfons; 
- open to land treatments and range Improvements with spec'la9 

condttlons. 

Desert Bighorn Sheep Habita%. Acttivdties within 974,590 acres 

fmap 71, SRRA only) wou9d be Aimited during the lambing season 
(April 95 to June 9 annually). During these perloos, no activities 
may take p9ace which require a continued human presence (over 12 
hours duration) within the area or invollve sudden 9oud noises (such 

as detonation of surface charges9 or sustained noise (such as chain 
saw or diesel generator). Desert bighorn sheep crucia9 habieat 
would be managed with special conditions to protect %he habltat from 
deterforation and the animals from interference with lambing. Under 
alternative F. desert blghorn sheep crucfall habitat would be 

- open to mineral 9easfng with speciial conditions; 

- open to disposal of minerall materials with special conditions; 
- open to mineral entry with special conditions where p9ans of 

operations are requfred; 
- avofded for right-of-way grants; 
- open to private or conmercjal use of woodland products with 

special conditions; 
- open to Band treatments and range improvements with specia9 

conddtions; 
- deslgnated as limited for ORV use, with use limfted to 

designated roads and trails during seasonal restrdc%ion period. 

Ante1 ope Habitat. Actlvitdes within 506,660 acres (map 729 would 
be limited during the critical fawning period (between May 15 and 
June 95 annually). Fawning areas fall wiltbin the total habitat 
acreage given, but have not been mapped separately. During the 
fawning period, no ac%ivJties may take place which require a 
con%fnued human presence (over 92 hours duration) within the area or 
involve sudden loud nofses (such as detonation of surface charges) 
or sustaIned noBse (such as chain saw or diesel generator). 
Antelope habitat would be managed with special condi%ions to protect 

it for ante'lope use. This special condition wou9d be applied 

following completion of the antelope fawning range inven%ory and 
would not apply to areas of ante'lope habitart not being used as 
fawning range. Under a9ternative F, ante9ope habttat would be 

- open to mineral lleasifng wi%h special condftfons; 

- open to d%sposal of mineral materials w4th special cond%%9ons; 
w open %o m%neral entry wfth special conditions where plans of 

operations are requl red; 
- avoilded for rIgAt-of-way grants; 



ooen to prjvate or comnercjal use of woodland products wrth 
special conditfons; 
open to land treatments and range improvements wfth special 
conditions; 
desfgnated as limited for ORV use, with use limited to 
designated roads and trails dur%ng seasonal restriction period. 

Mule Oeer and Elk Crucdal Win%er Range. Activities within 55,720 
acres (maps 73 and 74) would be limited during periods of critical 
winter use (when animals are actually present, generally December 1 
PO April 15 annually). During this period, no surface-disturbjng 
activity may take place which would remove forage and browse plants 
used by the mule deer or elk, require a continued human presence 
(over 12 hours duration) within the area, involve sudden loud noises 
(such as detonation of surface charges), or sustajned noise (such as 
chain saw or diesel generator). Muntfng durdng a recognized huntBng 
season an an official hunting area, as es%ablished by UDWR, would 
no% be affected. Mule deer and elk winter range would be managed 
~4th special condlt%ons to protect wjn%er range values for deer and 

elk use. Under alternat%ve F, mule deer and elk cruc9al w9nter 
range would be 

- open to mfneral IeasIng with special condltfons; 
- open 'to d%sposal of mineral ma'terials w4th special conditions; 

- open to mineral entry wdth special cond9tlons where plans of 
operations are required; 

- avoided for right-of-way grants; 
- open to private or carmercial use of woodland products wfth 

special conditfons; 

- open to land trea%men%s and range improvements ~4th special 
conditions; 

- designated as limfted for ORV use, with use ljmfted to 
designated roads and trails during seasonal restrictjon period. 

Riparian and Aquatic Habl%at ,(14,930 acres). A total of 14,930 
acres (maps 75 and 761 would be inventoried, evaluated, and 

managed. Specific actions would be determllned through activity 
plans after completion of the RW. Special conditions may include 
limitations on grazing to protect rdparfan areas or allow increased 

vegetation cover, staMllzat8on of soils where erosion and leaching 
of natural salts have decreased riparian habltat quality, limita- 
tions on surface-ddsturbing activities to prevent deterioration of 
rfparian condition, rehabilitation of abandoned roads and mine 
tatlllngs, restrlcitions on placement of erodible material, and 
cooperation ~4th surface users to reduce surface disturbance. Under 
alternative F, rfparian and aquatic habdtat areas would be 

open to mineral Beasifng with specfal st%pulations to prevent 

surface occupancy within actual riparian and aquatic habitat 
areas; 
closed to dilsposal of mineral materials; 
open to mineral entry, subject to special conditions where plans 

of operations are required; 
avoided for right-of-way grants; 
excluded from pr%vate or conmercllal use of woodland products, 
except for ldadted onsik collection of downed dead wood for 
campfflres; 
open %o land %rea%men%s and range Improvements, where they would 
madn%ain or improve rlparian and aquatic habftat; 
desilgnated as liml%ed to OWV use, wflth use limited to desfgnated 
roads and trails; 
subject %o fire suppression methods whtlch exclude motorized 
earth-movfng equipmen% and aerdal chemical fire re%ardants. 

OfPsf%e iw%fga%ion, B4g tama Habf%a%. On the 736,970 acres 
identified above (maps 71, 72,' 73, and 749, when unreclaimed 
diseurbance caused by a user totals more than IO acres in 2 years, 

offsite mitIgatQon would be required in addition to standard 

reclamation requirements. The offsite mftigat%on must be within the 
known habltat area, but not necessar19ly wlthin the crucial habitat 
area. Offsite mftlgatifon could include such measures as seedings or 
planting vegetation species favorable to the big game animals 
displaced or constructing wa%er projects tha% would allow the 
animals to use other parts of the habdtat area. Offsfte mitigation 
projects must be approved dn advance by the aurthorized officer. 

The following display summarfzes wllldlllfe habiltat management actions 
that would occur under the six alternatives. Refer to volume I for 

actions under the proposed RW. 



Alternatfve A Alternative D 

Support big game popu- Support big game popu- 
latfons in suitable lations in suitable 

habitat areas. habitat areas where 
livestock and mineral 
uses are not limited. 

Develoo and Xmolement Develoo and Imolement 

new HKPs 
SRRA f0) 
FPU (0) 

Total (0) 

new HWs 
0 SRRA (0) D 
0 FPU (0) 0 

0 Total (0) 0 

Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E Alternative F 

Support big game popu- Support big game popu- Support big game popu- 
lations in suitable latjons in suitable lations in suitable 

habitat areas so as habitat areas where habitat areas where 
to attain prdor stable watershed and cultural motorized recreation 
numbers. resource management opportunitjes are not 

are not limjted. limilted. 

Devel OD and IlnDl enrent Develoo and Implement Develoo and ltmolement 
new HMPs new HMPs new HMPs 
SRRA (7) 595,000 SRRA (7) 595,000 SRRA (7) 595,000 
vu (0) 0 FBU (0) 0 FPU (0) 0 

Botal (7) 595,000 Total (7) 595,000 Total (7) 595,000 

Support big game popu- 
latlons in suitable 

areas only so long as 
critical soils are 
protected, and live- 
stock use In non- 
crucfal big game 

RaMtat areas is 
considered. 

Devel OD and Imolement 

new HMPs 
SRRA (7) 

r 

595,000 
FPU (0) 0 

Total (7) 595,000 

(Continued) 

2-77 



Al %erna%ive A Al %erna%i ve B Al%erna%ive C Wlternatfve D Al%erna%ilve E Al %erna%fve F 

Maximize wlldlilfe Support the maxfmum Manage wrlld74fe Supper% the maximum SupporP the maxBmum @anage w~ld'life 
species numbers and number and diversfty habitat %o supporrt a number and dilversilrty number and diversd%y habitarts 00 protect 

dfversity to the ex- of wOldl%fe speclles maxImum of wlldlQfe of wildlife species of wildlife species cer%ain rfparian 
tent possible, while without limf%fng numbers and dlversfty. possible wi%hou% possible wllthout areas and crucial big 
resolvfng conflicts 1 ivestock and mf neral limf%Bng cultural llmitlng motordzed game habitats. 

on a case-by-case uses. resource management. recreation oppor%unt- 
basl s. ties. 

Cruc'ial habitat for Crucial habitat for Crucial habitat for Crucial hablltat for Crucial habltat for Crucial habitat for 

b%ghorn sheep acres bighorn sheep acres blghorn sheep acres bighorn sheep acres bighorn sheep acres bighorn sheep acres 
SRRA 150,000 SRRA l20,OOO SRRA 200,000 SRRA 175,ooo SRRA 140,000 SRRA 874,590 
FPU 0 FPU 0 FPU 0 FPU 0 FPU 0 FPU 0 

Total 150,000 Total 120,000 Total l20,OOO Total 175,000 Total 140,000 Total 174,590 

Habitat for Habitat for Habi%a% for Habitat for HabItat for Habitat for 
antelope acres antelope acres antelope acres antelope acres antelope acres antelope acres 
SRRA 507,000 SRRA 5om SRRA 507,000 SRRA 507.000 SRRA 5om SRRA 506,660 
FPU 0 FPU 0 FPU 0 FPU 0 FPU 0 FPU 0 
TOrtal 507,000 Total 506,320 Total 507,000 ToPal 507,000 Total 506,680 TOti1 506,660 

Crucial habitat for Crucial habitat for Crucial habi%a% for Crucial habi%at for Crucial habitat for Crucial habitat for 

mule deer acres mule deer acres mule deer acres mule deer acres mule deer acres mule deer acres 
SRRA 16,450 SRRA 15,610 SRRA 32,200 SRRA 3$,730 SRRA 16,100 SRRA 16,910 
FPU 19,060 FPU 18,100 FPU 37,800 FPU 40,770 FPU 18,900 FPU 3 9,850 
Total 35,510 Total 33,710 Total 70,000 Total 75,500 Total 35,000 Total 36,760 

Crucial habitat for Crucial habitat for Crucial habitat for Crucial habi%at for Crucial habi%at for Crucial habitat for 

elk acres elk acres elk acres elk acres elk acres elk acres 
SRRA 6,000 SRRA 5,8410 SRRA 9,250 SRRA 9,382 SRRA 5,851 SRRA 6,260 
FPU 12,200 FPU 11,860 FPU 18,780 FPU 19,048 FPU 11,879 FPU 12,700 

Total 18,200 Toeal 17,700 Total 28,030 Total 28,430 Total 17,730 Tortal 18,960 



Mmagement C-n to All Alternatfves 

No management action will be pemlltted on publ9c lands that would 
jeopardllze the continued existence of plant or animal species that 
are listed, are offilcially proposed for Ifsting, or are candidates 

for listing as J/E. 

The f/E or candidate species and thedr habftats listed on tables 28 
and 36, chapter 3 will be protected under all alternatives. 

BLM wjll cooperate with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servdce /USFWS) in 

writing recovery plans for Y/E species located wtthin the planning 
area or grazing area. Also, BLM wfB1 consult USFWS for a formal or 
informal consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 
before approving or implementing any action that may affect a 
protected species. 

Candidate species listed by the State of Utah will be managed in 
sfmilar fashion, except that no Section 7 consultation is required. 
BLM will continue to cooperate in surveys to determine the extent or 
existence of T/E or candldate species. 

As required by the Endangered Species Act, recovery actilons may be 
taken where possible in coordination wgth USFWS; such actions would 
require an activity plan. Transplants would be done in compliance 
with the Endangered Species Act; transplants would require a 
cooperative agreement and an actilvity plan. 

IJnder all six alternatbves, BLM would protect and conserve a171 
officially listed and candidate species and their habitats. 

Rena nt C-n to All A?ternatlves 

WOldfires wi"81 be suppressed promptly where necessary to protect 
I%fe, property, and high-risk resource values. fn other areas, the 

cost of flare suppression will be compared to the resource loss that 

would occur without suppressfon. Prescrlibed f%re ~$11 be used to 
implement or maintain resource values where necessary. 

Fires wifll be suppressed in accordance with fire management activity 
plans prepared to implement RMP declsilons. This plan will detail 

levels of supgressiion act'lon, values at risk to be protected, and 
constraints on equipment and suppresslon techniques. Fire manage- 

ment plans wfll be developed and implemented in SRRA (1,463,840 
acres) and FPU (43,550 acres), coverIng a total of 1,507,390 acres 

under all six alternatives. 

Full-suppression areas designated under all six alternatives (map 
77) would total 195,890 acres in SRRA and 25,640 acres in FPU, for a 
totaY of 218,530 acres In the planning area. 

ConditIonal suppression would be applied to 1,267,950 acres in SRRA 
and 19,710 acres in FPLJ, for a total of 1.317,660 acres in the 
planning area. Prescribed-burn areas are not identified under any 
of the sfx alternatives. 

Managent Courson to AI0 Alternatives 

Under all six alternatives, all burned areas would be evaluated and, 

if appropriate, site-specific rehabilitation plans would be 
developed and ilmplemented. 

The six alternatives were analyzed to assess thefr impacts (effects) 
on the human envfroment in the plannfng area or grazing area. The 
elements of the envllromnent found to be affected, edther beneficial- 

ly or adversely, are described In chapter 3. Analysis assumptions 

and the envXronmenta1 effects are described On chapter 4. 



Xn general, alternatIve B shows the greatest economfc return of use 

or productilon of public grazing and mdneral resources; alternative C 
shows the greatest protectdon of nonmotorized recreation opportunf- 

ties and wlldlIfe resources; alternative 0 shows the greatest 
protect?on of watershed areas and cultural resources; alternative E 
shows the greatest opportunities for motor'lzed recreation (ORV use) 
and provides maximum opportunjty for access development; and alter- 

native F (along ~4th the proposed RMP) provides a balance between 
economic return and environmental protectton. 

Table 11 provSdes a sumnary comparison of the effects of the differ- 

ent alternatives on the envilronment. Alternative A provides an 
envilronmental baseline for comparing the impacts of the alterna- 
tlves. For each element of the environment In the plannang areas 
(or grazing area for grazing analysils) found to be affected, the 
specific Indicator that- would change is listed. along with the unit 
of change (usually acres). Phe change %n the current conditions 
anticipated to occur by the year 2000 (12-year span) under present 
management is gfven for alternative A. For each of the other 
alternatlves, the antdcBpated total amount Is gdven for each 
Indicator, along with the change from alternative A. 



s 

*See Table 73, page 4-120 for proposed plan 

AlternatIve B Alternative C AleernaHve D Alternative E Alternative F 
Env'lronmental Componenct/ Alternaelve A 
Specdfilc IIndXcator UnfO 

PlaNERAL CwmEms 

Oql and Gas 

Lease area 
Category 1 

Category 2 

Category 3 

Category 4 

SRRA acres 
(change) 

6PW acres 
(change) 

Total acres 
(change) 

SWRA acres 
(change) 

FPU acres 
(change) 

Potal acres 
(change) 

SRRA acres 
(change)l 

FPM acres 
(change) 

Total acres 
(change) 

SRRA acres 
(change) 

FPM acres 
(change) 

Total acres 
(change) 

l,l30,280 

58,770 

l,l82,050 

43,130 

18,270 

61,400 

169,320 

5,310 

174,630 

1121,810 

0 

121,110 

1,496,050 '181,450 
(+285,770) (-948,830) 

168,510 
(-961,770) 

442,730 
(-687,550) 

75,350 
(+23,580) 

12,260 
(-39,510) 

3,820 
(-47,950) 

29,080 
(-22,690) 

1,491,400 
(+309,350) 

193,710 
(-988,340) 

172,330 471,810 
(-1,009,720) (-710,240) 

761,770 
(-420,280) 

45,730 
(+2,600) 

784,020 
(+740,890) 

77,990 
(+34,860) 

864,990 
(t821,860) 

(-18.27:) 
58,270 

(+$0,000) 
7,600 

(-10,670) 
43,570 

(+25,300) 

45,730 
(-15,670) 

(-169.32% 

c-5,3100, 

I-174,63& 
30,370 

(-1144,260) t-174,63:) 

2,060 470,120 1,217,340 
(-119,050) (t349.010) (tl,O96,230) 

(no changi) 
2,700 

(t2,700) 
63,930 

1[+63,930) 

2,060 472,820 1,281,270 
(-889,050) (+351,710) (+I ,160,160) 

505,430 
(t462,300) 

21,210 
(+2,940, 

842,290 
(+780,890) 

85,590 
(+24,190) 

908,560 
It847,160) 

526,640 
(t465,240) 

28,250 
(-l41,070) 

2,120 
(-3,190) 

f-169.32:) 

(-5.31:) 

154,210 
(-l5,llO) 

242,520 
(+73,200) 

2,700 
(-2,610) 

3,290 
(-2,020) 

156,910 
(-17,720) 

245,810 
(+71,180) 

1,910 
(-119,200) 

4,970 
(-116,140) 

(no changi) (no changi) 

1,910 
(-119,200) 

4,970 
(-416,140) 

710,920 
(-439,360) 

50,850 
(-920) 
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TABLE 11 (Contfnued) 

Envfronmental Component/ Alternative A 
Soecific Indicator Dnit 

MfYERAL COWORIENTS, Oil and Gas (Concluded) 

Oil Production Darrelslyear 13,200 
(change) 

Gas Production KFlyear 
(change) 

754,000 

Geophysfcal operations (seismdc line) 
MBles/year 

(change) 
100 

Alternative D Alternative C 

(Change) (Change) 

'13,200 
(no change) 

754,000 
(no change) 

125 
(+25) 

13,200 
(no change) 

754,000 
(no change) 

(no ena::) 

Alternative D 

(Chance) 

Alternatfve E Alternative F 

(Chanae) 

3,000 
(-10,200) 

244,000 
(-510,000) 

(-E, 

13,200 
(no change) 

754,000 
(no change) 

113,200 
(no change) 

754,000 
(no change) 

(no chaig) (no chaig) 

Coal 

Exploration area SARA acres 32,440 33,720 
(change) (+1,280) 

32,440 
(no change) 

15,930 
(-16,510) 

33,720 
t+ao, 

FPU acres 
(change) 

25,870 28,570 
(+2,700) [no 

25,870 
change) 

2,540 
(-23,330) 

28,570 
(2,700) 

25,870 
(no change) 

58,310 
change) 

Total acres 
(change) 

58,310 62,290 
(+3,980, (no 

Lease area SRRA acres 29,620 29,620 
(change) (no change) 

FPU acres 28,570 28,570 
(change) (no change) 

Total acres 58,190 58,990 
(change) (no change) I 

28,340 
-1,280) 

25,870 
-2,700) 

18,470 
(-39,840) 

54,210 
-3,980) 

50,000 
change) 

0 

11,830 
(-17,790) 

2,540 
(-26,030) 

62,290 
(+3,980) 

14,370 
(-43,820) 

150,000 
(no change) 

0 

29,620 
(no 

29,610 
change) t-101 

(no 
28,570 
change) 

28,570 
(no change) 

58,190 
(no change) 

150,000 
(no change) 

0 

58,180 
(-10 

(no 

1 

150,000 
change) 

Product ion SRRA tons/year 
(change) 

15o,DOo 150,000 
(no change) (no'1 

0 
(no changi) 

0 
(no change) (no change) (no change) (no change) 

FPU tons/year 
(change) 

Total tons/year 150,000 150,000 
(change) (no change) 

150,000 150,000 
(no change) (no change) 

150,000 
(no change) 

150,000 
(no change) 

--------------- ------------------------------------------------------ 



OB spgosal area SRRA acres 
(change% 

I ,463,840 l,461,780 g61,6M 
I-2,MOl (-502,220) 

246,500 
(-l,2%7,340) 

1,307,720 
(-156,120og 

l,216,350 
(-247,490) 

spu acres 
(change) 

75,350 75,350 
(no change) 

70,530 
(-4,820) 

11,420 72,650 
(-63,930) (-2,700) 

72,060 
(-3.290% 

Total acres 
(change) 

1,539,190 1.537.130 9,032,150 
(-2,060) (-507.0401 

257,920 
(-1,281,270) 

1,380,370 
(-158,820) 

1,288,410 
(-250,780) 

ProductSon Total cu y&/year 320,000 320,000 
(change) (no change) 

320,000 
(no change)‘ 

50,000 
(-270.000] 

320,000 
(no change) 

320,000 
(no change) 

---------------e--e-- ------------------------------------------------ 

Locatable Mdnerals 

Open to mineral 
entry 

SRRA acres 
(change) 

FPU acres 
(change) 

l,462,060 

75,350 

1,460,OOO 
(-2,060) 

991,940 
(-470,120) 

75,350 
(no change) 

72,650 
(-2,700) 

245,700 
(-1,216,360) 

11,420 
(-63,930) 

1,460,150 
(-1,910) 

75,350 
(no change) 

1,457,090 
(-4,970) 

75,350 
(no change) 

Total acres 
(change) 

1,537,410 l,535,350 
(-2,060) 

1,064,590 
(-472,820) 

257,120 
(-1.280.290) 

1,535,500 
(-1,910) 

1,532,440 
(-4,970) 

--------------------------------------------------------------------- 

81 one COWOLM?S 

Soils 

Sol1 loss Plannfng area 
tons/year 7,263,740 7,009,990 5,820,630 5.672.220 

to 68,384,300 
6,053,250 

to 59.447.050 
6,483,510 

to 49,580,850 to 
(-253,750 

48,383,140 to 
[change) (-1,443,110 

to -1,907,250) 
I-1,591,530 

51.394.370 5g.p;; 

to -81,803,450) to -13,00%,170) 
I-1,210,490 
-9,989,930) -611851730) 

Average tons/year 
(change) 

34,324,020 33,243,520 
(-l,O80,500) 

27,700,740 
(-6,6/23,280) 

27,027,680 
(-7,296,350) 

28,723,8lO 
(-5,600,210) 

30,841,040 
t-3,482,980) 

(ContJnued) 



Alternative B Alternatfve C Alternative 0 Alternative E 

(Change9 

Alternatfve F 

(Change9 
Alternative A Enviromntil Component/ 

Specciflc Indkator Milt 

BfOTfC COWBENTS (ConMnued9 

Water 

Surface water quallty 

SetHwent 
Yileld 

Plannfg area 
tons/year 

(change9 

2,905,500 
to 24,553,710 

13,729,605 

29,470 
to 430,917 

230,194 

2,804,OOO 
to 23.790.820 

(-101,500 
to -762,890) 

2.268.890 
to 19,353,240 

(-636,610 
to -5,200,470) 

2.421.310 
to 2y.3;49; 

to -3,995:9709 

2,593,410 
to 22.079.420 

(-312,090 
to -2,474,290) 

Average Planning area 
tons/year 

(change9 

Salt 
Yield 

Planning area 
tons/year 

(change9 

13,297,410 
(-432,195) 

11,080,295 
(-2,649,310) 

'BO,8ll,O65 
l-2,918,540) 

11,489,525 
(-2,240,080) 

12,336,415 
(-1,393,190) 

27,735 
to 418,154 

23,003 
to 348,578 

(-1,735 
to -12,763) 

(-6,467 
to -82,339) 

22,034 
to 340,636 

(-7,436 
?.a -90,281) 

24.352 
to 360;785 

(-5,118 
to -70,132) 

25,731 
to 387,776 

(-3,739 
to -43,lQl) 

Average Planning area 
tons/year 

(change9 
222,945 
(-7,249) 

185,791 
(-44,403) 

181,335 
(-48,859) 

192,569 
(-37,625) 

206,254 
(-23,440) 

--------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Vegetation 

Disturbance acres 
(short-term loss) (change) 

47,474 17,134 
(-30,340) 

18,479 
(-28,995 9 

6,746 
(-40,728) 

40,104 
(-7,370) 

31,844 
(-15,630) 

(long-tern loss) acres 7,070 250 
(change) (-6,820) 

7,220 
(+1509 

1,670 
(-5,400) 

8,060 
(+990) 

7,980 
(+910) 

Total disturbed acres 
(change9 

54,544 17,384 
(-37,160) 

25,699 
(-28,845) 

8,416 
(-46,128) 

48,164 
l-6,380)1 

39,824 
(-14,720) 

__------------------------- ------------------------------------- 



#iI d Horses and Burros 

i#aM%a% area SRRA acres 
(change9 

Forage conswed SRRA Awls 
Qchange9 

Y4ld horses SRRA athats 

(change9 

475,680 

2,835 

%o % 

475,680 
(no change9 

475,680 
(no change9 

475,680 
(no change9 

a475,680 
(no change9 

495 
(-2,340) 

T.345 
(-I,4909 

3,540 
(-1,295) 

3,935 
I+1,11009 

to zi eo IE 
90 250 

%o 115 %o 325 

t-180 t-am l-100 
%o -2009 %o -1359 

(+sO 
%o -1209 to +909 

Wild burros SWRA andmals 
%o li 

(change9 

aNo HMP would be developed under al %erna%ive E. 

%a 2 

t-60 
%o -15 

25 110 eo 60 to 5: %a 144l 
(-45 (-20 

9 to -NJ9 %o -309 %o%i 9 

4175,660 
1 no change9 

2,135 
l-7009 

75 
es 825 

l-125 
%o -110) 

to z 

%o% ) 

Crucfal habi%a%: 
Oeser% bdghorn 
SlW@g, 

Desert bighorn 
sheep 

Acres 
(change9 

Anhal s 
(change9 

WabQ%a%: 
Ante1 ope 

An&e1 oge 

Acres 
(change9 

Animals 
(change9 

Crurcfal habi%a%: SWRA acres 
8lule deer (change9 

FPW acres 
(change9 

Total acres 
(change9 

150,000 120,000 
(-30.0009 

500 350 
t-1509 

507,000 506,320 
t-6309 

700 1 ,ogo 
(+3609 

7,000 
(+3009 

950 
(+2509 (+E9 

56,450 15,610 
t-8409 

32,200 
(+15,7509 

34,730 
(+18,2809 

16,'100 
(-3509 

16,990 
(4609 

19,060 18,100 37,800 40,770 
(+9509 (+18,7509 

18,900 
(+21,7209 

19,850 
(-1609 1+8009 

35,510 33,710 
(-1,790) 

70,000 
(+34,4909 

75,500 
(+39,9909 

35,000 
(-5109 

36,760 
(+1,260 9 

200,000 
~+60,0009 

175,000 
(+25,ooO9 

860 
(+X09 

507,000 
(09 

750 
(+2509 

507,000 
(09 

140,000 
(-lo,0009 

550 
(GO9 

506,680 
(-3209 

174,590 
(+24,590) 

1+8g9 

506,660 
(-3409 

fCon%inuedl 

2-85 



TABLE 11 (ContQnued) 

Environmental Component/ Alternative A 
Sptxific fndacator Unit 

BfOTllC CORODdEWG, Wildl9fe (Continued) 

&de deer SRRA anfnals 
6ChaW9 

FW aniinals 
(change9 

Total anlmals 
(change9 

Crucial habitat: SRRA 
Elk (change9 

(chageU9 

Total armunt 
(change9 

6cAz!g9 

(da:!9 

Total amount 
(change9 

5,$90 

730 

6,620 

6,000 

12,200 

18,200 

110 

490 

600 

HaMtat: 
Rlparl an SWRA acres 11,430 
and aquatk IcRange9 

FPU acres 
(change9 

3,350 

Total acres 14,780 
(change9 

Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 

(Change) (Change9 (Change9 

4,335 
(-1,555) 

535 
6-1959 

4,870 
(-I,7509 

5,840 
(-1609 

11,860 
t-34-09 

'17,700 
l-5009 

t-ii9 

dzr 

410 
t-1909 

11,430 
(no change9 

3,350 
(no change9 

14,780 
(no change9 

7,930 
1+2,0409 

7,930 
(+2,0409 

5,740 
(-1509 

7,400 
(+I,5109 

1,270 
(+5$09 

1,270 
6+s409 

9,200 
(+2.5809 

9,200 
(+2,5809 

710 
a-209 (*% 9 

6,450 
(-1709 

8,320 
(+I,7009 

9,240 
(+3,24109 

9,370 
(+3,3709 

5,840 
(-1609 

6,260 
(+2609 

18,760 
(+6,5609 

28,000 
6+9,8009 

z9 

19,030 
(ti.8309 

28,400 
(+10,2009 

(1:) 

610 610 
(+I209 (+1209 

11,860 
(-3409 

17,700 
f-5009 

105 
(-59 

485 
t-59 

590 
t-109 

12,700 
(+5009 

18,960 
(+7609 

ClE, 

(+E9 c+::, 

6+%, 

6+:3 I 

81,580 
(+I509 

11,620 
(+1909 

"rZ89 31z:9 

14,980 15,030 
(+2009 (+2509 

Alternative E Alternative F 

(Change9 (Change9 

11,430 
(no change9 

3,350 
(no change9 

14,780 
(no change) 

19,540 
6+1109 

3f::9 

14,930 
(+1509 

--------------------------------------------------------------------- 



MUMAN WSES 

Grazing 

Grazlngl area SRRA acres 
(change) 

FPU acres 
(change) 

Total acres 
(change) 

5-year average 
licensed use AUbls 

(change) 

Active 
preference AUMs 

(change) 

Forest Products 

Forest Product use area 

Standard 
Conditions 

SRRA acres 
(change) 

FPU acres 
(change) 

Total acres 
(change) 

Special 
Condit?ons 

SRRA acres 
(change) 

FPU acres 
(change) 

Total acres 
(change) 

1,421,880 

190,240 

I ,612,120 

1,430,580 
(+a,7001 

190,240 
(no change) 

1,62O,820 
(+8,700) 

56,161 96,006 
(+39,845) 

45,380 
(-10,781) 

87,542 96,006 72,758 44,258 86,528 
(+8,464) (-14,784) (-43,284) (-1,084) 

395,350 401,130 
(+5,780) 

6,550 
(-388,800) 

85,110 
(-310,240) 

197,570 
(-197,780) 

35,540 36,320 
(t780) 

18,040 
(-17,500) 

15,580 
(-19,960) 

22,730 
(-12,810) 

430,890 

4,770 

0 

4,770 

437,450 
(+6,560) 

(-4.7700, 

(no changz) 

(-4.77% 

24,590 
(-406,300) 

100,690 
(-330,200) 

220,300 
(-210,590) 

168,290 198,930 
(+163,520) (+194,160) 

197,570 
(+192,800) 

12,530 
(+12,530) 

2,200 
(+2,200, (no changi) 

180,820 
(+176,050) 

201,130 
(+196,360) 

197,570 
(+192,800) 

1 1%:& 
190,240 

(no change) 

1,535,480 
(-76,640) 

190,240 
(no change 

'I y;,;;; 
1 9 

28,682 
(-27,479 1 

1,418,810 
(-3,070) 

1,416,080 
(-5,800) 

190,240 
(no change) 

1,609,050 
(-3,070) 

55,102 
(-1,059) 

190,240 
(no change 

1 ,yy,;g 
- . 

55,751 
(-410 I 

86,198 
(-1,344 1 

138,610 
(-256,740) 

30,580 
(-4,960) 

169,190 
(-261,700) 

201,320 
(+196,550) 

4,790 
(+4,790) 

206,180 
(+201,34o) 

(Contlnuedl 



EnvlTronmental Component/ Alternatfve A 
Specific Indicator Unit 

Alternatfve B Alternative C 

(Charwe) (Change) 

Alternative b 

(Chanee) 

Alternatlve E 

IChanae) 

MUMAW USES, Forest Product Use Area (Concluded) 

Excluded 
From 
Campfire 
Use 

SfRA acres 
(change) 

FPW acres 
(change) 

490 

0 

Total acres 
(change) 

490 

Excluded 
From 
Harvest 

SRRA acres 
(change) 

FPM acres 
(change) 

Total acres 
(change) 

14,830 

780 

15,610 

510 
(+20) 

(no chang0e) 

510 
(+20) 

13,820 
(-1,010) 

(-78:, 

13,820 
(-1,790) 

245,850 
(+230,240) 

149,450 
(+133,840) 

251,250 
(+235,640) 

1,100 
(+610) 

(no chang:) 

1,300 
(+610) 

240,110 
(+225,280) 

5,740 
(+4,960) 

6,800 
(+6,310) 

(no chang0e) 

6,800 
(+6,310) 

130,910 
(+)116,080) 

18,540 
(+17,760) 

510 
(+20) 

(no changi) 

510 
(+20) 

237,660 
(+222,830) 

13,590 
(+l2.810) 

Alternative F 

(Change) 

570 
(+@I) 

(no changz) 

570 
(+80) 

75,010 
(+60,180) 

950 
(+I701 

75,960 
(t60,350) 

Cultural Resources 

Sates dadaaged Sf tes 
(change) 

6,712 6,060 
(-23) 

1,507 
(-675) (-5,228) 

6,738 
(+3) 

6,707 
(-28) 

SI tes 
(change) 

2,489 
'rz& 'r% 

2,385 
(-104) 

2,489 
(no change) 

2,489 
(no change) 

_--~~~ 

Recreation 

Area Meeting Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Criteria 

P Total acres 
(change) 

69,680 18,650 474,220 
(-51,030) (+44,540) 

114,240 
(.+44,560) 

31,380 
(-38,300) 

81,500 
(+18,820) 

SPWlM Total acres (change) 983,410 194,650 (+111,240) 231,140 (+47,730) 232,950 (+49,540) 186,910 (+3,500) 211,700 
(+28,290) 



SP#I Total acres 
(change9 

RN Total acres 
(change9 

w Total acres 
(change) 

u Total acres 
(change9 

O$V recreation area 

662,870 629,060 
(-33,810) 

606,720 684,580 
(+77,860) 

10,670 12,ZlO 
(+1,540 9 

20 
l+% 

Open Total acres 
(change) 

Open with Total acres 0 
seasonal (change9 
restrictions 

Limited to Total acres 
exilstin roads (change9 
and tra Is 3 

Lfmited to Total acres 
designated (change9 
roads and traills 

Closed Total acres 
(change9 

-------------------------mm 

Visual Resources. VRM class area 

(no changi) 

1,493,230 
(+1,493,2309 

43,940 
(i-43,9409 

2,020 491,740 1,28l,220 
(+2,0209 (+491,7409 (+1,281,220) 

603,400 
(-59,470) 

581,420 
(-25,300) 

10,500 
(-1709 

(no chanii9 

716,250 
(+53,3809 

471,440 
(-135,280) 

5,260 
(-5,410) 

194,640 
(-1,344,5509 

172,360 
(-1,366,830) 

246,700 
(+246,700) 

84,770 
(+84,7709 

(no chang0e) (no changi) 

606,110 
(+606,110) 

840 
(+8409 

-- 

675,550 
(+12,680) 

626,110 
(+19,390) 

11,410 
(t740) 

(no cha$) 

9,380,870 
(-158,320) 

(no changi) 

156,910 
(+l56,910) 

1,410 
(+I,4109 

(no changi) 

f Total acres 
(change9 

0 

Total acres 
(change9 

496,370 

1x1 Total acres 
(change9 

383,270 

IV Total acres 
(change) 

659,550 

Contrast rating Total scores 
scores exceeding (change9 
VRM objectives 

120 

(no changt) 

496,370 
(no change9 

383,270 
(no change9 

659,550 
(no change9 

150 
(+309 

472,130 
(+472,130) 

725,940 
(+229,570) 

166,850 
(-216,420) 

174,270 
(-485,280) 

430,450 
(+430,450) 

168,220 
(-325,550) 

345,540 
(-37,730) 

594,980 
(-64,570) 

135,730 
(t135.730) 

959,610 
(+463,240) 

199,590 
(-183,680) 

244,260 
(-415,290) 

136 
(+169 

--- 

630,920 
(-31,950) 

599,810 
(-6,910) 

10,630 
t-401 

(no cha$) 

761,820 
(-777,370) 

61,060 
(+61,0609 

(no changi) 

711,840 
(+711,840) 

4,470 
(+4,470) 

.----a 

231,750 
(t231.750) 

288,240 
(-208,130) 

364,040 
(-19,230) 

655,160 
(-4,390) 

118 
(-29 

_____________--_-------------------- ------______________------------- 



TAM 11’1 (Coatfn13iedl 

Alternative '9 

(Change) 

Alternative B 

(Chance) 

Alternatfve C 

IChanae) 

Alternative E 

(Change) 

Alternative F 

(Change) 
Envfronmntal Component/ Alternative A 
Saecific Indicator Unit m 

HiMAN USES, Lands 

Lands nvaflable for rights-of-way 

Withfn corridors SRRA acres 
(change) 

FPU acres 
(change) 

Total acres 
(change) 

Outs'lde corri[dors 
(standard SRRA acres 
conditions) (change) 

FPU acres 
(change) 

Total acres 
(change) 

Avoildance areas SI(RA acres 
(change) 

FPU acres 
(change) 

Total acres 
(change) 

Exclusion areas SRRA acres 
(changel) 

FPlB acres 
(change1 

Total acres 
(CRtW(lfE~ 

0 

0 

0 

1,412,950 

72,650 

1,485,600 

50,890 

2,700 

53,590 

0 

0 

0 

22,870 
(+22,870) 

4,470 
(+4,470) 

27,340 
(+27,340) 

(no chang0e) 

(no chang0e) 

(no changi) 

(no changi) 

(no chang:) 

0 
(no change) 

12,890 
(+12,890) 

21,540 
(+21,540) 

4,170 
(+4,170) 

2,900 
(+2,9QQ) 

17,060 
(+17,060) 

24,440 
(+24,44(I) 

a ,393,18Q 
(-19,770) 

188,450 
(Tl,231,500) 

168,510 
(-l,244,440) 

429,840 
(-983,110) 

70,880 
(-1,770) 

12,260 
(-60,390) 

3,820 
(-68,830) 

704,510 
(-708,440) 

24,910 
(-47,740) 

48,250 
(-24,400) 

454,750 
(-1,030,850) 

752,760 
(-732,840) 

l,464,060 
(-21,540) 

193,710 
(-1,291,890) 

772,330 
(-8,313,270) 

45,760 
(-5,130) 

812,070 
(+761,380) 

77,990 
(+27,100) 

1,019,200 
(+968,310) 

732,820 
(+681,930) 

(-2.70:) 
60,390 

(+57,690) 
7,600 

(+4,900) 
46,270 

(+43,570) 
24,200 

(+21,500) 

45,760 
(-7,830) 

872,660 
(+819,070) 

757,020 
(+703,430) 

2,030 
(+2,030~ 

(no chang!i) 

2,039 
t+wato) 

470,120 
(t470,120) 

85,590 
(+32,000) 

1,217,340 
(+1,217,340) 

1,065,470 
(+l ,011,880) 

a ,9ao 
(+a ,910) 

2,700 
t+2,7OQa) 

63,930 
(+63,930) 

4,970 
(+4,970 B 

(no cbang0a) 

4,970 
(+4,970) 

472,820 
if+472,820) 

1,281,270 
[+1,281,270) 

(no changi) 

a ,980 
(+a .saog 



‘. ,: 

Lands avai Wabl e 
for disposal SRRA acres 

(change) 

FPU acres 
(change) 

Total acres 
(change) 

5,780 

1,040 

6,820 

1,780 

0 

1,780 

0 

0 

(-5.78:) 

(-1 .o& 

t-6.8;) 

3,840 
(+2,060~ 

f no chang0c) 

3,840 
t+2,060) 

(no changi) 

6,140 
(+360) 

710 
(-5,070) 

710 
(-330) 

6,770 
(+990) 

6,730 
(+950) 

1,040 
(no change) 

9,000 
t-409 

7,810 
(+990, 

7,730 
(+910, 

3,690 
(+I ,910) 

6,750 
(+4,9709 

f no chang0e) 

3,69Q 
(+I ,910, 

(no chang0e) 

0 

6,970 
(t150) 

1,420 
(-5,4QO) 

471,900 
(+470,120) 

1,218,l40 
(+I ,216,3609 

2,700 
(+2,7oQ) 

63,930 
(+63,9309 

474,600 
(+472,820) 

I ,282,070 
(t-i ,280,290, 

Is from SWRA acres 
entry (change) 

FPU acres 
(change1 

Total acres 
(change) 

Lands 4 dent4 fled SRRA acres 
for acqurl sdtdon f change9 

( no change) 

6,750 
f+4,9709 

3,200 
t+3,2OQ9 

7,960 
(+7,160] 

2,400 
(+2,400, 

F&i acres. 
(change9 

0 
(no change1 

I.420 
(+I ,420 9 

0 
f no cAan9eP 

0 
[no dangle% [no cbangQcll 

Total acrm 0 
(chaw9 l no changOel $:%9 

2,Klo 
f+2,W, [no chang0e9 

3,200 
(+3,2009 

041 and Gas 

Eatql oyment Jobs 353 359 353 
bchange9 (+59 (09 r-2?& 

Earnings Do1 lars 9,%2,6OO lO,l23,300 9,962,600 
(change) (+160,700)) (09 

2.249.600 
(-7,713,oOO) 

Revenues 

Coal and Electr4c 

Do1 lars 
(change) 

135,700 137,900 135,700 30,600 
lt2.2009 (0% (-105,1009 

ElIpI 0pB?tlt Jobs 
(change) 

2,916 2,916 2,916 2,916 
(09 (09 (09 (09 

75,766,200 75,766,200 75,766,200 75,766,200 
(09 (09 

16,283,400 16,283,400 16,283,4100 16,283,4100 
to9 to9 (09 (09 

2,916 
(09 

2,916 2,916 
(0) (0) 

Earn4 ngs 

Revenues 

001 I ars 
(change) 

OoT1 ars 
(change) 

75,766,200 75,766,200 
(0, 

75,766,200 
(09 to9 

16,283,400 16,283,400 16,283,400 
to, (09 (09 

353 
(09 

unquantffhd 
f fnsfgniblcant) 

9,%2,6OO 
(09 

unquantffled 
(dnsignifdcant) 

135,700 
to9 

unquantffied 
(insignificant) 

unquantffled 
(insignificant) 

unquantffied 
(fnsignifkant) 

unquantifjed 
( 4 nsdgnl Wan&) 
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TABLE 11 ICont4nued) 

Alternative d Alternative E 

(Change) 

Alternatjve B Alternative C 

(Chanoe) IChanee) 

Alternative F 

(Change) 
Envfromnental Component/ Alternative A 
Specific Bnddcator Milt 

ECONOMIC COWx)ERA?IoAIS (Continued) 

Metal Mfning 

Enqployment 

Earnlngs 

Revenues 

Earnfngs 

Revenues 

Sol1 and Water 

Sedfment Cost 

Salin'lty Cost 

Livestock 

Returns Above 
Vat-fable Cost 

Jobs 
(change) 

4 

Do1 1 ars 
(change) 

75,300 

Dollars 
(change) 

7,200 

112,900 
(+37,600) 

10,800 
(+3,600) 

2, 
56,400 

(-18,800) 

5,400 
(-1,800) 

56,400 
(-18,800) 

5,400 
(-1,800) 

unquantified 
(insfgnlficant) 

unquantified 
Ifnsfgndfdcant) 

unquantified 
(fnsigndfdcant) 

56,400 
(-18,800) 

5,400 
(-1,800) 

Jobs 3 
(change) 

Dollars 
(change) 

55,300 

Do1 'Bars 3,900 
(change) 

A 
55,300 

(01 

unquantQf+ed 
(Insigndfkant) 

un uantffled 
(fnsIgnffdcant) 

unquantified 
(fns8gnificant) 

3,900 
(0) 

3,900 
(01 

00% 1 ars 218,000 
to 1,84l,600 

(change) 

2lO,300 
to 1.784.300 

(-7,700 
to -57,200) 

174,600 
to 1,487,400 

(-43,400 
to 354,200) 

170,200 
to 1 451,500 

t-47.800 
to -390,100) 

1,289,OOO 
to y;,2g 

to -5;281;400) 

181,600 
to 1,541,900 

(-36,375 
to -299,700, 

1,424,600 
to 2l,lO5,900 

(-299,400 
to -4,102,700) 

194,475 
to I ,655,900 

(-23,500 
to -185,600) 

Dollars 1,724,OOO 

(change) 
to 25,208,600 

),622,500 
to y”o;.g 

l,345,700 

to :746;6OO) 

to 2~,;po~ 

to -4;816;800) 

7,505,300 
to 22,684,990 

(-218,700 
to -2.523.700) 

Doll ars 
(change) 

912,200 1,759,000 
(+846,800) 

355,700 
(-556,500) 

113,900 
(-798,400) 

637,500 
(-274,700) 

690,300 
1-221,900) 



Wealth 0011 am 

(change) 

26.392.700 26,815,900 
to 2y$3gj 

25,853,700 

to +I ,992:3ooj 
f-539,100) 

25,018,800 26.339.800 26.372.200 

(-1,374,OOO) (-53,000) (-20,500) 

Employment 

Earnilngs 

Revenues 

Jobs 
(change) 

Dollars 
Ichange) 

Dollars 
(change) 

156 

459,500 

319,400 

228 
(+72) 

671,600 
(+212,100) 

466,900 
(+147,500) 

124 
t-32) 

365,900 
(-93,600) 

254,400 
(-65,000) 

166,700 
(-292,700) 

115,900 
(-203,500) 

154 
l-2) 

453,900 
(-5,600) 

315,600 
(-3,900) 

148 
t-81 

435,400 
(-24,100) 

302,700 
(-16,700) 

Recreation 

Employment (+El) Jobs 
(change) 

Dollars 
(change) 

001 lars 
(change) 

27 

236,700 

35,400 

(2, 
186,700 

(-50,000) 

27,800 
(-7.700) 

(no &a$) 

323,700 
(+87,ooo) 

232,800 
(-3,800) 

47,300 
(+11,900) 

48,800 
(+13,400) 

34,800 
(-mO) 

275,900 
(+39,200) 

41,400 
(6,0@3) 

EarnDngs 

Revenues 

OBdldlWfe 

Eagloymant 

251,700 
(+77,400) 

38,700 
(+11,900~ 

Jobs 
(change) 

001 lars 
(change) 

Dollars 
(change) 

20 

174,300 

26,800 

124,300 
(-50,000) 

99,100 
(-7,700) 

261,300 
(+87,000) 

40,100 
(+l3,400) 

170,500 
(-3,800) 

26,200 
(-600) 

213,500 
(+39,200) 

32,800 
(+6,000) 

Earnlngs 

Revenues 

Other Land Uses 

Employment 

Earnings 

Revenues 

Jobs 
(change) 

Dollars 
(change) 

Dollars 
(change) 

36 

494,800 

45,100 

unquantified 
(fnsignfffcant) 

unquantified 
(insignificant) 

unquantified 
(Inslgndfdcant) 

unquantified 
(Insfgnfficant) 

unquantffied 
(insfgnificant) 

unquantified 
(fnsfgntficant) 

(-279, 
unquantified 

(fnsignfffcant) 
unquantified 

(inslgnfffcant) 

118,700 
(-376,000) 

unquantified 
(insignificant) 

10,800 
(-34,300) 

unquantified 
(Insignificant) 

unquantffied 
(fnsdgnfficant) 

unquantified 
(insignificant) 

Payments in 
Lieu of Taxes Dollars 

(change) 
419,100 412,300 419,300 413,700 420,)OO 

(-6,800) (+200) (-5,400) (+1,000) 
420,100 
(+1,000, 



Alternative B Al tern&f ve C Al ternati ve D Al ternati ve iE Al ternat ve F 
iEnvironmental Component/ 
Specfffc lInd%cator Unit 

ECWWIC CDWDUUWONS (Concluded% 

PI an Budget 

Empl oynent Jobs 
(change) 

Earnings Dollars 
(change) 

9 
(2) 1% 

105,700 138,DOO 137,500 12oJOo 124,000 143,500 
(+32,337) (+31,8DO) (+14,600) (+18,300) (+37,8OO) 

Revenues Dollars 
(change) 

2,4Oo 2,700 
1+300) 

--------------------- ------------------------v---------------------m- 

*SEE TABLE 73, PAGE 4-120 FOR PROPOSED PLAN 



The affected environment is that which would be signfflcantly 
changed by Imolemanting any of the alternatives descrfbed In chapter 
2 of this PinaT environwrental Impact statement (EIS). The affected 
environment was determilned through the analysis Bn chapter 4 and is 
described by environmental indkators (table 121, whfch were the 
basis for table 11 in chapter 2. The entire spectrum of the 
envdronmant of the pTannifng and grating areas ils described in the 
management situatilon analysis WA). Laws referenced are cited in 
appendix 8). 

For convenience, the environmental Indicators are divided into 
groups: mineral components, bfotfc components, human uses, and 

econolllic considerations, and social conditions. Both the existjng 

condltt%on and the assmd changes over tifme (wntjl the year 2000) 
are gtven for each indicator. These provide a basis for measuring 

changes and cmparfng the alternattves. Most of the general indJ- 
caters are broken down into more narrow topics called specific 
Indicators (table 12). 

Loeat4on and Extent of Resource 

Oil and gas are found In both stratfgraphic and structural traps. 
The planning area has many wldespread sedhentary formations that 
eilther produce 041 and gas or have potentfaT for production: 
Devonian sandstones and Tdmestones, Wssissdpptan carbonates, Penn- 
sylvandan carbonates, Pensfan carbonates and sandstones, Trllassic 
sandstones, and Cretaceous sandstones. Comblnl ng these Pormatl[ons 
with structural features creates several potentjal 091 and gas traps 
(figure 2). 

Tar sand deposits have not been Identlfled in FPU, but are found jn 
SRM . The San Rafael Swell Special Tar Sand Area (STSA) covers 
about 126,960 acres of public land and contaJns an estfmated 385 
m%lliion barrels of oil CCampbell, 19771. 

Al 1 ocrrtions 

Hydrocarbon resources are aTlocated dn three stages, begilnning with 
a detenni[natIon of which lands should be leased and under what 

conditions. The RN? process is used to make these determinations. 
Publ!c lands are placed into one of four leasing categories (appen- 
dix E): (1) open to leasfng with standard lease stipulations; (2) 
open to leasing wilth special cond%t%ons; (3) open to leasifng wdth 
no-surface-occupancy stipulations; and (4) closed to Teasing. 
Current category acreages in the planning area are shown dn table 13 
and on map 17. 

Hydrocarbon resources are scattered throughout the enttre planning 
area, but are lalnima'l 9n Forest Planning Unilt (VU). The following 
discussion therefore concentrates on San Rafael Resource Area (STiRA). 
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category 
MNERAL cwowEwTs 

General Indicator 

FAIland Gas 

Mineral MaterBats 
Locatable Wf neral s 

$IOTIC CWOWEMTS Soils 

",tPr 
Vegetatfon 
Threatened or Endangered 
(T/E) Plants 
Forest Products 

W4ld horses and burros 
N~;;p~ighorn sheep 

%' deer 
Riparian and aquatdc hab%tat 
T/E animal speciles 

WUWM USES Grazing 
Cultural Resources 
Recreation 
Visual Resources 
Lands 

ECONOMIC 
CONSIDERATIOWS Minerals 

Soil and Water 
Livestock 

SOCIAL COMDITIOWS 

Recreation 
Wdldlife 
Other Land uses 
Plan Budget 
Land-Disturbing Activities 

Speccllfic Indicators 

Area available for lease; oil1 and gas production; geophysical operations 
Area available for exploratQon; area available for lease; coal production 
Area available for material djsposal; m%neral materfal production 
Area available for location 

So%1 loss 
lver Salt and sediment yiield; ground water quality; salt In Colorado R 

Visibility 
Area of vegetation loss; relict areas; ecologjcal status 

Loss of indivfdual plants; loss of habitat area 
Area available for forest product harvest and fuelwood; area avai 

I 
athering of dead fuelwood for campfires 
abitat area; available forage; population numbers 

Crucial habitat; populatdon numbers 
Habitat; population numbers 

Iable for 

Crucial winter range; population numbers 
Crucial winter range; population numbers 
Habltat area 
Loss of individual animals; loss of habitat area 

Area available for graziing use; stocking levels 
Cultural siltes damaged; cultural sites available for use 
Area in each ROS class; area available for ORV recreation; 
Area in each VRW class; vllsual contrast ratfng scores I ^ 
Lands available for rights-of-way; lands available for disposal; lands needed 
for acquisition; withdrawals 

Earnings; employment; costs; sales and revenues; profits; wealth; ,tax revenues 
Earnings; employment; costs; sales and revenues; profits; wealth; tax revenues 
Returns to labor and investment; earnings; employment; costs; sales and 
revenues; profits; wealth; tax revenues 
Earnjngs; employment; costs; sales and revenues; profits; wealth; tax revenues 
Earnings; employment; costs; sales and revenues; profits; wealth; tax revenues 
Earnings; employment; costs; sales and revenues: profilts; wealth; tax revenues 
Earnings; employment; costs; sales and revenues; profits; wealth; tax revenues 
Earnings; employment; costs; sales and revenues; profits; wealth; tax revenues 
Conunity lifestyles; individual lifestyles 
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043 and Gas Leaodng Category Acreages 

Category SRRA FPU 

3 1,130,280 51,770 041 and gas potential 4s low in San Rafael Reef, where the rocks are 

2 43,130 18,270 faulted and folded at 90 degrees and exposed at the surface, and in 
3 169,320 5,310 the Green River corr4dor, where exposure has caused the hydrocarbons 
4 121,110 0 to degrade or mfgrate out of the potential reservoir rock. 

KOKALS 1,463,840 75,350 

Source: Oil and Gas Leasing Category Plats. 

The second allocation stage 4s leasing, which is handled by the 
Bureau of Land Management's (RLW's) Utah State Office (US01 (see 

chapter 2). The th4rd stage includes explorat4on, development, and 

production operations. 

Geophysical activity is measured in m4les of se4smic fine. Approxi- 
mately 500 miles of seismic line were run in the plannilng area 
between 1982 and 5985, none in 1986 or 1987. FPU has had no measur- 

able geophysical explorat-ion in the past 5 years. 

Resource ComUUon and Potentilal 

Generally, areas of high potential surround areas of current (3987) 
product-i on ; medium-potent'lal areas have had 041 and gas shows 4n 

favorable rocks; and Tow potential areas are those where there have 
been no shows and where no traps are apparent. 

Potential for occurrence of 041 and 9as resources is high over 
approximately 106,310 acres (7 percent of the plann4ng area), med4um 
on 936,540 acres (64 percent). and low on 420,990 acres (29 percent) 

hap 78). Potentiial for occurrence of 041 and gas 4s moderate over 
the ent4re FPU (75,350 acres). Production occurred on less than 1 
percent of the plannjng area. 

Hdgh potent4al for 041 and gas production 4s from three fields: the 
Flat Canyon and Ferron fields 4n the Wasatch Plateau area and the 
South Last Chance f4eTd in the southern San Rafael Swell area. 

The San Rafael STSA 4s located in the central portion of the San 
Rafael Swell. Campbell 119771 estimates the STSA contains 385 
milT4on barrels of 041. 

Development of tar sand resources in the planning area before the 
year 2000 4s considered unlikely. Future development will depend 
entirely on demand; as the world supply begins to dwindle, more 
exploration for small deposits such as those found in the plannfng 
area 4s expected to occur. 

041 and gas explorat4on has been active in SRRA s4nce the first two 
wells were dr4lled in 1899. Production from SRRA-adm4nistered lands 
for the year 1987 4s listed in table 94. At production, the lease 
owner iis required to pay a royalty on all produced oil at a maximum 
rate of 12.5 percent. 

Federal production totals in Emery County for 1987 were 21,336 
barrels of oil and 77,059 thousand cubilc feet IKF) of gas. Total 

1987 production from lands adminjstered by SRRA was approximately 
44,738 MCF of gas. 

The three oil and gas f4elds within SRRA are desXgnated known geo- 
log4c structures (KGSs). Although #GSs no longer have any official 
standIng due to passage of Federal Onshore 041 & Gas Leasing Reform 
Act of 1987, they are dilscussed here because of their high potential 

for oil and gas. The three KGSs cover 66,580 public land acres in 

SRRA and 5,760 U.S. Forest Service (USFS) acres and vary in size 



San Rafael Resource Area Emery County Total 

Federal Wnerals 
Lb! USFS 

011 (barrels) 0 0 0 0 21,273 63 739 0 

6as IRcF9 44,738 0 0 144.567 55,244 21,815 59.0841 144,567 

Source: UONR, 1987. 

State Minerals Prfvate Wnerals Federal Plinerals State Wnerals Prdvate Milnerals 
BLM USFS 
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fran 1,520 to 129,450 acres. As of December 1987, the Ferron and 

Plat Canyon fields were IproducIng, and Sou%b Last Chance field was 

shut-In (table 15). 

There ls potentflal for further 013 and gas productlon from Fla% 
Canyon IfIeld in the Wasatch Pla%eau, Ferron F%eld In Cas%le Valley, 
and South Last Chance field in the southern San Rafael Swell. These 
ffelds produce from the Woenkopj Formation, the Ferron Sandstone 

r of %be Mancos Forme%ion, %he Dakota FormaOdon, and %he Kafbab 
FomatQon. Several o%her formations have shows that lndicaee po%en- 
Ma1 for future produc%9on (%able 16). 

Al%hough %here is no current 0Dl production tin SRRA, productfon has 
occurred in the pas%, and there are producing areas adjacen% 00 the 
planning area; %Rerefore, %he possifbildty of fu%ure production from 

SRM does exist. 

Location anla Extent of RaJoulrca 

Yhe Wasa%cch Plateau Coal Held and %Re Emery Coal F%eld occur wfthin 

the planning area (map 181. The planning area %ncludes %he sub- 
surface resources of %Re southern half of %ke Wasatch flOeId, which 
Is approxiimately 90 alles long and 7 to 20 Mles wide. 1s located on 
&be west boundary of the plannfng area, and extends through FPU. 
The Emery fdeld, whfch ils 6 mllles wide and 35 miles long, ilo located 
in Emy and Sev'ler Countdes about 70 miles oou%h of Price, Nab. 
1% covers nearly 210 square mifles and 00 orien%ed northeast- 
sou%hwes%. 

USFS manages the surface of most of the Wasa%ch Plateau coal Held; 
however, under the MIneral beaslng Act, BbM 1s responsible for 
manag$rag %he coal resources and developnrent operations. The Emery 

coal f4eld underlfes prfvate and publk lands. 

Before 1979, BL;F9 allocated coal resources through known recoverable 
coal resource areas IKRCf+AsI. The Wasatch Plateau #MA was es%ab- 

lished in 1974 and amended in 1977. The Emery KRCRA was establjshed 
fn 1979. In 1979 new coal 'Yeasing regula%ions made all leas4ng 
compe%rltive; since then, no new KRCPAs have been established. 

KERAs are not used to classjfy areas for coal IeasIng; however, the 

Wasatch Plateau and Emery. KRCRAs have been labeled as areas of hfgh 
devel opwnt po%en%la’l . Coal of a mifnable thiickness probably exists 
tnsfde these areas. 

Land use plannilng decDsifons, wh9ch include applica%lon of the coal 
unsuftabiflil%y criter4a (appendix F9, identffy lands- wlithln federal 
coal productton regifons that are acceptable for further consIdera- 
%fon for leasing. The unsudtabild%y criterja, updated iln 1982 and 

1983, have been appl%ed %o federal lands 4n the KRCRA ourtside Man+ 
LaSal WaOfional Forest NF9. 

Regional coal actdvdty planndng (appendix PI wfll begin when the 
plan is complete. Xbe regional coal team wfll guide 1easBng studdes 
and recamnend reglonal leasfng levels and schedules to the Secretary 
of %he Interior. If the demand wdll not supgore a reglonall lease 
sale, %he region may be deactlvafed, or portions of ilt may be 
de1 eted. 

The U.S. Department of %he Interfor (WSDlr9 may consider applications 
%o bold federal coal lease sales other than through %he reg%onal 
leaslng process. There are two %yypes of appl8cations: (19 new 
leases by applfcation outside federal coal production regllons and 

(29 emergency lease sales. which are held when %he coal 4 5 needed 
w'8thfn 3 years %o fnainfadn production at exlst%ng m%nes, to meet 
coaatracrtual oblfgatfons, or to prevent %Re bypass of federal coal. 
Emergency lease sales may occur inside coal production regions, but 
leasdng by appllcatdon may not. 

All coal leasing Is by competrltive bfddfng. Lease modfffca%ions are 

noncarpeti tl ve. Coal lease tenws and condrltjons are subgect to 
readQus%ment 20 years af%er the lease 4s issued and every IO years 
after Pheir firs% post-9976 readjustment. Leases Issued before 
passage of the Federal Coal LeasIng Amendment AC% (FCLAA9 are 
adJusted to ConPorn %o FCCLM upon their f%rSt post-1976 reatiustment. 



Known Geologdc 
Structures Approximate Location 
San Rafael 
Resource Area Township Range 

Greater Ferron 15 s. 9, 10 E. 
16 S. 8, 9, 10 E. 
17 s. 8, 9 E. 
'18, 19 S. 7, 8 E. 
20, 21 s. 7 E. 

16, 17 S. 6 E. Flat Canyon 

South Last 
Chancea 

TOTAL 124 275,105 

26 S. 7 BE. 

aVery remote IocatDon; no p$pel-ines. 

01 scovery 
Date Acreage 

08/57 127,450 

(Federal 65,060) 

06/53 6,600 
(Federal 5,760) 

02/35 9,520 

Status 

(3/l/85) 

Producing 

Producing 

Gas 
Shut-rtn 

1987 Productton 
081 Gas 

'(barrels) (P-m) 

0 195,113 

12% 79,992 

0 0 

Cumulative Production 
Ias of 12/87) 

Oil 
(barrels) 

38,470 

Gas 

(KCF) 

9,523,595 

1,545 

0 

1,%52,122 

0 

40,015 10,975,717 

Source: UDMR, 1987. 
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OilI and Gas Production Potentilal 

Age 

Devoni an 

For7natlon 

Elbert and Ouray 

Location in P1 arming Area Potential 

throughout medium 

Mssissippdan Madf son Limestone Weseret-Humbug 

Manning Canyon 

Paradox 

Kalbab 
Cut1 er/Coconi no 

Moenkopd 

Hydrocarbon Type 

olT1 and gas 

011 and gas 

oil and gas 

oil and gas 

011 and gas 
tar sand 

oil and gas 

throughout 

northern part 

medlf urn 

medium 

Bennsyl vanian 

Pennil an 

Triassic 

Jurassilc 

southern and eastern parts 

San Rafael Swell 

medium to high 

medium to Mgh 
medSum 

productive 

Navajo 
Entrada 

Cretaceous Dakota 

Mancos/Ferron 

oil and gas throughout medium 

gas Wasatch PI ateau productfve 

gas Wasatch PI ateau productllve 



Ressurcc Cowd%t%0n and Patmtfal 

Econcinic coal beds of the Wasatch P%ateau south of Huntington Canyon 
%i@ in the B%ackhawk Formation (figure 2). The Hiawatha coal seam, 

appearing at the base of the Blackhawk Formation, is the most 
prevalent and extends the length of the coal field. The Blind 

Canyon seam appears tn the North Horn-East Mountain area and is 
%ocated 50 to 900 feet above the H-Bawatha seam. Severa% other 

economic coal seams appear in localized areas such as the Bear 
Canyon, Cottonwood, and Upper Hiawatha splits. Rock splits, igneous 

dikes, and coal wants (thinning of coal beds), render parts of the 
coal seams unmInab%e. The Wasatch Plateau ffeld has highly volatile 
bftunrinous coa% with a low sulfur content. 

The Emery coal file%d has many discontinuous beds; 13 have been 
defjned, but only 6 ach%eve 5-foot thickness through the area. Coal 
fn the Emery fi(e%d is ranked as sub-bitumilnous. 

The plannjng area's In-place coal reserves total approximately 2.7 
bit%%fon tons [Doelling, 19721. Actual development potentjal is 
based on severa% marketabdli ty factors; however, both coal fields 
are considered major mindng districts. 

Coal mining continues to be an Integral part of the history of Emery 
and Seder Counti[es. Coal was discovered in the Wasatch Plateau 

fje%d In 1874. The first commercial production came the next year 
from mines in Huntington Canyon Bpieker, 19311. In the next 25 
years, many new mines were opened, mostly fn the north end of the 
coal field In the Scofield and Hiawatha-Spring Canyon areas. 

Ooelling C19723 estimates that over 70 small mines were operated at 
some time between 1880 and 1970 in the Wasatch Plateau south of 

Huntington Canyon and in the Emery coal fdeld. A%% the mines south 
of Huntington Canyon were sma%% operations providjng coal for %oca% 
space heating. This sftuatfon remajned through the early 1970s. 

In the 197Os, the demand for coal took a dramatic jump. IIn 1974, 
Utah Power and Light Company (UP&l.) began constructing the first of 
ffve large coal-fired electricity-generating units in Emery County. 
Each of the five power units consumes approximately 1 million tons 
of coal per year. UP&L now (11988) has three large underground mines 
suno%vinq coal to the three-unit Hunter generating plant near CaSt%e 

Dale and the two-unft Huntington plant located at the mouth of 
Huntington Canyon. 

Coal production levels peaked in 1982, but have fallen somewhat in 

the past 3 years. Production has been on a slight increase since 
1986. The demand for electrfcity has fa%%en short of early '8980 

projections, and 04% ls a strong competitor in the productjon of 
electricity. In 1985, coal production came from seven underground 
mines (tablle 17) in the planning area. 

The best cumulatilve production estilmate garnered from current 
figures and a 1970 estimate is 60 mi%lion tons mined from the 
Wasatch Plateau field south of Huntington Canyon since 1880 and 5 
million tons mined from the Emery coal field since 1930 [Doe%%ing, 
19721. 

As of October 1987, the plannjng area had 43 existing federal coal 
leases covering 43,800 acres; USPS manages the surface of 38 leases 

invo%ving 38,800 acres. 

Four coa% tracts in the planning area were competitively bid and 
leased between 198% and 1982. Three other tracts were offered but 
not sold. Nfne additional tracts in the planning area were de%ine- 
ated but never offered. These tracts (table 78) would be %Jke%y 

targets for future leasing. 

SRRA contains seven operating mines, including three of the largest 
underground coal mines west of the Mississippi River. All but one 
mine is operating in the Wasatch Plateau field under land managed by 
USFS. The plannjng area's main emphasis in coa% management is 
monitoring complilance with minjng and exp%oration plans, maximum 
economic recovery, coal production verification, diligence, and 
lease term requirements. 

MINERAL MATERHALS 

Location and Extent of Wesource 

Mineral materials, including sand and grave%, clay, building stone, 
fi%% dirt, decorative stone, crushed stone, petrified wood, and 
bentonitic cllay, are found throughout the planning area. 
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Producfng Coal Mm4 in the Plann%ng Arm 

1985 Productfon (tons) 
Federal TOi 

Southern Utah Fuel Company 

Consolfdation Coal Company 

Ofamond-Shamrock TraIB Mountadn Coal Company 

Utah Power Ih Light 

Utah Power 8( Light 

Utah Power & L-lght 

Co-op Mining Company 

Federal Coal Lessee 

Coastal States Energy 

Consol 8 Chevron 

Wamond-Shamrock 

Utah Power (E L%ght 

Utah Power & Ldght 

Utah Power 8 LOght 

C.O.P. Coal Development Co. 

1,420,000 

0 

1,780,000 

300,000 

0 168,000 

280,000 

302,000 

1,970,000 

42,000 

4,014,oOO 

a320,OOO 

650,000 

2,000,000 

400,000 

Operator Mine bkune 

SUFCO No. 1 

Emery Mne 

Trail Mountain Wine 

W11 berg-Cottonwood M-l ne ConpI ex 

Oes-ke-Oove Mine Complex 

Deer Creek Wne 

Bear Canyon Mllne 

TOTALS 

NOTE: Current as of January 1986. 

aProduction figure ils low because the mine 1s recoverdng from a fire. 

5,618,OOO 

Source: Company productjon records. 
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Tract 
wf Atpage 

Surface 
nogl ng Coal 

FU@%d 

ACCWd 
Blue Trafl 
Emy Centrala 

SOUtha 

Ferron Canyon 
Hvfe 
f&Bra wed 

T#aePQnes 
Queftcchupah 
Skuraspsrh 
trail MountaPn 
Walter Flat 

120 
320 

2,= 
748 

2, 
l*@@ 

21,043 
8,921 
9,905 

640 
6,950 
1,520 

prfvate 

BM 
8Lrw 
8t.w 
USFS 
WS 
WS 
ws 
USFS 
USFS d private 
UFS 
8bM 1 private 

Masatch 
Emery 
Emery 
Emery 

Wasat 
Meeeatch 
kfasatch 
Wasatch 
Wasatcch 
Wasatch 
Wasatch 

Emery 

56,855 

aThese tracts were offered but received no b4d. 

Source: BLM, 198lc. 

The prfmary source for asphalt-grade material Is lilmestone and 
sandstone bedrock found throughout the planning area. Material for 

asphalt mix Is sometimes made by crushing lImestone, or other suit- 
able matergal Is brought in from outside the area. 

Stone 9s used for riprap on stream banks and constructDon proje%s. 
The stone fs obtatned from the Moenkopf and Cedar Mountain Forma- 
&Ions and the Emery Sandstone member of the Mancos Shale (figure 2). 

Clay obtrdned frcbm the Camel Fsmation Us used to stzsblllre sandy 
roads and sand dwnttts, uMle kntenftUc clay from the Morrison Fsrra- 
tion Is usicd to line ponds and reservo$rs. 

Petr%Qfed wood occurs %n the Cklnle Forretlon, whstch crops out rln 
SRRA. Use cls fnci&n%al to recreatiion. 

Rfmml matwfals are alllocafted through mat&a? sales or free-use 
QWtDUtS. Currently u%%lized depos%ts of sand and gravel, clay, 
stone, and fill dfrt are skoun on maps 20, 21, and 22. 

The sand and gravel deposits In the plannfng area are generally too 
poor In quall?iy to be used 4n asphalt or concrete, but make suitable 
road base matergal. LUmestone in SWRA and FPU $s of sufficdent 
strength and density to be used Qn asphalt. 

Corrslon clay and bentonlitilc clay occurrfng Sn SRRA and FPU contafn 
toe many impurities to be useful as paper filler, ceramic clay, or 
!mnt3en8* Per COl19ng mud. 

The entire planning area has h'lgh petentlal for one kind of mtneral 
material or another, but the partlcvlar type required for a project 
may not be found close to the project sfte. 

Mining c'falms on large areas of SRRA effectilve‘ly prevent d4Tsposal of 
the mfneral materfals present. During fiscal years 1984 and 1985, 
two free-use permft appldcations were rejected because of mlnlng 
clafms. and for the same reason several more appldcations were not 
fdled. 

Applications for sand and gravel, clay, and varjous types of stone 
make up over 98 percent of the mfneral materdal workload fn SARA. 
The FPO mineral material workload Is eMrely attrfbutable PO sand 
and gravel applications. 

Currently (19861, there are 35 free-use permits (2,230 acres, map 
20), $ material silte rjghts-of-way (330 acres, map 21), and 6 CM- 
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nnrnfty pits (770 acres, map 22) iin SWRA. Production from the free- 
use Permilts iln fiscal year 1987 was 164,095 cubic yards of sand and 
gravel and 1,050 tons of s%one; the comnuniity pXts Produced 100 
cubic yards of sand and gravel, 160 tons of stone, and 55 tons of 

clay. A mater$aJ sale for 2,100 cubgc yards of fly1 dirt was held 
dn Plscal year 1985. Although mfneral materga'ds were not produced 
In FPU, the area has %hree free-use permfts (160 acres), two com- 
munity pits (100 acres), and %wo material site rjghts-of-way, whjch 
have been transferred to state ownership and therefore need not be 
discussed here. 

ConmnMty piles are areas from which members of the public can pur- 
chase small amounts of material. There are presently (1988) two 
designated community pits for sand and gravel, two for bullding 
stone, and two for bentonitfc clay wjthiln SRRA. Two community pits 
for sand and gravel have been designated fn PPU. The comnunllty pits 
were establjshed to ensure a contiinuous supply of material in stra- 
tegic geographllc locations, where all conflfcts with other resources 
have been resolved before materjal applacations are received. 
Free-use permilts are issued %a nonprofft organtzations and govern- 
ment agencies, prtlmarily Emery County in SRRA. Matertal site 
rights-of-way are granted to the Utah Department of Transportation 
(UOOX) and the Federal HIghway AdmInistratIon for use in construct- 

fng and maintaining federal-aid highways. 

Actual sales, free-use permits, and production of sand and gravel 
for SRRA in fiscal years 1984 through 1987 are shown in table 19. 
Table 20 shows Emery Coun%y's productVon from federal and private 
sources. 

Small quanttties of petrfffed wood (25 pounds per day, not to exceed 
250 pounds per year) may be removed by individuals for personal use, 

free of charge and without a permf%. There was no recorded produc- 
tion of either petrdfied wood or topsoB1 from SRRA in fiscal years 
1984 through 1987, bu% approximately 279,794 cubic yards of sand and 
gravel and 96,474 tons of stone were produced during that time 

period. No mineral materials were produced an FPU. 

TABLE 19 

Mneral-Na%erflal Productfon 9n %he Planning Area 

Method of Disposal 1984 7 985 1986 1987 

Mineral material sales 
(cubilc yards) 

Conmtunity pft production 
Sand and gravel 

(cubic yards) 
Stone (tons) 
Clay (tons) 

Free-use permits 
Volume permiftted 

Sand and gravel 
(cub-lc yards) 

Stone (tons) 

Volume produced 
Sand and grave7 

(cubJc yar 
Stone (tons) 

es. Source: SRRA fi 

Fiscal Year 

0 

1117 
72 

0 

300,000 500,000 900,000 390,000 
9,000 26,000 50,000 0 

11,300 22,300 82,096 164,095 
2,200 1,200 14,224 1,050 

2,100 

400 
44 

0 

0 

1,050 
80 
80 

0 

100 
100 

55 
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Mineral-Mater9aW ProductQon by Emery County 

Gypsum is found in the Camel and Sunnnerville Formations (figure 21, 
which crop out on the flanks of the San Rafael Swell and in the 

central and southern parts of the San Rafael Desert. Beds of pure 
or nearYy-pure gypsum up to 11 feet thick occur fn these formatfons. 

Sand and Gravel 
(cubic yards) 

Fiscal Year Mvate Federal 

1984 29,082 11,300 

1985 49,505 22,300 

II 986 N/A 82,096 
1987 N/A Y64,095 

TOTAL 78,587 279,791 

NOTE: N/A = data not available. 

Stone 
(tons) 

Private Federal 

0 0 

0 1,200 

N/A 14,224 

N/A 1,050 

0 16,474 

One small body of copper occurs in the Navajo and Kayenta Sandstones 
of the San Rafael Swell. 

Small low-grade manganese deposits occur near the town of Moore and 

along the Muddy River in the Morrison Fonnatlon, near Morse Bench In 
the Sumnervd’Jle and Curtis fotntatl(ons, and near Saucer Basin In the 

Entrada formation. 

Small sulfur deposits occur along the San Rafael River along the 
contact between the Moenkopi formatlOon and the Kaibab Limestone as 
the result of deposition from thermal springs. 

A glass sand deposit is reported to occur in the Coconino Sandstone 
in the Cottonwood Wash and Straight Wash areas. Extent and quality 
of the deposilt is not known. 

Source: SWRA files; letter from Emery County Road Department dated Exploration and mining for uranium and vanadium occurred in previous 

June 27, 1986. decades 3n the San Rafael Swell area. 

Loca$Qon and Extent of Resource 

Locatable minerals found iln the planning area jnclude uranium, 
vanadium, gypsum, manganese, sulfur, quartz sand, and copper, of 

which uranium, vanadium, and gypsum are the most frequently claimed. 

Locatable minerals are allocated through location of minlVng claims. 

ExploratSon can take place without a claim, but an unclaimed d’Bs- 
covery would be pre-empted by location of a claim. A miniing claim- 
ant can apply for a patent on an unpatented mdning cla9m. A patent- 
ed mining claim is owned by the claimant and is no longer part of 
the public domain. 

lsranilarn and vanadium are found in the Morrison and ChSnle Formations 
(figure 2). The Morrison Formatiion crops out around the flanks of 

the San Rafael Swell and In the northern part of the San Rafael 

Oesert. The Chfn'te Formatffon crops out In the San Rafael Swell and 

along the Green River. In this area, uranium and vanadilum deposits 

are usually small, scattered ore bodies of less than 10,000 tons. 

By law, all public lands are open to mineral entry (mining claim 
location) unless specifically segregated or withdrawn. Withdrawals 
are made at the USD1I level, but may be in response to a reconxaenda- 

tion originating at the resource area. 

Lands are segregated in response to applications for certain forms 
of land disposal. The purpose of a segregation from mineral entry, 



if applfed, would be to prevent new mining cla%m locations from 
clouding tftle to lands that are to be classffited for disposal or 

another specJfied purpose, since a milndng c%admant has an inherent 
raght to carry to surface patent. ThDs type of allocatilon ils 
generally in small, sca%tered tracts and cannot be antfcipated 
through the plannfng process. 

Wjthdrawals of land fran approprfatlon under the mlnilng laws are 
governed by Sectfon 204 of the Federal band Policy and Management 

Act (FLPMA) of 1976. Only the Secretary of the Interfor, the 

President, or the Congress can withdraw public lands. A withdrawal 
generally covers a large area se% aside for a specific purpose, such 
as Capftol Reef Natdonal Park IMP). The land is wfthdrawn from 
mineral entry to protect certafn resource values from the effects of 
milnfng or to prevent land from passjng from federal ownership 

through patent. WhIIle withdrawals are beyond the resource area 

manager's discretion, the RMP can serve as a basis for recommenda- 
tions through admfnVstra%ive channels that lands be withdrawn from 
mfneral entry. 

Over 19,000 mi[n'lng claims have been located in SRRA, about 17 4n 

FRU , Approxima%ely 1,780 acres in the planning area have been 

withdrawn from milneral entry; the remainder is open or partially 

open to entry (map 239. Tables 2'9 and 22 compare management cate- 

gories in the planngng area to potentilal for occurrence of uranium 

and gypsum. 

Resource Condi%fon and Potential 

The uranfum and vanadjum ore bodiles range in silze from a few tons to 
over 100,000 tons, but most contain fewer than 10,000 tons. MOilost 

ore bodies are either tabu'tar or cylindrical [Hawley, et al., 1965; 
Hawley, et al., '8968; Trifmble and Ooellilng, 19781. 

There is high potentfal for uranllum development where the Morrfson 

and Chlnle Formations occur under less than 1,000 feet of over- 
burden; development potent3al is medilum to low where these forma- 
tfom occur at deeper levels (map 79). 

TABLE 23 

Compar4son of Management Category and Uranium Potential 

Management Category 

Potential for Occurrence (acres) 
SRRA FPU 

Moderate Moderate 
Hfgh Low or None High Low or None 

Open 334,240 1,093,800 7,200 68,150 
Opena 24,840 9,180 0 0 
Closedb 0 1,780 0 0 
TOTAL 359,080 1,104,760 7,200 68,150 

aPowersite withdrawals. bRecreation and Public Purpose Leases. 

Source: Master T%tJe Plats; UDOB, 11971. 

TABLE 22 

Comparlsosl of MaWanagfmfW Category and 6ypsm1 Potential 

Management 

Potential for Occurrence (acres) 
SRRA FPU 

Low or Low or 
Category Wfgh Wderate None High Moderate None 

Open 290,560 458,550 671,220 6,860 14,300 54,010 
Opena 0 13,560 20,460 0 0 0 
Closedb 2,100 1,600 4,010 40 60 80 
ClosedC 10 710 1,060 0 0 0 --- 

TOTAL 292,670 474,420 696,750 6,900 14,360 54,090 

aPowersite wfthdrawals. 
bPubl;dc water reserves. 

cRecrea%%on and publdc 
purpose Leases. 

Source: Raster Tiltle Plats; UDOT, 1971. 



Gypsum occurs as large sheets extendfng for many miles. Several 

dlllfon tons of gypsum probably occur In each deposft. Trfmble and 
Doel'lfng El9783 estfmated that 20 mfllfon tons of gypsum occur Iln 
the San Rafael Rfver area a?one. 

Development potential for gypsum fs hfgh where the Sutmnervflle and 
CamI Formations contafn known gypsum beds 4 or more feet thfck 
under less than 1,000 feet of overburden; gypslrasar development poten- 
tial Is medium where these fonnatfons occur at the same depth but 
gypsum beds are not known to occur. Uevelopnrent potentfal for 
gypsun fs considered low where the Sumnervflle and Carmel Formatfons 
are deeper than 1,000 feet (map 80). 

A glass sand deposft reportedly occurs In the center of the San 
Rafael Swell. The extent and the qualfty of the deposit fs not 

known. Development fs not expected to occur by the year 2000. 

There are no known gold deposits In the plannfng area; therefore, 
the occurrence of gold fs not addressed. 

Strategfc and criticall minerals and metals occurring in the planning 

unft include copper, manganese, and vanadfum. The only known occur- 
rence of copper In the plannfng area '0s a small deposit at the 
Copper Globe mfne. located on the west flank of the San Rafael 
Swell. A few small?, scattered, low-grade manganese deposfts occur 

in the planning area. Since the deposits are small and low-grade, 
no development is expected to occur. Vanadium, produced as a 

by-product of uranium, is the only strategfc or critical mineral or 
metal that has been produced In the planning area in any quantity. 

However, since no uranium is currently befng produced, neither fs 
vanadfum. 

Areas of high potential for uranfum and gypsum occurrence cover 
about 575,000 acres; about 75 percent of the planning area has some 
potential (low to high) for either uranfum or gypsum. As shown in 
tables 21 and 22, approximately 34,000 acres in the planning area 
under powersfte wfithdrawals were opened to mineral entry under the 
Mfning Claim Rights Restoration Act of 1955. Some 7,710 acres in 
SRRA are segregated from entry as publfc water reserves (PWRs), 180 

acres fn FPU (map 231. 

Because mfnfng clafmants have the Fight to prospect for locatable 
mfnerails and locate mfnfng clafms wfthout government approval, BL#'s 
fnvolvement In the location process for locatable mfnerals fs 
mfnfmal. Mining clafms are recorded and adjudfcated at USQ. 
Resource area personnel process notfces of fntent for projects that 
would dfsturb 5 acres or less and process and approve plans of 
operation where more than 5 acres would be dfsturbed; they also 
perform mfnfng clafm validity examfnatfons. 

USFS manages mfnfng claims on the Ffshlake and Manta-LaSal MFs in 
much the same way as BLM manages claims on publfc land. The BblF4 US0 
records mfnlng clafms on USFS lands, and USDI has paramount respon- 
sfbflfty for these clafms. USFS processes notfces of intent and 
plans of operatfon for exploratfon or mining on claims and fnftfates 
any contest cunplafnts against the clafms. The resource area has 
essentially no fnvolvement In surface management of mfnfng claims 
located on USPS lands, unless requested. 

Capitol Reef WP was wfthdrawn from mfneral entry In 1971. Most of 
the clafms exfstfng at that time have been either dropped by the 
claimants or fnval fdated. Two minfng clafms are presently (Aprf'l 

1988) located wfthfn the park. Access to mining clafms that lfe 
outside the park can be obtained through the park \pnly on desfgnated 
roads, on foot, or with pack animals. 

Exploratfon and mfnfng for uranium and vanadium occurred in previous 
decades In the San Rafael Swell area. Open mine tunnels carry the 
potential for exposure to radon gas and the resulting radfoactfve 
radon daughters. In a preliminary field survey of potentially 
hazardous sjtes fn SRRA, Ware and Day 119861 identified approxfmate- 
ly TOO open mine tunnels (table 23). 

The first uranium ore mfned in SRRA was taken from Temple Mountafn 
in 1914. Only sma'll amounts were removed untfl 1948, but between 
1948 and 1956, 1,287,000 pounds of uranium oxide and 3,799,OOO 
pounds of vanadium oxide were produced from the San Rafael Swell 
Ctfawley, et al., 19651. The Delta/Hidden Splendor mine, the largest 
in SRRA, was discovered in 1952 and produced over 100,000 tons of 
ore. The Lucky Strike mine, discovered in 1949, had produced over 
10,000 tons of ore by 1957 CMawley. et al.. 19681. 



I-ABLE 23 

#raerdo% Areso fLertif41ed In San RaCa@l Resource Area 

# of Area 

Reds Canyon 
Flat Top and 

femple Mountain 
Rods Valley 
Head of Sinbad 
Muddy Creek 
Cistern, sell, Chute, 

and Crack Canyons 
Wild Horse Mesa 

San Rafael Reef 
San Rafael Desert 
Coal Wash, McCarty, 

Saddle Horse, and 

Virgin Spring 

Canyons 

Bottleneck Peak 
Jessie's Twflst and 

Horse Bench 

Open Radon Mine Open 
Portals 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Hazard 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Shafts Holes - - 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

source: nare ano uay, 1986. 

Demand for uranium was small until late 1965 when nuclear power- 
plants began to be planned and built across the United States. 
Nuclear power use has since declined, contributing to a downturn in 

the uranilum market. In addition, foreign producers have been flood- 

ing the market with low-cost uranium. Essentially no production of 
uranium from the planning area has occurred since 1985. 

To date ('6988). uranium properties have been developed only where 
surface exposures of the Morr)son and Chinle Formations occur, such 
as in canyon walls or on cliff faces. Nest production has been from 
the Temple Mountain, Delta/Hidden Splendor, and Lucky Strfke mines. 
Known uranium mines and surface exposures of the Morrison and Chinle 
Formations are.shown on map 79. 

Wo gypsum is currently (89881 being produced in the planning area, 
but two gypsum mines have been proposed dn the Chalk Hills area to 
produce rock dust for use in coal mines. The manufacture of wall- 
board could be another potential gypsum market. 

Copper occurs in the Navajo and Kayenta Sandstones. A small copper 
deposft was dd scovered 4n the late 1800s south of what is now 
Highway I-70 east of Sagebrush Bench. Three shipments of ore were 
removed during World War 'I, and addftional ore was removed during 
World War II, bu% the quantity and grade are unknown. The m'Ane 
currently (1988) produces small quan%ities of copper for jewelry and 
mineral specimens. 

LocatIon and Extent of Resource 

Sofls in the planning area are described in the soil survey of the 

Emery County and Nenry Mountain areas, which cover portions of Emery 
and Sevier Counties respectively. Thlfs manuscript is scheduled for 
final correlation in 1991. Copies of the completed soil maps and 
draft manuscript may be reviewed in the Moab District and SRRA 
offices. 

Badland and gypsumland, natural sources of large amounts of salt and 
sediment, lack vegetation but frequently have a thin mantle of hard 
shale or rock fragments or cryptogamic cover, which provides some 

stability and helps prevent surface eroslon. 

The planning area has an estimated 637 770 acres of soils with 
surface textures that are highly susceptible to water erosion; these 



soils cover about 611,350 acres In the grazing area. The surfaces 

of these sollls generally have a high proportion of fine sands or 
siilts with little binding materlial. When the vegetation on these 
solls is removed by surface dqsturbance, fire. or heavy grazing 

pressure, the sodls are subject to erosion. Vegetation disturbance 
on these soils could result in erosfon rates of 10 to 15 tons per 
acre per year. Estimated soI1 loss, sedimentation. and salinity 
under current management are shown in table 24. 

The planning area has an estimated 467,060 acres of soiils that are 
hllgh'ly susceptjble to wind erosi'on; these soils cover about 556,750 

acres iln the glrazing area. These soils have a very high proportion 

of sands and little binding clay or organic matter. Under condi- 

tions of prolonged drought or large-scale surface disturbance, wind 
erodes these soils; structures such as fences, cattleguards, roads, 
and reservoirs can be damaged, covered, or removed by this erosion. 

So11 use, while not directly allocated, 1s an Inherent part of any 
land development activity. 

Resource Conditfon and Potential 

The arid cllfmate has affected soil development in the planning 

area. Soils developed in alluvium, residuum, and aeolilan material 
contajn little organic matter. 

Soils developed on marfne formations are high in gypsum and other 
salts. High concentrations of these salts at or near the soil 
surface ISmit the types and amounts of vegetation present. These 
areas are also major diffuse sources of salt and sediment to the 
Colorado River system. 

The planning area has an estimated 1,047,250 acres of soils that 
have a high runoff potential; these sofls cover an estimated 
1,053,480 acres in the grazing area. These soils consist chiefly of 
clays and shallow sodls to bedrock or hardpan, badlands and rock 

outcrops. They have very slow infiltration rates when thoroughly 
wetted. 

Approximately 9,930 acres of ~091s in the planning area and 18,380 
acres 3n the grazjng area occur along floodpla9ns of major stream 
channels and are subject to flooding for some period of time. In 
addftion, many small drafnages are subject to infrequent flash 

floodfng durilng Intense localized convective storms. Approxjmately 
15,530 acres jn the planning area and 16,030 acres in the grazilng 

area are subject to occasional flash floods. Many of these drain- 

ages have deeply incised cutbanks. Current estimates indicate that 
between 7,135,590 and 60,414,500 tons of soil per year are being 

lOSO. 

Approximately 957,430 acres 4n the planning area and 145,420 acres 
fn the grazing area could qualify as prime farmland if a dependable 

water supply were available in 7 out of IO years. Currently a 

dependable supply is not available. 

Salt and sediment yield is of major concern in the Colorado River 
basin, and erosion from public lands is an important source of 
sediment and assocfated salts in the planning area. Some of this is 
natural or results from relatively stable conditfons Jn an arid or 
semiarid climate wdth periodic hjgh-intensity storms. 

The actual contributjon of salt and sediment yfeld to the total 

Colorado River basin from drainages in the planning area is unknown. 

Many shallow sojls and those with horizons high in gypsum have a 
cryptogamic cover and are therefore sensitive to surface dfsturb- 

ante. Critical soiils contain very highly saline soils and/or are 
very highly susceptible to water erosjon. Crftrlcal soils encompass 
565,280 acres in SRRA, 9,040 acres fn FPU, and 544,130 acres in the 

grazing area (map 69). Some soills in the planning area are at or 
near their potential for producing vegetation, but may not be at 
potential for plant species composition of potential natural 
ccnnmunItfes IPNCs). 

Watershed resources consist of the interaction between soils and 

water. The condXtion of the soil surface (Including vegetation) 
largely determfnes the amount of runoff from an area. 
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Current Sod1 Loss. Sechent Loading, and Salt Load%ng 

Acres 
Planfling Eraztng 

So%1 s Category Area Area 

Wgh potentdal for contributing salt and sedbaent 613,320 591,750 

WIfgR susceptlbfl~ty to wind or water erosifen 

where dIsturbed I ,104,830 1,168,104) 

Wlgh runoff potential 1,047,250 1,053,480 

Hfgk PotentlaY for Loss dn vegetattlon productilvity 
under high rates of wild or water erosfon 332,150 389,190 

Current Management (tons per acre per year) 

Sorll Loss Sediment Loss Salinity 

6.5 to 37.5 2.9 to 15 0.052 to 0.26 

3.5 to 37.5 1.4 to 15 0.0841 to 0.26 

3.5 to 37.5 1.3 to 85 0.0039 to 0.27 

0.7 to 8.8 0.29 to 3.5 0.00085 to .07 



Crftfcrl watershed areas include sollls that 91) have a high potin- 

tdal for srslt y%eld; (2) are wtbject to sevwe water and wind 
eros%on when dOsturkd; (3) have high rmoff potew%Bal during storm 
swcnts; (4) are srab&ct to frequent flooding; or (5% have a poten- 
t&31 for loss of vegetstilon pmdanctdvfly under high rates of wfnd or 
wwter erosllon. Crltkal watersheds encmpass 1,093,560 acres in 

SW, 63,050 In BPU, znmd 1,113B,240 in the grazlfng area (map 70). 

The conditdon of a drafnage 4ncludes the present channel geometry 
md the strembed character%stfcs. Stable dralnages tend to have 

~311 vegetated banks and streambeds that are stable In bedrock. 
w4thout steep or deeply incised banks. Unstable dra4nages show 
evildence of recent downcuttifng and gullylng. There has been no 
dnventory of drainage conditions 4n the plann4ng area. Activilty 

plms here wrlttelro for Wuddy Creek, Cottonwood, and Ferron Creek 

WhWSkdS. Wo activity plan 4s currently In effect (1988) for the 
San Rafael drainage. 

m 

boc&%on and Extent of Resocarce 

Mtxt of the plannding area 4s within the upper Colorado River bastn 
and includes portions of three smaller dratnage bas4ns: the San 

Rafael, bfrty Devil, and Green Rivers. About 800 acres 4n the 

northwestern part of the PPU are w4thdn the Sevier R4ver drainage 
basdn, whfch leads to Sev4er Dry Lake. The surface of the planning 
area 4s ddvfded among the four drainage basins approx4mately as 
follows: San Rafael Rilver basin, 581 percent; U4rty Devil River 
basin, 40 percent; Green River baslln, 6 percent; and Sevler Rfver 
basiin, less than 1 percent. 

Concerned agenciles, includcing U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), the 
State of Utah, and others have established a gauging network on the 
San Rafael W4ver and Ruddy Creek and their major trdbutaries to 
wonltor salt content and compliance w4th water qual4ty standards on 

or stream segments. 

Waters 4n the planning area are used prfmarily for agricultural, 
mun4c4pa'l. and 4ndustr4al purposes. Recreationfsts and fllsh and 

wildldfe are also important users but, as a rule, do not consune 

appreciable quantitfes of water. Stock waterfng 4s also Impor%ant. 
16 water for 14vestock 40 not otherwIse available, It 1s developed, 
but quantities are not great. 

The follodng mun4c4pal watersheds cover a total of 14,070 acres In 
SRRA: HuntQngton, Cleveland and EBmo, which derdve water from 
Huntington Creek; Castle Dale and OrangevQlle, which derive water 
from Cottonwood, Creek; and Ferron, Clawson and Molen, which derive 
water from the Mdlls4te Reservoler on Berron Creek. 

Al 1 ocat%ons 

Water rOgRts are establ4 shed by state law. GLM participated 4n two 

adjudfcations of s%ate water rights whfch cover the planning area. 

The RR cannot be used to detenn4ne water rdghts, but 'ft my be used 
as a basl s to develop future uses for water In the plann4ng area. 

Resource Coadf tQon and PoWWail 

Water qualifty 4s the measurement of physfcal, chemkal, and 
biological parameters of t4e streams 4n the area. The target 
parameters are set by state and federal regulations for partfcular 
stream segments or partfcu'lar water uses. State water qualfty 
standards have been exceeded at several stations and reported by the 
Environmental Protect4on Acency (EPA) data, 1987. Short-term 
variances also occur. 

Most surface water in the planndng area flows from USPS land on the 
Wasatch Plateau. She perennial streams (Green River, San Rafael 
R4ver, Muddy Creek, and Salina Creek) and thedr major tr%butaries 
are diverted for Irr4gatfon. Dur4ng the sununzr most of the water On 
San Rafael River and Muddy Creek 4s return flow from frr4gation. 
Surface water qua1 ity in most of the plann4ng area 4s poor, width 
Rilgh total dilssolved solfids (TOS) levels and heavy sed4ment loads. 

Irrigatfon return flow adds to the sal Onlty problem. When the San 
Rafael W4ver and Mud@ Creek are diverted for drrDgation, return 
flows are saline. 



Runoff from plabllc lands tends to accumulate salts and sedfment and 
transport them llnto the ma9n drainages durjng storms, adding to the 
salt content of San Rafael River and Nuddy Creek. 

Over 20 percent of the upper Colorado River basdn's salt load comes 
from public lands; most of It from surface or near-surface transport 
of salt from saline geologic formations and saline soils. Salt 
yield is between 28,625 and 424,404 tons per year. 

Actlvfty plans may be requjred to bring some planning area stream 
seglnrents up to state standards. 

Ground water qual%ty is Mghly variable, depending on the formation 
in which the aquBfer is located and on the well location. 

Ground water contamination ls a contdnuing concern. Fresh water in 
the Navajo Formatfon is contaminated with hilgh levels of TDS where 
this formation fs exposed next to San Rafael River and Muddy Creek. 
ActIvIties such as mfnVng or drilling have the potentja'f to contami- 
nate this and other fresh-water aquifers. 

Most ground water recharge occurs from areas of frrigation return 
flow and near the USPS boundary. Larger and more consistent quantil- 
tSes of water and a greater number of water sources are in demand, 
particularly for wildlife and livestock. Wore water sources could 

help to redistribute IDvestock and wjldlife and assllst In range 
management. 

The natural water resource functrons of rtparfan areas must be 
protected. These include (1) floodplain protection; ,121 vegetation 
stabilization for stream bank stability; (3) providing a buffer 
strip for water purification; (4) raising the ground water table; 
and (5) regulating water temperature. 

Range and on the north and east by the Roan Plateau and Rocky 
Mountains. 

A11ocatllono 

Since the entfre planning area is in attaifnment with natllonal 
ambdent air qualrlty standards (MAAQS), the air resource can be 
allocated by prevention of significant deterioration (PSO) classifi- 
cations (table 25) and visibility protectilon regulations. Changes 
in PSD classifications, generally from class 11 to class I, could 
result from a state or congressional decision. VJsibflity protec- 
tion could be required as a result of any state regulations that 
might be formulated. 

TABLE 25 

Prevention of SlgnBfkant Deteriorat4on Iincrements 

Maximum Allowablea 

Pollutant 
Averaging Concentrations 
Time Class I Class XI 

SuY fur dioxide annual 2 20 

24-hour 5 91 

3-hour 25 512 
Total suspended particulates annual 5 19 

N-hour 10 37 

aMicrograms per cubic meter. 

Source: Aeroccnnp, Inc.. 11984. 

Location and Extent of Resource 

All of the planning. area is included In the Upper Colorado River 
adrshed, bounded on the nest by the Wasatch Plateau and Wasatch 

The entire Planning area is a class II air quality area. However, 
Capitol Reef MP, adjacent to the planning area, as well as Canyon- 

lands and Arches RIPS, near the planning area, are class I areas and 

therefore protected against afr quality degradation. The class I 



desIgnat4on prevents any actQv%ty that would allow sulfur d11oxide or 
prt4culate matter cosreentratioms to exceed allowable lldts dn the 
!$WkS. W4sdbfB't$y conslderat%[ons can also reotrkt activfties 
afftxttwg elms 1. areas. 

The State of Utah cows%derd ilntegral vista deslgnatfions. Bhe 
Sfmc8tary of the %nter%or dwllned to name any %ntegral vistas, 
statimg that the statf2s could adequatelly make any needed deslgna- 
tlons themselves [Federal Weglster Vol. 51, No. 15, January 23, 
1986, Page 30481. The state has opted, %n their fIna rulemakIng, 
not to 1dentlfy or protect integral vrlstas or scenXc vfews. 

The RMP does not play a part 4n PSD classif8catlons or ilntegral 
vilsta designations. 

The planntng area's a8r is clean because populations are small and 
spread out and becwse jndustrgal activity Is somewhat lrfm9ted. 

Powerplants 3n the planndng area are major poll utdng sources as 
deflned by the State of Utah. ConstructOon, road development 
activity, and sand and gravel operatlons are potential sources of 
partlcralate matter. Particulate concentrations can be a local 

problem but are not considered ma,jor polluting sources. 

Afr qualdty above the public Bands has an ilnflluence on and fs 

8&A evaluates potential dmpacts to air quality from proposed 

actfvitfes by consDdering topographic or alrshed features, atmo- 
spherk stabil4ty, m1x9ng hedght, average wind speed through the 
m%xed layer, and the Interaction of these variables. Management of 

polluting activdties requires a balance between protectdon of air 

quality and perpetuation of multrple-use resource development. 

dnflluenced~by activities on public lands, and on other ad.jofndng 
federal, state and private lands. 

Generally, air quality for the area is good. Y'he entire planning 

area iis an attai mnent area ~4th respect to NMQS. NAAQS (tab1 e 26) 
are exceeded occasionally when strong wdnds suspend h3gh concentra- 

4ewt Air Wil4orJy Sftmdwds 

Pollutant AveragIng Time Standarda 

Sulfur dIoxfde Primary 

Secondary 
PM-l oc Primary 

Secondary 
Ozone 
Wtrogen d4oxide 
Lead 
Carbon monoxi dee 

aXn micrograms per cubic meter 
unless otherwil se noted. 

CPartkulate matter less than 

IO mdcrons In size. 

eMil13grams per cubilc meter. 

annual 80 
24-hourb 365 

3-hour 1,300 
annual 50 
24-hourb 150 
same as prXmary 

1 -hourd 235 
annual 100 
0.25 year 1.5 

8-hour 10,000 
l-hour 40,000 

buot to be exceeded more than 
once per year. 

+xpected number of days dn a 
calendar year with maximum 
hourly values above 235 cannot 
exceed one. 

Source: WPS and BUY, 1984. 

tions of partkulate matter. Such wind-blown dust is considered 
natural to the area does not constftute a violation of MAAQS. 

Concentrations of various Pollutants are predictably hilgher near 
towns and fndustrfal facilities. Site-specific data are avajlable 
in three major EISs that cover the planning area [BLM, 1977b; BLM, 

1979b; USGS, 19791. Amb9ent concentrations for San Rafael Swell1 are 

shown in table 27. The total suspended partkulate (TSPI values in 



table 27 reflect monlltordng accomplfshed before the PM-10 regula- 

tQons were Qn effect. 

TABLE 27 

San Rafael Swell A&dent Air Qualfty Concentrations 

Mcrograms per Cubic kfeter 
24-Hour l- 8- I-Hour 

Maximum Annual Hour Hour Maxllmum Pm - 

total suspended partkulates 90 
Sulfur dl3oxlde 13 

IWWogen dioxide 
Carbon monoxide 
OZOslc? 

19 
13 
13 

mm- --w 

132 

Source: Aerocomp Inc., 1984. 

A major polluting source is one that emfts 100 tons or more of any 
afr poRlutant from 27 establIshed statllonary sources or 250 tons per 
year or more of any afr polrutant. Major polluting sources iln the 
planning area would include the Huntington powerplants, which were 
built and operating before PSD regulations were adopted and there- 
fore not considered under PSD review. Hunter un%ts 1 and 2 are also 

major polluting facilities, but elected to implement scrubbing 
technology that allowed them to avoid PSD review and permitting. 
Hunter unft 3 did trigger PSD review; the unit was permitted by the 
State 8ureau of Afr Quality. Unfit 3 1s consumilng allowable class II 

inct%@nts of both sulfur dioxide and TSP. Other sources that occur 
18 the designated impact area around unit 3 will1 also consume tncre- 
merit above the background concentrations established for that area 
[Dave Koptata, Manager of Engdneerfng, Utah 8ureau of Ailr Quality, 
mrsonal communication, August 19863. 

In additfon to the three nearby class It areas, BLM has identffled 
four other areas as befng of special fnterest in relatfon to air 
qualfty !8LM, 9979a; BbM, 1979b; and USGS, 99793. The four specllal 
Interest areas Include Sids Mountain, Mexfcan Mountain, San Rafael 
Reef, and the lower Green River. Vfslbflfty protection was the 
reason for Interest In these areas, because they are considered 
scenic and dsolated IUSGS, 99791. 

Background median visual range from Cedar Mountafn was reported to 
be 128 males [Aerocomp Inc., 19841. Actually, vfsibflity varies 
considerably throughout the year. National Park Service data 
collected at Capftal Reef tiatfonal Park shows dlsttnct dffferences 
between seasons. Their data is sunardred In percenttIes. For the 
50th percentdle, visual range fs less than or equal to a partkular 
value 50 percent of the time. Averaging 50th percentjles from 1978 
to 1987 gives the followfng seasonal differences: 112 m’Q1es for 
sprilng, 145 miles for winter, 118 sOleo for fall. and 102 mdles for 
suamer. EB%ll Maim, Watfonal Park Service (MPS) Air Qualify 
Specfalist, personal communlcat%on, 1988.3 

The San Rafael Management Framework Plan (WP) CBhM, 1979al sets a 
goal to protect and enhance a19r oualfty of San Rafael Swell by 

managing 1% to mailntalln present visual quality. Although 8LW cannot 
change an area's air qualjty class, the MFP discussed managing the 
swell as a class I area. However, for economic reasons associated 
wfth restricted industrla’l growth, the MFP opted to work wjth'ln 
visual air qualilty class IX requjrements to maintain the high visual 
qualfty existfng at that time. Class IX regulations requjre the use 
of best available control technology, which could be used to obtain 
tighter control than would normally be required for class II areas 
if vlsilbflity is identified as needing that addjtional protectllon 
L8ill Wagner, Natural Resource Specialist, BLM NO, personal 
comunlcation, July 19863. 

VEGETAT W Q 

Locatfon awd Extent of Resource 

Vegetatfon has been mapped for the San Rafael grazing area, which 
lies w%thdn parts of three deffned geographilc regions: the Colorado 



.-I , 

and Green River Plateaus; the Central Desertic Basins, Wountalns, 

ad PBateaus; and tsre Wasatcch and lillenta Molountalns (wag, 0x1. 

Thss San Rafael Oesert falls wfthin the Colorado and Green River 
PtateUMs area, a 6 to 1%Inch precipltatrlon zone where the vegeta- 
tion ilncludes blackbrush and grassland. 

tie majority of the grazing area falls witblln the Central Desertic 
8asins. Mo6antadRs, and Plateaus area, a 6 to 9-inch precltpdtatfon 
rone where the vegetation is pr%mar%ly pinyon-junilper and saltbush. 

The western side of the grating area falls within the Wasatch and 
Ulnta Mountains area, a 15 to 18-inch precdp%tatlon zone where the 

Mgber elevatlTons support mostly woodlands, Umber (Douglas fjr, 

limber pine), and aspen. 

DOstrIbution of vegetation types wIthIn the grazing area can be 
attributed pr%nar4ly to a combination of climatic, edaphic, and 
topographk factors. Water availab%lity and soil composition are 

partkularly important. Altitude changes between valley floors and 
plateaw tops also affect vegetation; saline and alkaldne sofls 
Influence plant growth. 

Four known areas of isolated, relkt plant comnun!tfes developed 
without the Influence of domestlc livestock grating exQst Bn the 
S$NA. The areas of Bow&not 8end ('1,830 acres), North 5ig Flat Top 
(190 acres), Webes Mountagn (960 acres] and the San Rafael Reef 
(43,870 acres) have poten%ial value for scientific study and for 
comparison with simdIar vegetatfon camsunities that have been grazed. 

Specc4f3c vegetatilon uses allocated are forest product use and graz- 
ing, both descrfbed later In thDs chapter. For this RW, vegetation 
'In the San Rafael Grarfng Area is classified into vegetation zones: 

blackbrush, pinyon-juniper, sagebrush, grassland, salt shrub, 

vegetation manfipulations, and miscellaneous landforms (map 819. 

Although a few small areas in the northwestern portion of the graz- 
4ng area are dominated by the conifer vegetation type or the grease- 

wood vege%ation type (found mainly on valley floors and flood- 
plJedns1, these areas a= not shown on map 81. 

$1 ackbruah 

9lactbrush (Coleogyne ramosissima% Is found in the San Rafael 
Desert. Blackbrush and related plants are thought to be survivors 
of older groups that were once more widespread bunS and West, 
19761. Other, plants assocllated with blackbrush are Indian rfce- 
grass, galleta, and Wonnon tea. 

PQnyon-r$ueP@er 

The pinyon-juniper assoc%atdons inhabit semidesert and upland zones 
throughout the grazing area. The dominant species are Utah juniper 
(JUnfQeruS OSteOSQema) and QltIJfOn pine tPinus t?dUliS). The RloSt -- 
coma~n understory shrubs are shadscale lAtrDplex confertifolla) and 
Momon tea (EQhedra sQQ. 1. Major grasses are galleta (or curly- 
grass) (HITaria jamesili1), blue gransna IBouteloua gracills), Indian 
rIcegrass (Ory~ops9s hymenoides), and sand dropseed (Sporobolus 
cryptarsdrus) C8L?4, 19781. The perimeter, or ecotone, of the pinyon- 
juniper type comprises a mllxed association of shrubs such as sage- 
brush or grassland/sagebrush. Open stands provide forage for live- 
stock and wlld89fe, whfle closed stands usually Provide little more 
than cover. 

Sagebwsh 

The sagebrush vegetatfon zone occurs on the drier portions of the 
pfnyon-junlper zone and the wetter frfnges of the salt shrub zone. 
The major species are big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata var. 

trlldentata), Wyoming sagebrush (A. trildentata var. wycnningensis), 
and bigelow sagebrush (5 bigelovia). 

Grassland 

The grassland zone includes both desert and semidesert zones. 
Grasslands withiln the area consist prfmarily of perennial grasses 

intermdxed with shrubs and annual grasses. The dominant grass 
species are Indian rIcegrass, galleta, and blue grama. Other 
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urasses include sand drooseed. threeawn (Aristida soo.l. needle- 
- 7 I ,. -.I 

and-thread (Stjpa cotnatal, squirreltail (Sitanion hystrix), and 
western wheat= Il\crroovron smithiil. 

Salt Shrub 

The salt shrub zone 9s characterized by low-growjng shrub comnuni- 
tiES, whfch frequently occur in saline-alkaline sojls at lower 
elevations. Domfnant species are shadscare; Castle Valley clover 
(AtrIplex cuneata); mat saltbush (A. corrugata); fourwjng saltbush 
(A. canescens); wedgeleaf nuttal saltbush (A. nuttallili cuneata); 
aXi winterfat (Ceratoides lanata). Galleta a2 lndfan ricegrass are 
the most important understory plants; both are salt-tolerant. 

Vegetation manifpulations are areas where humans have changed the 
vegetation through chaiining, plowing and seedfng, or contour furrow- 

ing. Plant species that were fntroduced vary from project to 

project. 

Miscellaneous landforms 'include badlands, rock outcrop, gypsumland, 
duneland, rubbleland, and rivemash. These are areas where 
condltllons are so severe that only sparse vegetatfon exists. These 

areas are unstable and unproductive; they have low forage value for 
livestock or wildlllfe and minimal potentfall for improvement. 

llwea~~ or Endangered Plant Specfes 

The grazing area contains several endangered, threatened, or sensl- 
t.ive plants. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) lists broad 
areas of recognfzed habftat for T/E species in the Federal 

Register. Because of danger of illegal collection, USFWS has not 
desdgnated any critical X/E plant species habitat wlthin the 
planning area. Species llsted or officially proposed for listing 

and species recognfzed by the state are afforded special management 
consfderatlon. When the species ils QrOQOSed for IdstDng as X/E, B&M 
treats it as though it had already recefved T/E status under the 

1973 Endangered Species Act. Protected plant species are listed in 
table 28. 

Resource CondBtilon and Potentilal 

A range inventory between 1983 and 1985 determined ecological status 

of the grazing area. Ecologdcal status can be summarized as 
follows: 9 percent early seral stage; 47 percent mid-seral; 22 
percent late seral; and 9 percent PMC. 

All ecological sites would naturally progress toward PNC with the 
absence of disturbance. However, between now and the year 2000, 
little change in ecological status would be evfdent jf all human 
Influences were removed from the rangelands. ThXs lack of change is 
due prilmarfly to the short time frame involved (12 years). Plant 
vigor and density may ilncrease, but species composiltilon would be 
slower to change. As well, wildlife grazjng and natural occurring 
disturbances (such as fire, flood, drought) would inhibit the 
natural succession toward the potentllal natural conunfty fn some 
areas. 

FOREST PROBWCKS 

Location and Extent of Resource 

There are about 414,950 acres of forested land in the SRRA and about 
36,320 acres in the FPU. Only noncomnercfal forest products sales 
occur in the SRRA. Conunercial fuelwood areas have been established 

in the FPU. The predominant species are pinyon and Juniper, which 
can be used for fuelwood, fence posts, and ChrIstias trees and have 

additional value for watershed, wfldlife habitat, recreation, and 
visual resources. Pjnyon nuts are also produced in the plannfng 
area. 

Under each alternative, the planning area is divided into three 
management categories for forest products: 11) lands available for 
restricted management of forest products (extensive management 
areas); (2) lands where forest products would be managed for the 
enhancement of other uses; and (3) lands not available for manage- 
ment of forest products. 
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OA8bE 28 

Status of Threatened, Endangered, or Senriltive Plants 

CollPnon Name 

Magull re da4 sy 
Wright fishhook cactus 
San Rafael cactus 
Jones cycl adenia 
Last Chance townsendia 
Sdlver milkvetch 
Smith wild buckwheat 
Yellow blanket flower 
Western sweetvetch 

Hymenoxys 
Jones indigo bush 
Barneby schoenocrambe 
G1 obemall ow 

Status 

Endangered 
Endangered 
Endangered 
Threatened 
Threatened 
Candldate 
Candlidate 
Candidate 
Candidate 
Candidate 
Candldate 
Candfdate 
Candidate 

Scientific Name 

Erigeron magu'lref 
Sclerocactus wrightiae 
Pediocactus despainii 
Cycladenia humillis var. gonesii 
fownsendia aprdca 
Astraaalus subcinereus var. basalticus 
Eriogonum smithii 
Gaillardia flava 
Hedysarum osntale var 

Hymenoxys depressa 
Psorothamnus polyadenjus 
Schoenocrambe barnebyi 
Sphaeralcea psorgloides 

‘. 

V 

canone 

ar. jonesfi 

Known to Occur 
in Planning Area 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Habftat 

Use 

Source: Federal Register Vol. 50, MO. 181, September 18, 1985, pp. 37958 to 37967 and Vol. 57, No. 86, May 5, 1986, pp. 16526 to 
16530. 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
WA 
N/A 
M/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 



A11 forested areas in the planning will be treated as extensive 

woodland management areas. When additllonal inventory work is 
coqleted, extensive management areas will be further refined and 
tk lack of intensive management areas will be verified. Under 

current management (map 40) there are no areas where forest products 
are managed for the enhancement of other uses. 

Forest products in demand are sold by permit. In the planning area, 
fuelwood and Christmas trees are the forest resources most in 
demand; post permits have also been sold. Areas subject to forest 
product use are shown on map 41. There is little interest in 

cmrcial use 4n SRRA, but such interest has been expressed in FPU. 

Until1 1983 BLM issued free-use permits for collection of dead wood. 
Present BL# polilcy 1s to sell forest products that are in demand, by 
bid or permft. Green wood 3s usually offered for sale by bid to 
establish fair market value. Live specimen plants are also sold by 

permit. Pinyon nuts are free if glathered for personal consumption; 

otherwise, they are subject to permit. 

Historically, the harvest of forest products in SRM Ras been 

lisisted to gathering dead fuelwood from spec4ffc chained areas. 
Since 3985, a small area south of Highway II-70 has been open for 
Christmas tree cutting (map 41). Post cutting is presently (1988) 

not allowed. Many of the trees are stunted or poorly formed, making 
them unsuitable for this use. 

In WI, green fuelwood can be cut only in designated areas. The 
entire FPU Is open to harvest of dead and downed wood and Christmas 

trees. Post cutting is allowed in designated 9reen wood cutting 

areas. ConmercQal fuelwood areas have also been established in FPU 

hap 41). 

The average harvest 4n FpU Is 330 cords per year. Up until 1987, 
the average harvest was 70 cords per year. However, in 1987, 
cen#rcrlal areas were open ahead of a chaining project. 

Both dead and live wood exist on the same acreage. Under current 
management, harvest has not exceeded 60 cords per year in SRRA and 
has occurred on less than 1 percent of the forested area each year. 

Resource Condit'lon and Potential 

The planning area has a large enough supply of woodland products to 

meet current public demand. 

About 8,000 acres of pinyon-juniper chainings (less than 1 percent 
of the planning area) are susceptible to pinyon-juniper invasion 

(map 811. 

A few small areas in the northwestern part of the planning area are 
dominated by the conifer vegetation type, Ponderosa pRne (Pinus 
ponderosa) and Douglas fir (Pseudotsugamenziesii) occur‘on the= 
boundary of the planning area. The portion on BLiFB land is too small 
for comnercfal cutting. 

The BLM has authorlf$y to identify and establish areas for use under 

various types of sales. 

No forest development projects are planned or currently in progress 

(1988) in SRRA. In FPU, three vegetation manipulations totaling 
2,600 acres are in various stages of ilmplementation in the Rock 
Springs, Deer Peak, and Willow Springs Allotments. 

WILD HawS AND 8UWRQS 

Locat9on and Extent of Resource 

In SRRA, 475,680 public land acres are within the wild horse and 
burro herd management area (table 29 and map 42). Of these acres, 
399,130 are wild horse range and 76,550 are wild burro range. 
Within these areas, 178,090 acres are considered crftilcal. Critical 
wild horse range includes 142,240 acres of public land, wild burro 
critical range 35,850. 



YIld Norse and Burro Counts 

Herd ManageRlent 
Area and Unit #Ind 1973 -v 

Robbers Roost (U-653) 

Flat Top H 5 

Muddy Creek (U-651) 
Globe Link H 97 
Canyon Pond H 6 

Sinbad W-652) 
Wckay Flat H 9 

Black Dragon 5 17 
Mexican Wountailn 0 8 

TOTAL Horses 37 65 18 45 45 50 94 51 NC NC 9 +I75 114 
Burros 25 0 0 7 0 7 23 34 26 50 0 +I 00 70 

1976 

7 

44 
0 

14 
0 
0 

$977 1978 11981 1982 1983 a 984 ----w- 

6 811) NC 12(l) 20(3) 12 

10 27(7) 35 28(l) 46(8) 39 
2 5(l) NC 5(l) 4 NC 

0 5(l) lO('B) 5(l) 24(4) NC 
0 7(l) NC 7 6(l) 34 
0 0 NC 0 17 0 ---- -- 

1985 1987 1988 

NC NC NC +140 10 

NC 
NC 

MI 
NC 

NC 
9(l) 

+129 
-33 

50 
9 

NC NC NC +I67 45 
26 50 NC t194 45 

NC NC NC tl12 25 

% Change 1973 
to Last Count 

Estimated 
Herd Size 

NOTE: E = not counted tn this area, this year. Also, wfld horses and burros were not counted jn 1974, 1975, 1979, 1980 or 1986. 

Parentheses indicate the number of colts r9n the total count. For example, 27 (7) indicates that 7 of the 27 horses were colts. 

No information is available concerning the distribution of the animals in 1971. 

Source: 8LM fnventory. 



Willd horses and burros In SWRA are most likely descendants of horses 
and burros left by early travelers on the Old Spanllsh Trail, as we11 
as horses turned out ~4th the advent of the automobile and mechan- 

3zed farming. Finken [I9771 estlaated that there were between 200 
and 500 unclaimed horses and hundreds of burros on San Rafael Desert 
and San Rafael Swell by 8939. These animals were declared a 
nudsance, and many were shot Sfinken, 19771. 

The first inventory after passage of the W4ld and Free-Roaming 
Horses and Burros Act was taken in 1973. Wild horses in SRM are 

estdeated to have Increased 185 percent and wild burros 100 percent 
(an average annual Increase of 15 percent in horses and 8 percent in 

burros). Today (19891 an estimated 184 horses and burros are found 
on the San Rafael Desert and Swell (table 30). 

The animals range over a fairly large area (table 29). Food and 
water dictate the animals' movements; the more ljmited the food or 

water, the farther the an4mal travels EDLM, 1983cI. 

There are differences of opinion regarding the number of wild horses 
required to maifntafn a vfable reproductive herd wdth sufficient 
diversity to prevent inbreed’lng problems. She nature of wild horses 
to congregate iln small bands (three to e0ght head) with one dominant 
stud provides opportunfty for inbreeding, since the dominant stud 
mates with closely related mares. Inbreeding intensifies both good 

and bad quaIlties. It 4s doubtful that 20 or fewer wild horses in a 

herd unit can provfde the genetic.dfversity needed, unless new studs 

are added on a regular basis. If the needed diversity is not 
prov%ded, the normal inbreeding traits of large heads, weak legs and 
skeletal structure, hDgh birth mortality, and short life expectancy 

uourld be expected to occur. The end product is wdld horses that are 

difficult to place by adoption LDL#, 1986aI. 

W4ld horses are found in the following SWRA grazang allotments: Dry 
Wash, Globe-kink, Hondo, Lone Tree, McKay Flat, Moonshine, Mussen- 
tuchlt, Red Canyon, South Sld and Charley, Sweetwater, and Temple 
Nountadn. Burros are found in the Black Dragon, Mexican Send, and 
Worth Silnbad Allotments C8LM, 1976aI. 

Allocations 

Grazing allotments with-in SRRA. were adjudicated through the 1950s 
and 1960s. Wild horses and burros were not considered in the 
adjudication, and no forage was allotted to them. 

Resource CondQtrOon and Potential 

Some reports of harrassment of wild horses and burros have been 
received. 

Increases Sn herd populations threaten other habitat areas. 

She wfld horses and burros do not have seasonal ranges in the 
planning area since most of the range is year long. Their movement 

is primarfily dictated by water location, forage availability, and 
snow depth. Whenever conditions are right, the horses may choose to 
be in any part of their range. Certain horses, however, seem to 
prefer certain areas (map 42). Table 31 lists grazing allotments 
inhabited by wild horses and the estimated number of horses in each 
allotment. 

Critllcal habitat for horses and burros should provide forage, water, 
space, and protectdon. Al'8 of these features except water are 

avaflable throughout SRRA. Forage is generally avaIlable except in 
certain areas where competition with domestic livestock has reduced 
the forage and also during winter when snow is deep enough to cover 
al 1 forage. 

WPLm.WE 

Locat4om and Extent of Resource 

All populatron estimates presented in this document were derived 
through cooperative efforts of DLM and Utah Dlvlrion of Wildlltfe 
Resources IUDWR) personnel, as were delineations of summer, winter, 
and yearlong habf tat areas. The figures presented as prior stable 
populatlons are also UDWR's long-term herd management goals. 



TABLE 30 

Wld Horse and Burro Herd UnBt Acreages, by Grazfng Allomnt 

Herd Management 
Area and UnDt Grazing Allotment 

Kind of 
Anilmal Yearlong 

BLH Acres 
Critical Total 

Robbers Roost (UT-6531 
Flat Pop (Map Y-1) 

Iron Wash Horses 

Jeffery We1 I Horses 
Moonshine Horses 
Pasture Canyon Horses 
Sweetwater Horses 

3,490 3,490 
17,430 17,430 
8,060 3,610 11,670 

22,350 22,350 
48,560 66,030 17,470 

WOBIRS WOOS-T TOTAL 99,890 21.080 120,970 

Siinbad (UT-6529 
f&Kay Flat (Map Y-21) 

SUBTOTAL 

Big Pond Horses 
Georges Draw Horses 
Head of Sinbad Horses 
Hand0 Horses 
McKay Flat Horses 
Red Canyon Horses 
Taylor Flat Horses 
Temple Mountain Horses 

Black Dragon (Map Y-6) 

SUBTOTAL 

BIg Bond 
3lack Dragon 

Burros 
Burros 

Mexican Mountain (Map Y-7) Black Dragon 
MexScan Rend 
North Sjnbad 

SlWOTAL 

Burros 
Burros 
Burros 

SMAD TOTAL 125,550 92,050 217,600 

8,lgO 8,190 
11,690 11,690 

1,430 1,430 
300 860 1,160 

1,100 43,660 44,760 
15,760 7,910 23,670 
36,230 36,230 
10,150 3,770 13,920 
84,850 56,200 141,050 

IO 10 
6,770 17,920 24,690 
6,780 17,920 24,700 

7,380 12,340 19,720 
11,330 880 12,210 
15,210 4,710 19,920 
33,920 17,930 51,850 

(Continued) 
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TABLE 30 (Concluded) 

Herd Management 
Area and Wt 

Ruddy Creek (UT-6591 
Globe Link (Map Y-3) 

Grazing Allotment 
Kind of 
Animal Yearlong Critical Total 

Globe Ldnk 
Last Chance 
Lone Tree 

Mussentuchft 
South Sld 8 Charley 

Horses 
Horses 
Horses 

Horses 
Horses 

730 730 
380 380 

34,380 34,380 
32,580 32,580 

suBTmK 

Globe Llnka (Map Y-3A) 

1,930 
70,000 

1,930 
70,000 

Globe kink 
Lone Tree 
So&h Sid 8 Charley 

Horses 
Horses 
Horses 

SUBTOTAL 

Globe LQdcb llxqap Y-38) 

SUBTOTAL 

Globe Linkc (Map Y-3C) 

SU8TOTAL 

Canyon Pond Map Y-4) 

5,770 5,770 
22,620 22,620 

1,300 
29,690 

Lone Tree 
Mussentuchft 

Horses 
Horses 

6,420 6,420 
1,310 

m 
1,310 
7,730 

Lone Tree 
Massentuchilt 

Horses 
Horses 

2,720 2,720 
13,420 
14,140 

11,420 
14.1140 

Dry Wash 
hone Tree 
South Ferron 
South S%d & Charley 

Horses 
Horses 
Horses 
Horses 

SlmToTAL 

faODY CREEK TOTAL 

160 90 250 
1,460 12,360 '63,820 

60 60 
470 950 8,420 

2.w 13.w 'X5.550 

72,150 64,WO 137,110 

GRAND TOTAL 297,590 178,090 475,680 

aCrftfcal sectjon A. bCrftlcall section B. CCrftllcal sectfon C. 



McKay Fla% 2 Big Pond 
Georges Oraw 
&?a% of Sinbad 
HOll%O 

~~a~~~~ 
Paylor la% F 

hcidenhl 
Inc %den%al 
Incll%en%al 
Inclden%al 
30 

:Lmd 
5 

81 ack Dragon 5 88 ack Dragon 
Blsg Bond 

45 
Rnciden%arl sa 

Flexexfcan lvgoun%ain 7 B% ack Dragon 
wexlcsn Bend 
Worti Slnbad 

Globe-Link 3 Glob-fink 
Last Chance 
Lone free 
Mi4ssen%uchl% 
Sourtsl Sid 8 Charley 

Canyon Pond 4 Dry Wash 
Lone Tree 
Sou%h Perron 
Sou%h Sld 83 Charley 

Incildenltal 
9 
hciden%al 
Incfden%al 



Desert Mghorn Sheep Wabltat 

Approx$ma%ely 225 deser% bighorn sheep ilnhabiS% abou% 500,930 acres 
year-round dn the San Rafael Reef and San Rafael SwelY porrtlons of 
tie planning area (map 71 I. The prior stable populations of this 

specdes is 2,920 omwR1. Surface ownership and managemen% responsi- 

bllities for desert bighorn sheep habltat are shown in table 32. 
Crucdal desert b9ghorn sheep habftat consists of ru%%ing and lambing 
areas (approximately 109,600 acres, (map 71). Desert bighorn sheep 

lambing grounds requ%re protection between April 1 and June I. 

TA8U 32 

Desert Blgborn Sheep Habitat Chmershlp and Management 

Management 

Planning 
Area 

Acreage Percent 

8LM 
PrX va%e 
SQlee 
TcmL 

448,170 89 

0 0 

8l.M records. 

A large part of the planning area's desert bighorn sheep habi%a% 
canno% be used because water i[ s unava%lable during al 1 or part of 

the year. Anfmals tend to congregate around water sources in 

sumer. Where 9 Id ted ua%er sources are shared, desert bighorn 
sheep are often excluded because of the4 r Intolerance for %he other 
specfes present. klarter developmenrts are needed to improve habitat 

for desert bfghorn sheep. 

Under present management, deser% bighorn sheep population is 
expeceed to fncrease, and the extent of hab'dtat is expec%ed to 
remafn sufficient. Current competitlton 3s no% generally a problem,. 

Diseases carried by domes%Jc livestock may adversely affect desert 
bighorn sheep populatdons. 

Several trans@lan%s of desert blghorn sheep onto %he planning area 
have been undertaken $4 rice 1978. Deser% bighorn sheep were removed 
from Canyonlands W and public lands west of Moab, Utah and placed 
in San Rafael Reef and San Rafael Swel I. UDWR has used radio 
telemetry %a monitor them. 

A study to fnventory and analyze desert bighorn sheep cruclfal 
habitat elements has been proposed. There are no habll%a% management 

plans (HWs) coverlOng desert bighorn sheep In the planning area; 
however, Of the proposed study D s completed, da%a and analyses 
generated from 1% would be incorporated Into an HW for %he area. 

Deser% btghorn sheep within the planning area were hunted in the 
1988 season. Two permits were 'fssued for thiis Runt, 

Antelope M%bQtat 

Antelope wdthin the plannDng area are divided into herd units 9 (San 
Rafael, il n the southeast part of the planning area) and 11 (Ice- 

lander, fn the north). The 500 antelope fn San Rafael herd unit 
occupy approximately 589,000 habftat acres. Of the San Rafael herd 
unit's 517,900 public land acres, the Henry Mountain Resource Area, 

Richfield Dilstrict, manages 51,000 acres in the grazing area (9 
percent), and the remadniing 512,800 acres are dn the plann%ng area. 

The Icelander herd unlit contains abou% 104 antelope and occupies 

approximately 42,800 acres of public land an the planning area. All 
antelope habftat Iln %he planning area Is used yearlong (map 72). 
Surface ownership and management responslbildties for antelope 
habitat are shown in table 33. 



Plannd ng 

Herd 
Unft 

Planage- 
merit 

9 8LM 434,900 517,900 
San Rafael Herd Private 5,600 5,100 

State 55,300 66,000 
TOTAL 495,800 589,000 

11 
Icelander Herd 

TOTAL 

8L# 
Private 

State 

Source: Jense, et al., 1986. 

Area 
Acreage 

72,440 664,960 84 
2,700 85,760 11 

15,490 42,880 5 
90,630 587,600 100 

Entlre 
Herd UnDt 
Acreage Percent 

88 
1 

11 
100 

Fawning areas have not been mapped for the planning area; acreage 
figures are therefore unknown. Antelope fawning generally occurs 

between Ray 1 and June 20, with an addftional 3-week period 

following fawnilng (until July 15) when fawns are extremely 
vulnerable to predation. 

The habdtat areas provide the low, rolling, wide-open, expansive 
terrain that antelope prefer, but lfmiited water.affects distribu- 

Won. Antelope need to be wdthin 3 or 4 miles of water to produce 

and maintafn adequate herd densltles. Addiltiional waters are needed 
to ensure an adequate water supply witbin this desifred d;lstance. 

Cattle grazfng occurs mainly during winter and early spring, causing 

competitilon between cattle and antelope for browse speclies. Ade- 

quate amounts of grass species provide good early spring forage for 
the Icelander herd. and forb specfes present provide antelope with a 
good source of sulllller forage. 

The antelope population 4s expected to increase because the avail- 
able habDtat is sufficient to support additIona animals. Preda- 
tion, lack of water, and competItgon for forage till likely continue 
to Influence the rate of herd'slze increase. 

The San Rafael herd unit was closed to hunting from 1979 through 
1982 and opened again in 1983 wfith the Issuance of fdve buck 

permd ts. #ow.that the herd has been increased with transplants, ilt 
will probably not be closed to hunting agaIn in the foreseeable 
future. The Hcelander herd undt has been hunted from 1975 to the 
present; because the herd is growing, the number of permits allowed 
has contjnued to increase. 

Mule Beer Mabdtat 

The planndng area contailns part of eight mule deer herd units: 29 
(San Rafael), 33 (Gordon Creek), 34 (huntington), 35 (Joes Valley), 
36 Muddy-Ferron), 43 Ifalina-8oobe Hole), 45 (Last Chance), and 46 
(Thousand Lake Mountain). A small population of nonmigratory mule 
deer inhabit portions of the planning area year-round, and concen- 
trated winter use occurs fn the western part of the planning area 

(map 73). 

The e9ght herd unfits occupy a toital of about 1,818,900 acres, of 
which 155,100 acres are winter range, 6,640 acres are sutmner range, 
and 1,657,lOO acres are yearlong range. Of this total, approximate- 
ly 85,900 acres of wdnter range which contains 35,510 acres of 
crucial wdnter range, 2,400 acres of Sumner range, and 1,246,lOO 
acres of yearlong range fall on BLKadministered lands. See table 
34 for range area and ownership and management responsibility. 

The plannjng area provides wjnter habitat for approximately 5,100 
mule deer, Sumner habitat for approxfmately 100 mule deer, and 
yearlong habdtat for approximately 900 mule deer. 

Crucial mule deer habitat consists of fawning and wintering areas 

where high-density use occurs, usually due to limilted area avail- 
ability. Fawning areas wjthin the planning area are not known and 
thus have not been mapped. Seasonal protectjon from disturbance is 



?A%LE 34 TABLE 34 (Concluded) 

We Deer HaMtat OwwnersMp and Management 

Deer 
Herd 

WnlTt 

Acres Winter Range (percent) 

Managing Agency Plannjng Area Portion Entire Herd Unit 

Deer 
Herd 
Unit 

Acres Winter Ranqle foercent) 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1,446,300 (90%) 
80,400 (5%) 
80,400 (5%) 

1,607,1OO 

200 52,700 (60%) 
0 1,200 (1%) 

300 10,800 (12%) 
0 13,200 (15%) 
0 10,000 (12%) 

500 87,900 

15,900 
0 

600 
2,900 

0 
19,400 

15,900 (73%) 
500 (2%) 

2,300 (11%) 
1,900 (9%) 
1,000 (5%) 

21,600 

18,200 
0 

2.600 
2,400 

23,200 

18,300 (29%) 
60,300 (70%) 
4,700 (5%) 
3,100 (4%) 

86,400 

Managfng Agency Planning Area Portion Entire Herd Unlit 

8,200 
0 

600 
1,500 

10,300 

14,200 (76%) 
70,100 (80%) 
1,500 (2%) 

$184 
State 
Private 

36 %L# 

USFS 
Private 
State 2,100 (2%) 

87,900 TOTALS 

45 
%!A 
USFS 
Private 
State 
UOWR 

BLM 
INS 
PrDvate 
State 

38,400 
0 

7,100 
3,200 

48,700 

51,900 (48%) 
41,400 (39%) 

8,100 (8%) 
5,900 (5%) 

107,300 

4,120 6,600 (7%) 
0 59,900 (66%) 

400 19,000 (21%) 
200 3,500 (4%) 
900 1,400 (2%) 

5,620 90,400 

TOTALS 

34 

TOTALS 

46 %bM 
US43 
Private 

State 
uoww 

%L# 
USFS 
Private 
State 
NPS 

TOTALS 

35 

TOTALS 

HA 
MSFS 
Private 
State 

Source: Jense, et aa., 7986. 

TOTALS 
Water 1s a limiltlng habitat feature on the year-Tong mule deer range 
Bn the plannlng area. Much of the wfnter range ils without reljable 
water sources. Mule deer water along the perennlail and dntermtttent 
watercourses, causing problems for private land owners. 

(Contfnued) 

usually needed between Wovember 15 and May 1; these dates may vary 
dn any gilven year because of weather cond%tlons. 

The planndng area grovifdes ample cover for deer, but foraging areas 
iin R)IB~\Y of the herd units are well under the optGnu~~ ratio of forage 



._i,. 

to cover. The vegetation lo of poor qualfty, and the specdes milx 

does not contain enough of the nutritdous specDes that mule deer 
prefer. hle deer compete wfth elk and livestock for forage, 
part$cularly on the w#nter range. 

Mule deer have not been transplanted to or from the planning area. 

HMPo have not been developed for deer in the plannjng area, but one 
water catchment was placed for mu'te deer and elk f[n Huntington 
Canyon in 1983 to allow use of forage areas away from distant water 
sources durXng fall and spring and to Jmprove yearllong habitat. 

The WIldlife Allotment Is also used by mule deer. 
TOTAL 

Planndng fntfre 
Herd Planage- Area Herd Unit 
Unit ment Acreage Acreage Percent 

12 8LH 84,000 181,760 14 

USPS 155,780 748,800 56 

Private 60,300 353,360 26 

The plannfng area contains winter habitat for herd units 12 (Manti) 
and 14 Wsh Lake). Approximately 6 elk in the Mantd herd w3nter on 
84,000 publllc land acres 9n the planni[ng area, and about 550 elk in 
Ffsh Lake herd winter on 69,750 acres, whfle a portion of the Mantl 
elk herd winter on 21,300 acres 'In the planning area; a part of the 
F%sh Lake elk herd winter on 45,520 acres Iin the planning area). 

Surface ownership and management responsibility is shown in table 35. 

Crucial elk range consists of calving areas (none are found fn the 
planning area) and wintering areas. ApproxSmately 18,200 acres of 
crucdal elk wjnter habjtat are found ln the planning area (map 74). 

These crucial winterJng areas require protectllon from disturbance 
between November 15 and May 1 each year, depending upon snow 
condPtfons. 

Burfng the fall and early spring and Iln years with Iight snowfall, 
much of the elk wjnter range is wilthout reliable water sources. Elk 
water along the perennfal and intermittent watercourses, where they 
scmetimes cause problems for private land owners. 

Elk forage areas make up less than the recomended 60 percent of 

their habitat and are of poor vegetative composition. Few native 
forbs are present; elk use privately owned agricultural areas, 

especially alfalfa crops, in the spring. Ample cover exists, 

although of less than desirable height or canopy closure. 

TABl.E 35 

State 14,800 54,400 4 
314,880 1,336,320 100 

14 BLM 69,750 80,720 14 

USFS 59,100 438,400 74 

Pr%vate 43,000 57,600 10 

TOTAL 
State 10,100 10,880 2 

181,950 587,600 1100 

Source: Jense, et al., 1986. 

Because of strong similarities in their diets, cattle and elk com- 
pete for forage. Several grazing allotments in the planning area 
provjde crucilal winter habitat for elk and are also used by live- 
stock in winter and spring. Elk compete width domestic sheep for 
forage on the Bock Canyon and Ferron Mills allotments. Elk are 
Intolerant of other species and tend to stay at least 0.5 mile from 
the sheep. 

Elk have not been transplanted into the planning area, but onto the 
adjacent NFs, Fish Lake (10 elk in 1912 and 37 in 1913) and Mantle- 
LaSal (24 elk in 1915). The resulting population increases have 
caused herds to expand onto public lands. At the present rate of 
increase the elk population is expected to increase past the habitat 
carrying capacity within the next 12 years (before 2000). 



HMPs have not been developed for elk wl%hfn %he planning area, but a 
ua%er cat&men% was placed fn Hunt$ngton Canyon In 11983 to allow elk 
and deer to use forage areas away from distant water sources during 

fall and spring. The Wfldlffe Allotment (630 acres) has been desfg- 
nated for use solely by w'BldlIfe, llncluding elk. Approximately 60 

to 70 elk often win%er dn %his allotment. 

Rifparian and Aqaaatdc WabJ%a% 

Streams, watercourses, and rivers in the planning area total about 
357 miles. Only 270 mtles of these contain rfparian habitat (14,770 
acres). The remainder has steep cliffs or bluffs meeting the stream 

or course edge, precluding any riparian vegetation. Mot all 

riparian areas support aquatfc habitats, but permanent pools are 
scattered along all drainages listed, and perennial streams also 
provide permanenrt aquatic habiltats. Rlpartan habitat areas are 

shown on map 75, aquatic habitat areas on map 76. 

Mlllsilte and Huntington North Reservoirs and Hun%ing%on, Cottonwood, 

Salfna, and Ferron Creeks are important trout ffsheries. 

Canyon Pond, a livestock-watering reservoir, has a population of 
sunfish; catfllsh can be caught on the Green and San Rafael RJvers. 

Rfparfan areas attract many dllfferent types of use. Because scenjc 
values are usually high. recreationists concentrate their use in 

these areas. Roads are often located in rfparitan areas in canyon 

and drainage bo%%oms. 

General information is available from the ecological inventory 
completed in fiscal year 1985; however, %he ecological status of 
riparian habitat in the planning area has not been de%ermined. In 
most riparian areas, evidence of sol1 erosfon, downcutting, headcut- 

ting, and vegetatfon removal can be seen. 

fnventordes will be fniftiia%ed to quantify the condition of this 
hab'ltat, and measures taken to stabilize or Improve the habftat. 

An HMP has no% been developed for any riparfan, aquatlic, or fishery 

habitat wiithln the planning area. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Three endangered ffsh and one sensf%ive fish occur In %he planning 
area. The endangered humpback chub is found iln the Green River, but 
since the Green and San Rafael Rivers do not con%aIn the deep canyon 
habitats generally favored by humpback chubs, it is belfieved that 
those identified in the plannfng area were young fish moving to 
preferred habitats. 

The endangered bonytail chub may be present in %he planning area; it 
has not been reported in recent years. 

Endangered Colorado squawfish are found along the entire length of 
the Green River withIn the plannfng area and are believed to spawn 
in two areas: a few miles south of the town of Green River, U%ah, 
downstream to around river mile 93; and from the BWCanyonlands NP 
boundary upstream 19 miles to Bowknot Bend. 

The razorback sucker, a sensftfve species, also occurs along the 
entire Green River portion of the planning area and is suspected to 

spawn from a point 8 river miles south of the confluence of the San 
Rafael and Green Rivers upstream for approximately 20 miles. 

The planning area provides winter habitat for bald eagles; they 
arrive during October and November and depart by March or April. 
Most bald eagle observations in the planning area are along the 
Green River. The cottonwood trees fn this riparian habitat along 
this rfver provides crucial roosts for bald eagles. 

One peregrine falcon eyrie has been confirmed within the planning 

area. The birds are sensitive to human presence and extremely 
vulnerable to theft. 

The ferrugjnous hawk, a candidate species, is an actrve nester in 
the planning area. A few ferruginous hawks nes% on the ground or in 
trees on hilly, open terrain outside San Rafael Desert; these birds 
winter outside the planning area. 

The Swainson's hawk may also be found in 
$I mdgrates between nesting areas in the nor% 

he planning area, as it 
and wintering areas In 

South America. 



The black-footed ferret historlcal3y occurred within the plannilng 
area, although it Is not known to exist here presently. Prairfe 

dogs, the ferret's primary food source, occupy 9,240 acres. 

Threatened, endangered, and sensitive anamal speckles known to occur 
in the planning area, along with those that may occur, are listed fn 
table 36. 

Raptor itsabltat 

Raptor habftat Includes nest stltes, foragfng areas, and roosting or 
resting siltes (trees, cliffs, power poles, etc.). Golden eagles, 

red-tailed hawks, and pralrde falcons nest in cliffs or trees iln San 
Rafael Reef, San Rafael Swell and west of Highway W-10. Rough- 
legged hawks tinter ln the planning area, w'eth the hfghest 
concentratfons found In San Rafael Desert and along U-10. 

The planning area also prov4des habitat for two endangered and two 
carddate raptor specjes. 

Crucfal habftat areas for raptors Include nest sites (%errQtorles), 
foragtng areas, and hunting perches in the San Rafael Desert. 

Resting raptors generally require protection from disturbance withiln 
a half-mile radius around their nests. Because ferruginous hawks 

bufld theiTr nests on the ground or in trees only IO feet hfgh, they 

are sensi3tlve to act9vltfes on the ground and may requjre a buffer 
radfus of I mile. 

Rest sBtes are 9n ample supply. Raptors are generally ldmited by 
the food source in the planning area. Rfparfan habitat supports the 
greatest diversity and numbers of non-game specdes, thus provtdfng 

the greatest food supply for raptors. Human activities may cause 
abandonment of nesting territories. 

In the 198Os, Rb# and Mountain Bell installed 19 telephone pole 
perches for raptors fn the San Rafael desert. The San Rafael Desert 
HMP recommends Installation of additional perches (poles) throughout 

the desert. 

A’8 1 ocations 

Use of wlfldlffe resources ils generally eifther consumptfve (hunting, 
PishQng, and trappdng) or nonconsumptive (observatfon and photog- 

whyi). Most nonconsumptdve use is incidental to hulking, horseback 
rfdl[ng, stijng, backpacking, or sightseeing, all of which take place 
throughout the year. 

BLM ils responsible for managIng the habitat for game species, whgle 
UDWR manages the huntQng and fishllng seasons and enforces game 

laws. ERM recognfzes UDWR's bllg game herd unit boundaries and 
allocates forage for big game, but does not allocate use of w4ldlife 
resources. 

BLbl identifies and protects crucial wildlife habitat areas whfle 
managfng other resource uses. Types of management restrlctfons will 
be defined through the Rk?. 

Location and Extent of Resource 

The San Rafael Grazing Area fncludes SRRA, FPU. and the Richfdeld 

Wstrict grazing allotments for whkh Woab DistrSct is responsfble 
under a May 1980 interdistrict agreement. Grazing use in the San 
Rafael Grazfng Area is based on historical use and depends on the 
avajlabillty of forage and water. AI1 of the grazing area acreage 
is open for l-lvestock grazjng except the Wfldlife Allotment, whdch 
1s reserved for wIldlife, and Buckhorn Draw, which is closed to 

grating because of its aesthetic and recreation values. 

Al I ocations 

BLM administers grazing on units of land called grazing allotments. 
Grazdng allotments are shown on map 43, and also on pocket map 8. 
Topography and fences define allotment boundaries. An allotment is 
assigned for use by a sfngle permittee or a group (sometimes 
organized as a grazing association). 
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TABLE 36 

Status of Threatened, Endangered, or SensttBve Anifmals 

Cwn Name 

Bald eagle 
PeregrS ne Pal corn 
Ferruglnous hawk 
Western snowy plover 
Mounta%n plover 
Long-bflled curlew 
)Ihdte-faced this 
Southern spotted owl 

Black-footed ferret 
Spotted bat 
Southwestern rdver otter 

Humpback chub 
Bonytaifl chub 
Co1 orado squawflsh 
Razorback sucker 

status 

Endangered 
Endangered 
CandIdate 
CandQdate 
Candldate 
Candidate 
Candidate 
Candidate 

Endangered 
Candidate 
Candidate 

ScJentiSfic MamE 

Hal llaeetus leucocephalus 
Falco peregrinus var. anatum 

Buteo regalis 
Edrius alexandrinus nivosus 

Charadrius mantanus 
Mumenius amerlcanus 
Pleaadis chfhf 
Strix occTZiKalis lucdda 

Mustela ndgrfpes 
Euderma maculata 
Lutra canadensis sonorae 

Known to Occur 
Jn Planning Area 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
NO 

NO 

Yes 
NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

Endangered 
Endangered 
Endangered 
Candidate 

Gila cypha -- 
Gila elegans 
PQychocheilus lucius 
Xyrauchen texanus 

Yes 
NO 

Yes 
Yes 

Habitat 
Use 

Winter 
Nestinga 

Nestinga 
Nestinga 
Nestinga 
Nestinga 
Nestinga 
Nestinga 

Yearlong 
Unknown 

Yearlong 

Transient 
Unknown 

YearlongU 
Sumner 

asXestilng haMtat Xncludes breedilng areas and areas where bYearlong habitat for the Colorado squawfIsh includes spawning 
young are railsed. areas. 

Source: Federal Register Vol. 50, No. 181, September 18, 1985, pp. 37958 to 37967 and Vol. 51, No. 86, May 5, 11986, pp. 16526 to 

16530. 



A permittee may not graze Tlvestock on BLW lands without authorfza- 

Hon. Thils authorization is an annual or la-year-term grazing 
gemaft, renewable to the same permlttee as long as he abides by the 
grazing regulations 143 CBR 4100). 

8ase property is prfvate land used as a base for the grazing opera- 

ti0l-l. Grazfng prlv~leges are attached to base property and remain 
w'lth it through change of land owners unless transferred. The base 
property must be capable of sustaining the livestock for 2 months 
out of the year. Permittees who use the San Rafael grazjng area 
have base property ln either Emery, Wayne, or Sevier County. A 
penaittee continues to use the same allotment year after year unless 
the grazilng privileges are transferred to another permittee or 
unless he loses them because of serious infractions of the grazjng 
regulations or leases or sells the base property. 

The permittee mast wn the rights to the base waters iln order to run 
livestock on the Horseshoe Worth, Horseshoe South, Iron Wash, and 
Sweetwater Allotments. The four allotments have a total of 6,472 
water-based animal unit months (AUMs) of livestock forage. Key 
forage specjes, by grazing a3lotment, are listed In appendix 0. 

Allo@m?nt boundarges can be changed adminilstratllvely; such changes 
are somethes made to combine allotments or parts of alAotments when 
grazing prIvIfeges are transferred, or to correspond to natural 
barriers. 

SRRA admfnjsters grazjng on 95 allotments held by 142 permittees; 
the Sev%er River Resource Area admjnisters grazdng on 6 allotments 
held by 5 pemlttees in PPD. 

Allotments are grouped into three categorlles according to their 

potential to respond to management: 04) maintain; (1) limprove; or 
(C) custodial. Table 37 summarizes allotment categorization. 
Appenddx G explains the categorilzation crfteria and 1Ists the 
current management category for each allotment. 

All of the allotments were adjudicated ifn the l96Os, based on range 
surveys conducted at that time. Some reductions In grazing use were 

required to be taken over a 3-year periled. with one-third of the 

TABLE 37 

AlIo&znt Categoriaatton Swry 

Admmin Current MO. of Percent of 
UnDt Category Allotments Acreage Allotments 

SRRAa F9 33 423,750 30 
x 27 941,940 66 
C 

SUBTOTAL 
51,890 4 

1,427,580 100 

FUPb H 6 190,240 a00 

aIncludes all the allotments where SRRA adminilsters the grazing 
(Emery, Wayne and part of Sevler Counttes), publilc lands only. Un- 
allotted lands, Buckhorn Draw and the Willdlllfe Allotment were not 
assDgned to a management category. 

bfncludes only the allotments where Sevier River Resource Area ad- 
ministers the grazing. 

Sources: SRRA allotment monitoring plan; Seviler Rdver Resource Area 
rangeland program sumnary update. 

cuts to be taken each year. Most of the third-year reductions were 
never tmposed. 

Since adjudication, some allotment boundaries have been changed, two 
areas have been closed to livestock grazilng, and some areas are 
unallotted. The Wildldfe Allotment has been allotted to wjldllfe, 
princfipally deer and elk. The area known as Buckhorn Draw was 
closed to grazing In 1963 for aesthetic and recreation values. The 
closure allows for tradldng of livestock through the draw, but does 
not permit stopping there overnight. There are approximately 1,730 
acres of unallotted lands within SRRA and 920 in PPD. 
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Currem% grazilng use and season are shown for each allotment in 
appendix I. Of the 101 total allotments, 75 have use between April 
16 and June 15 each year. The Iron Wash Al'fotment is used from 
March 1 to becember 31. The Sweetwa%er Allotment has year-round 

use. The grazfng period for the remaining allotments is between 1 
and 8 months, durfng various times of the year. Currently (1988) 

%he S-year average licensed use is 56,871 AU&, and active prefer- 
ence is 88,252 ALMS. 

One allotment ils stocked with cattle and sheep, six wi%h sheep, and 
one with horses. The remaining 93 allo%ments are stocked with 

ca%%le, and 'three of these also have licensed use for horses. 

Re$%urce Comdi%ion md PoGmtial 

Vegetation production in the grazfng area fs believed margjnally 
sufficient to mee% the forage demand for active preference, but 
livestock cannot use an estima%ed 15 %o 20 percent of the forage 

because it is inaccessible or because adequa%e water is not avail- 

able. This si%ua%ion could be remedied with vegetation trea%ments 

(chainings and seedings), intensive grazing management systems, or 

water developments. However, vegetatlon %reatments are considered 
risky due to shallow soUs and lfmited precipttartion (5 to 9 inches) 
in SRRA. 

Rangeland monitoring studies have been established %hroughout the 
grazing area since 1965, and new studies are con%inually being 
established (appendix HI. 

Cattle and sheep were firs% brought into the Castle Valley area in 
1875 and moved east onto San Rafael Swell in the early 1880s 
[Finken, 19771. Five permittees currently graze sheep on public 

lands, but hIstorica sheep use In the area was higher %han a% 
present. 

ltn this area, historical use on pub'lic lands has been primarily for 
winter and spring grazing, but also for yearlong grazing where 
lilvestock water was available. USFS lands adjacent to the grazing 
apea provi& Sumner and fall fYune to Octobers grazing for many Of 
the Wivesto& %ha% win%er on publ'ic lands. 

During &he late l%Os, BLM endeavored to prepare an allotment 
management plan (AEP) for every grazing allotment. for allotmen%s 
wi%hdn the San Rafael grazfng area, 23 AMPS were written. Of khese, 
6 were l[mplemented in whole or in part (map 43). 

Wa%er facilities exist %hroughou% the planning area; most were 
constructed to benefit livestock and facilitate improved grazing 
dis%rlbution. 

Vegeta%fon is a basic component of the grazfng resource (see Vegeta- 
tion, Ohis chapter). Livestock use four main vegetation zones: 
pinyon-juniper, saltbush, grassland, and blackbrush. Other areas of 
concern are riparian areas, poisonous and noxious plants, and 
ecologically unique areas. Wa%er is ano%her basic component. 

Pfnyonjluniper 

The pinyon-juniper zone produces little forage for lIvestock because 
the %ree roots deplete the soil of available mofs%ure and nutrients; 
as a result, understory forage specfes are often scarce or alto- 
gether absent. 

Sagebrush 

The sagebrush zone consists mainly of browse species with a few 
grasses present. Most areas are accessible to livestock, but use is 
often limilted or precluded by a lack of water. Cattle use these 
areas mainly in the fall and winter; some areas are used In the 
spring. 

A number of acres were chained and seeded in %he late 1960s and 
early 1970s to support more desirable forage species (map 81); many 
of these %reatmen%s were ineffecttve. Some of the treated areas 
have reverted to natfve vegeta%ion. 

Se1 %bush 

The saltbush zone generally produces a mixture of browse and grass 
species for livestock. Most of %hese areas are accessible to live- 
stock, but use is often limrted or precluded by a lack of water. 



Reservoirs, the main sources of water, are often dry durfng the 
wifnter and spring use per'Bods. 

81 aekbrush 

Blackbrush areas that support stands of forage species are useful 
for livestock grazing in fall, winter, and sprfng. Cattle generally 
do not use blackbrush itself if other forage is avaflable. 

Grass1 and 

The grassland zone produces a milxture of grasses and shrubs. Most 
of these areas are used by cattle during the fall, winter, and 
sprlrng or by sheep in the winter and spring. 

Rlgarian Areas 

Riparian areas are generally accessible to livestock and are heavllly 

utilized because of their relatively lush vegetation, available 
water, and shade. 

Pofsonous and Noxious Wants 

poisonous and noxious plants are present throughout the grazing 
area, but generally do no% occur in concentrations that would pose a 
significant threat to livestock. Halogeton and locoweed poisonings 

are occasionally reported. Broom snakeweed, cotmnon throughout the 

grazing area, is also toxic. 

EeologWeally Unique Areas 

Some of the isola%ed mesa tops scattered throughout the area are 
ecologically unique and could be considered relict areas, since 
inaccessibfli%y ldmits or prevents livestock and wfildlife grazing. 

'In the 196Os, Link Flats (912 acres) was identified as having eco- 
logically unique rangeland value [McNulty and Harper, 19661 and was 
nominated for natural area designatfon. The area was never properly 
studied nor designated as a natural area: the original rationale for 
designation appears to be in error, as does the legal descriPtfon 

PublIshed in the Federal Register; and there is a discrepancy 
between the actual area of Link Flats and the area described. 

LSnk Flats was segregated 'from mineral entry under the general 
mining laws and from surface use and occupancy under the mineral 
leasfng laws. The area did have a history of grazing use, and 1% 
was recommended tha% the natural area llrsting be ddscontinued. The 
area does nq%, in fact, contain unique rangeland values or rare 
planes, and 1% is not an ungrated plant community. 

Hater Developments 

Livestock water is generally scarce over the en%ire area. The 
numerous reservofrs are generally not dependable. Springs, wells, 
and pipelines are more reliable, but are djfficult or infeaslble to 
construct in many areas. Cons%ructed rock %anks are somewhat more 
successful than reservoirs. Some areas have no surface water and 
can be used by Ilvestock only when snow covers the area or when 

water is hauled in. Livestock forage near available water is 
heavily util4zed. with little or no gratifng use iln areas without 
water. 

Range Improvements 

Land treatments and management facilitdes in the area provdde addi- 

ttonal livestock forage; make unusable areas usable by add3ng water 
and access; provide more uniform dl stribution of livestock; provide 
more Intensive management, including rest periods for improved 
ecological status on na%ive range; and aid in control and handling 
of livestock. Grazing permit%ees are generally responsible to 
maintain structural improvements such as fences, wells, and reser- 

voirs, while BLM maintains seedings and other nonstructural 
improvements. 

Contour furrowfng projects (totaling 3,900 acres1 were developed 
primarfly to control watershed erosion, but also to provide forage 

for livestock. Most SRRA staff specialists agree that contour 
furrowing projects have not been highly successful. 

Yost fences throu bout 
9 

the plannin area were constructed to control 
livestock movemen and to establis! allotment boundaries. 
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Loca%4on anil Ex%ent of Resource 

Cultural resources consist of (1) physical remains of past human 
activlt3es, occupations, and endeavors, (21 areas where significant 
hlanran events occurred, even %hough evidence of the even% no longer 
remains, and (3) the environment Imnedilateily surrounding %he ac%ual 
resource. Cultural resources, including both prehistoric and 
hilstoric remains, represent a par% of the continuum of events from 
the earliest evfdences of man to the near present. 

A wide range of cultura? resources are con%ai ned in the planning 
area [Hauck, 1979; CouYam, et al., 19831. Yhese resources range In 
tilme from a ?2,000-year-old buried CYovBs site to the remains of 
present-day uranium mdnes. In fmportance they range from world- 
famous rock art sites ESmilth, 19801 to obscure artifacrt scatters 
with only minimal sc%en%dfic value. 

Yhe locatilon and extent of most of the resources are unknown. It ils 
estimated that about 70,000 archaeological sites exist in the 

planning area, of whfch about 1,500 (2 percent) are recorded. Ywo 

siltes, Swasey Cab%n and the Buckhorn Pictographs, are fenced and 
used as recreation sites. 

Al'Icmt4ons 

Cultural resources can be nominated to the Natilonal Register of 

Historic Places (for which IPS has desllgnation authority), nomiOnated 
to the National Historic Landmark System, or designa%ed as areas of 

critlcal envtronmenrtal concern IACECs). 

Through BL#'s planning process, management objectfves are estab- 
lished for all cultural resources known and projected to occur in 
the planning area. Objectives are determined for defined classes of 
similar cul%uraY resources or for individual cultural sites, as 

appropriate. 

Cuiitural resources managed for theSr ilnformation potentlaY are 
capable of contributing useful scientific. historic, or management 

information. Yhtis infofmat!on poten%lal Is to be Protected to the 
extent needed, by physical or administrative means, untWl i% has 
been realdzed %hrough appropriate study. 

Cultural resources %ha% possess identffied socfo-cultural, educa- 
tional, recreatIonal, or other public values are to be managed in a 
manner that gives adequate consfideration to these values (management 
for publilc values). 

Cultural resources that have overriding scientific or historic 
importance are to be managed by the means necessary %o maintain %hem 
in Oheir present condition and to protect them from poten%ially 
conflicting land or resource uses (management for conservation). 

Resource Comdirtfon and Potent&l 

Mineral exploratfon and development, recreation use, livestock 
grazilng, and vandalism are damagilng some culrtural resources; impacts 
are noted on alli sites presently being recorded. 

Yhe poten%fal of cultural resources is limited only by the abllil%y 
to preserve them intact for study. The plannBng area 4s consfdered 
%o be the cen%er of the fremont culture [Jennings, 19781, and its 
abundant cultural resources show human presence fn the area over the 
past 12,000 years. Yhe dnformation %ha% could be gained from 
cultural resources in the planning area is not available elsewhere. 

Current management emphasizes identification and mitigatilon of 
direct effects on cultural resources from permitted and licensed 
projects on the public lands. Some cultural resources in the 
plannQng area are well preserved, 
destroyed. 

while others have been to'tally 
Many of&es have been damaged, fntentionally or uninten- 

tionally, through h-n activi%y over the past 100 years. I% is now 
difffcult to find undfsturbed cultural resource sites within %he 
plannilng area. 

Cultural resource values are being lost 4n those parts of the 



cond4tilon of cultural resources. Resource condilt4on. however, 
continues to deteriorate because of the indirect effects of 

permitted activltles and because the direct effects of such 
unlicensed actilvlttes as d4spersed recreation are not controlled. 
Cultural sites are used as campsites. trampled, driven over ~4th 
vehicles, dismantled for fuelwood, enhanced for better photographs, 
or otherwise ddsturbed. 

Although cultural resource laws emphasdze preservllng the resource 
for the enjoyment of the AmerDcan people and future generations, no 
sites in the planning area have been designated and interpreted for 
pub1 4c use. 

Most of the currently avaflable 4nformatilon about cultural resources 
In the plann4ng area has come from m4tigatOon of impacts from 
surface disturbance. Some excavations have been done by academdc 
4nst4tut4ons pursuing research. An Archaeological Resources 

Protection Act (ARPA) permit 4s required and must 4nclude evidence 
of the appl4cant's qualiffcations. the purpose of the proposed work, 

and the methods to be used. Because funding for academic research 
4s extremely 14m4 ted, 14ttle excavation work 4s currently being done 

(1988). However, opportunitfes for archaeolog4cal research in the 

planning area are bel4eved unlimited. 

The resource area manager's responsiib414ty for cultural resource 

management Includes mak4ng recoannendations and st4pulatDons 

concerning (I) protective des4gnations of cultural resources; (29 
the effect an undertaking may have on eligible cultural resources; 
and (3) the 4ssuance or denial of cultural permdts. 

Lccat4on and Extent of Resource 

Recreation use occurs throughout the entire planning area, much of 
4t concentrated 4n the eastern part of San Rafael Swell, although 
similar recreation opportunft%es are available elsewhere in the 
plannilng area. Developed recreation s4tes 4n use are San Rafael 

Campground and Swasey Cabin. Ex-fstilng and potential recreation 

s4tes are shown on map 57. 

The SRRA recreation management program 4s geared primarily toward 
management of San Rafael Swell and Labyrinth Canyon Spec4al Recrea- 
tion Management Areas (SRMAs) (map 55). 'The rema4nder of SRRA has 
been desqgnated as the San' Rafael Extens4ve Recreatdon Management 

Area (RNA). The entire FPU 4s referred to as the Forest Plann4ng 
Un4t Extensive RNA. Because most recreation use 4n the extensifve 
RMAs 4s djspersed, there 4s less need for resource protectdon and 

user conflict resolution than within SRI&k 

Because of its undque recreatllon opportunities, SRRA attracts 
recreat4onfsts from throughout the United States and abroad, 
although about 70 percent of the vis4tors res4de 4n the region. 
Opportunities are ample for backcountry uses such as h4king, nature 

study, photography, camping, and observing scenery, archaeology, 

historic sites. geology, and other natural features. Water-based 
recreat4on opportunfties include swilmring. river running, canoe4ng, 
and f4shdng. Other recreation uses 4n the semiprimitive motor4ted 
(SPM) and roaded natwral (RN) ROS classes Include auto touring, 
pfcnicking, rock collecting, and ORV use. Opportunities are limited 
for winter activities. Wildlffe are present in sufficient numbers 
to a‘4low considerable opportunftfes for hunting big and small game. 

Allocatfons 

Recreation use is allocated through designation of SRf4As and ORV use 

areas, as well as through regulation of special recreation use 

permits. 

The resource area manager can desfgnate an SRMA administratively 
when special management 4s needed to protect recreation values, 
reduce resource damage, solve health and safety problems, mitigate 
surface use confl4cts. or provide the public ~4th scarce recreat4on 
opportun4ties that would not otherwise be available (43 CFR 
8372.0-5). Recreation use in an SR%M may or may not require a 
special recreation permit (43 CFR 8372.1). 

The BLM 4s required 4zo allocate ORV use by desdgnating all the lands 
wfthin the resource area as open, closed, or limited for ORV use (43 
CFR 8342). This 4s done through the RR process by identilfying 
confl4cts among varfous surface uses and determfning whether ORV 
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designations are an approprfate means of conflict resolutfon. The 
desfgnat9ons do not dlst%nguish between recreational and nonrecrea- 
tfional ORV use. No ORV designations have been made for lands wIthIn 

the planning area. 

8LM studies rivers to determine their eligibility as wild, scenic, 
or recreatdonal under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Studies are 
made in accordance with the final USDI-USDA (U.S. Department of 

Agriculture) Guidelines for Eligibility ClassiffcatIon and Manage- 
ment of River Areas (September 7, 1982). Three river segments in 

SRRA are under study: Green Rjver, San Rafael R'iver, and part of 
Muddy Creek. No segments in FPU are under study. The RMP/EIS 
provjdes background data for the suitability studfes (appendfx J). 
Only Congress can designate a rjver or a segment of a r'rver to the 
National Wild and Scendc Rivers System. 

Permits are required for competitive and comnerclal recreation 
activities. Moncornmercial recreation activ+ties are not currently 
allocated (1988). 

Resource Condition and Potent4aW 

Recreation opportunities are identdfied through the recreation 
opportunity spectrum (ROSI system. Through ROS. management can 

characterize varSous types of recreation settings and opportunltjes 
and the capabililty of the resource to provfde different types of 
experiences. ROS classes are established as the result of an inven- 
tory and used as an analysgs tool in the RMP process. All possible 
combjnatilons of recreation experience, Setting, and activity oppor- 
tunities can be arranged a'long a continuum. ROS is divided into six 

classes: primjtive (PI; SemIprfmjtive nonmotorized (SPMM); semi- 
primitive motorized (SPM); roaded natural (RI); rural (RI; and 

modern urban (II). Each class fs defdned in terms of a combfnation 
of activity, setting, and experdence opportunities (appendix lo. 

Table 38 shows the approximate acres in each ROS opportunity class 
in the planning area; the ROS class areas are shown on map 58. 

Overall recreation use is moderate, and use patterns are sporad$c. 
The resource base upon whllch recreation opportun9tIes depend has 

been affected by motorized recreatjon, mostly fn certain areas of 
crowding and concentrated use. Other resource uses, such as 19ve- 
stock graidng and mfneral development, have changed the character of 
avadlable recreation opportunit$es. 

For those recreation activities tak9ng place in the planning area, 
partlc%patjon is expected to increase by 20 to 30 percent between 
1985 and 2000 IHof and Kaiser, 1983aI. These increases cannot be 
correlated wfth the capablli ty of pub1 Jc lands to meet future demand 
without carrying capacity studies, but it is believed that the 
recreation resource has good potential for meetllng recreation demand 
in all ROS classes. 

Current management in SRRA is directed toward management of two 
SRMAs and dispersed recreation use in the remainder of SRRA. 
Current management dn FPU is directed wholly toward dispersed 

recreation use. Current management is described separately for each 
of the SRMAs and the extensive RIMS. 

San Rafael Swell Special Recreation Managent Area 

The San Rafael Swell SRMA includes 846,340 acres of public land. 
Thousands of visitors each year are attracted to llts scenic vistas, 
red-rock canyons, archaeological resources, and abundant wildlife. 

San Rafael/Buckhorn Canyons and Labyrinth Canyon were designated 
SRMAs i[n 1981. For the purpose of this plannfng effort, the 
boundaries of San Rafael/Buckhorn SRMA have been expanded to form a 
more logfcal unit, referred to as San Rafael Swell SRMA. Acreages 
are shown In table 38. 

The prdmary actdvitdes iinclude ORV exploration (primarfly three- 

and four-wheel all-terrain vehicles (Ains and motorcycles), camping, 
sightseefng, hikIng, floatboating, backpacking, and climbing. 
Mountain bicycl!ng has recently become popular. 

Few visitor use statistics are available regarding the amount or 
dlstr9bution of recreatilon use in the sRMA. Visitation estimates 
are compiled annually in the swell for the Easter weekend. Esti- 
mates have ranged from 1,500 to 4,000 visitors during that weekend 
period between 1985 and 1988. 



Opportunity Class (approximate BhM acres) 

Area 

San Rafael Swell SWA 

babyrlnth Canyon SRMA 

San Rafael Extensifve R 

@pad Ext@ns;Bve BBW 

Prfnitdve 

100,070 

37,620 

30 

0 

Sefniprhitive 
Nonmotori zed 

282,210 

21,790 

15,9190 

0 

SemiprSmiltilve 
k?otorl zed 

336,110 

9.8-00 

353,560 

44,33-a 

743,800 

Roack? 
Waturaf 

197,950 

10 

205,220 

31, 

434,260 

Rural 

0 

0 

3,480 

0 

3,460 

Area 
Urban TOti3.B 

0 846,340 

0 49.220 

40 577,520 

0 75.4110 

- 

40 1,548,490 

#OTE: babyrlnth Canyon SRMA conta4ns 9,300 acres Bn GRA. Of those 9,300 acres, 6,600 acres are withfn the SWl class, and 2,500 
acres are wlthln the SW class. 

Source: BbM records. 



Use drops dramatically around Memorial Uay when flshilng actilvity 

increases in other areas, drawing people away from San Rafael Swell. 

Major use areas are on the eastern side of the swell. In the areas 
surroundfng the many dispersed, well established campsites, vegeta- 

tlon losses and dry sofls contrIbute to excessive dust. Sllnce 1983, 
motorized use has fanned out to other areas. Motorized uses tend to 
d%splace nonmotorfzed uses in many areas of the swell during spring 
and fall ESRRA filesf. SRRA staff reports have documented heavy 
impacts to soils and vegetation from ATV and motorcycle activities 
on Buckhorn Flat; the Wedge; the bench areas just north of San 

Rafael River between the campground and Mexican Bend; the Swasey 
Cab%n viclnilty; Justensen Flats; Muddy Creek (near Tomsich iButte); 
the North Salt Wash area; the eastern flanks and southern end of San 
Rafael Reef; and areas north and west of Gobldn Valley. 

Recreation use fin San Rafael Swell SRI44 fs most concentrated at the 
following popular locations, which receive different types of use, 

dependfng on the values offered. 

(1) HJghway travel corridors, particularly along I-70 and U-24: 

scenic qualfty, natural appearance, and rest stops and 

overlooks. 

(2) The Head of S%nbad area: scentc quality, proximity to I-70, 

camping and picnicking. The Mountain Man Rendezvous In the 

Swasey Cabin vicinity attracts over 150 visitors annually. The 
Swasey Cablln historic site was stabilized in 1976 to protect 
cultural values. No facilitdes are provided at Swasey CabOn. 

(3) The Justensen Flat/Copper Globe area: late sprilng and early 
fall weekend visitors, campdng, and spectacular views. 

(4) The Wild Horse/Temple WountaIn area: ORV-oriented weekend 

visitors, srfghtseejng, rockhounding, hiking, and backpacking. 

(5) The Buckhorn Draw/San Rafael Campground area: scenic quality, 
and a major petrog'fyph panel. On a high-use spring weekend, it 

4s not unusual to count over 100 vehicles in the draw. The San 
Rafael Camground, the only developed cawground In the SW% 

covers 10 acres and provides 15 overnight campilng units, Indi- 

vidual and group tables, water, one vault toilet. an interpre- 
tive board, and trash collection service. The area has been 
vandalized repeatedly, and solls and vegetatilon have been 
disturbed. 

(6) The Wedge: scenic vfews, sightseeing, and ORV exploration. 
Proximity to comnuni[ties in Castle Valley adds to its attrac- 
tlveness as a day-use sfte. 

(7) The Buckhorn Reservoir/Flat: social gatherings, ORV use. 

(8) San Rafael River (Upper and tower Black Boxes, Mexican Bend, 
and the Little Grand Canyon): floatboating, hjking, tubing, 
and kayak4 ng. 

(9) One special recreation use permit for comnercIa1 use of the 
Little Grand Canyon segment of San Rafael River was issued in 
1985, two in 1986 and 1987. 

(IO) Sids Mountain Complex: backpacking, hiking, horsepack trips, 
and motorcycle use. Two specdal recreation use perml[t requests 
have recently (1988) been received for comnercfal horse trilps 
in thils area. 

(11) San Rafael Reef (San Rafael River Canyon to Hidden Splendor on 
the Muddy River): highly visible landmark from I-70, motor- 
cycling, Mking, and backpacking. 

In 1986 a cooperative management agreement (WA) between BLM and 
Pathffnders Motorcycle Club, Inc. of Price, Utah provided for joint 
development and management of a system of motorcycle trails withln 
the swell in the Temple Mountain vicin%ty (map 57). BLH has 
cooperated with the Utah Rivisfon of Parks and Recreation to manage 
the Goblin Valley Trail Rides, an annual event. 

Labyriinth Canyon Spectlal Recreatfon Managent Area 

Labyrfnth Canyon SRMA encompasses be 
Utah to Canyonlands OJP and 1 conta ns 



public land. The eastern and western boundaries follow the rims of 

tributaries to the Green River. Approximately 9,300 acres of the 
SRMA lie within the Grand Resource Area in BLM's Woab District; the 

remainder lies 9n WM. The SRMA Is managed jointly by SRRA and the 
State of Utah. 

Canoeing and smooth-water floatboating opportunities, which do not 
require whitewater rafting experience, attract visiftors from many 
areas. Evidence of both early river expeditions (such as 0. Julien 

lnscrfptdons) and prehistorfc cultures can be found along the river- 
way and in side canyons. 

Because Labyrinth Canyon has been adjudicated and determined a 
navirgable waterway, the State of Utah has jurisdiction over the 
river and lands below the high-water line. BLM management Is 
Ii&ted to the lands above that line. The estimated user days has 

increased from 2,016 4n 1981 to 4,192 iSn 9987. 

BbBg has cooperated with the Utah Division of Parks and Recreation to 
install fnterpretive and visitor registration facilities at Green 
Rllver State Park and to manage two annual events: the Canyon 
Country Marathon (Friendship Cruise) and the State Parks Green River 

Canoe Trip. Facilities are also located at Mineral Bottom, within 
Grand Resource Area and include an interpretive display board, 

visftor register, and restroom. Mineral Bottom is a stop-over or 
take-out pofnt for Labyrfnth Canyon riuer trips and the launch site 

for trips through Stillwater Canyon, withfn Canyonlands NP. 

More than eight commercial tour operators currently (1988) use the 
SRMA . Convsercial operations generally occur below the hdgh-water 
liine, thus falling under state jurisdiction. Commercial recreation 
use of public lands in the SRMA is seasonal and limited. 

Sam Rafael ExtensPve Recreat'lon Management Area 

Most lands within the extensive RMA generally do not receive sub- 
stantial recreation use at this time (1988). 

San Rafael Desert receives intensive periodic ORV use during Easter, 

nemorfal Day, and Labor Day weekends. A motorcycle race, which rJas 

called San Rafael Mall Run through 1983, rls generally held each 

September. The race, which was not held in 1984 or 1985, was 
renamed San Rafael Desert Race in 1986. Major management consldera- 
ttons include conflicts between ORV use and management of livestock 
grazifng and wildlife habitat. ConfliJcts have involved harrassment 
of livestock, gates left open, and interference wllth antelope bow- 
hunters on opening weekend. 

Huntfngton Canyon provides the only opportunity in SRRA for a non- 
desert recreation experience, with picnickfng, trout fishing, hunt- 

ing. and winter sports (snowobiling, cross-country skiJing, and 
snowshoeing) bedng the major activities. Camping is prohibited 
along Huntington Creek between Emery County's Bear Creek Campground 
and Manti-LaSal RF, because no restroom faciliti[es are available in 
the area. Two visitor register boxes are located in HuntIngton 
Canyon. 

Forest Btlanning Unft Exteersfve Recreation Management Area 

Public lands in FPU offer dispersed recreation use. Visitor use 
statistics are not available for areas wifthin FPU. Dispersed 
recreation activities include camping, picnicking, ORV use, hunting, 

fishing, and snowmobiling. No recreation facilities are provided 
within FPU. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

LocatDon and Extent of Resource 

The planning area is characterized by scenic canyons, colorful 
geologic strata, terraced plateaus, and mesas bounded by steep 
cliffs. Spectacular scenic value lies in the area's exposed 
colorful rock layers, rugged and broken terrain, and naturally 
sculpted sandstone formations. 

Cultural changes in the landform, water form, or vegetation create 
visual contrasts to the natural landscape character. In the 
plannfn area, 
power% nes, P fenctehse,5epi$e914es, es '%!YndtngPf' p~~~p~~ijtsIle'~~~~~o~~~, 
mining operations, roads, and evildence Of ORV use. 

3-47 



SQmce it Is neflther desjrable nor practfcal to apply the same 
Mnagenr@nt fntensfty to al7 visual resources. %hey must be evaBua%ed 
to deteerw%ne the appropriate management level. 

Visual resource alJoca%ions fnvolve classlffcatdon as to scenic 
qualfty, vilsual sens8tlvity. and distance zones and the application 
of certain management objectives for vrOsual resource5 jn each VRM 
class (appendix M). 

Scenic qualdty Is cfassfffed as A, B, or C, with A being the most 

sceenf c . Table 39 lists the scenic qua91ty classes, acreages, and 

percent of the planniing area. Visual sensdtiivdty. the degree of 
cowcerw expressed by tie user, 4s rated as high. medium, or low. 

Ols%awce zowes represent actual distances frsffl an observatfon point 
or travel route and are desfgnated as foregroundhfddleground, 
backgramd, or sddm seen. 

SRRa FPU 

Scenic Qual4ty Class acres Percent Acres Percent 

a 472,050 32 0 0 
8 538,720 37 51,470 68 
C 453,080 31 23,880 32 - - - 

ronu 1,463,850 100 75.350 100 

Source: 8h84 records. 

VW classes, which are the result of dnventory, fof7n the basis for 
v9sua'B resource Inpu% Onto management decisllons. The resulting VRM 
classes for %he planning area are shown on map 82, and their 
acreages are listed in table 40. 

Wlloual Resource Hanagmat Class Acreages 

SW4 FPU 

VW4 Class 

Class f 
Class 119 
Class 111 

Acres Percent 

0 0 
492,230 34 
378,230 26 

Acres Percent 

0 0 
4,140 5 
5.m 7 

Class I(v 593,380 MI 66;170 88 

TOT&S 1,463,840 lloa 75,350 'IO0 

Source: %LQ records. 

ObjectQves of the four VW classes are exp=ssed as degrees of 
contrast that can be allowed in areas with various combfnatilons of 
scenilc qualXty, vjsual senslltlviQ, and djs%ance tones (appendix 

n). The contrast rating process determfnes whether a proposed 
projeclt wouWd meet WRM class objectIves. This process measures the 
level of change agallnst %he VW class objective for the area dn 
which a proposed grojecct 1s to be located. To mee% the objective, 
the project's level of vitsual change must be equal to or less than 
that allowed under the objective. 

'If tie objectlve 1s met, Ilttle mltlgatlon $s needed to reduce 
vfsual contrast. If %k objective fs no% me%, reasonable and prac- 
tical mBtQgatfor-4 measures (whdch BkM managent does no% consider to 
h unduly eco~llf[cal9y restrktfvel are agpllcd to reduce contrasts 
as much as possible. The projecft Bs &hen approved rA%R stipula%Ms 
to Omphnen% the n8tigat4nn. 



If, over tjme, sufffcfent projects occurred that did not meet class 

objectIves, the scenJc qualiity of an area would become degraded. At 

this po%nt, the VRM class could not be maintained, and the class 
boundariles would have to be adjusted to shift the degraded area Into 
a lower VW4 class. 

Resource CondQtlon and Poteent'lal 

Visual resource Inventories for SRiRA and FPll were begun in 1976 and 
completed in 3978. VW class II, XII, and IV areas were formally 

adopted in the San Rafael Management Framework Plan (MFP) [BLM, 
1979al. The foreground/ middleground zone along Hllghway I-70 was 
recoavaended for designatdon as a scenfc corridor width no development 
allowed along I-70 between Highways u-24 and U-10. 

The Sevier River MFP CALM, 1977a1 reconrnended that any activity 
disruptive to scenery, ilncludilng, but not limited to, right-of-way 
structures, gravel ptts, dumps, and vegetatfon conversions, be 
severely restricted r[n four visual corridors: (1) Highway K-70, (2) 
Rock Springs/Last Chance Road, (3) Highway U-72, and (4) Hllghway 
u-10. 

The Multiple Use Management Plan for National Resource Lands dn the 
San Rafael Swell [GUI, 19731 recommends that national resource lands 
within the vfsual corridor and servilce zone be withdrawn from all 
forms of entry, and that construction of buildings or structures 

outsllde road rights-of-way within the visual corridor be prohiblted. 

Cultural modificat%ons are human-caused changes in the Yandform, 

water form, or vegetation, or the addition of a structure that 
creates a visual contrast in the basic elements, of a landscape's 
natural character. In the plannjng area, these changes include, but 
are not limOted to, fences, pipelines, chalnjngs, powerplants, 
reservof rs, mining operations, roads, oil and gas developments, 

powerlines, and evidence of ORV use. Oil and gas developments and 
powerlInes probably have the most signdficant adverse impact on the 

visual qualit$es of the area, and their influence is likely to 

continue. 

VRM allocations are reviewed perioddcally, when the resource area 
staff determInes that a review is needed. Changes to scenic3 49 

qualilry, visual sensdtIvity, and distance zones are based on chang- 
lrng fileld conddtdons, and the VRM class 9s adjusted accordingly. 

Locatfon and Extent of Resource 

The land pattern in the planning area consists of 

(1) private Band, mostlly in Castle Valley and along some of the 
drainages where the land was settled and farmed, along with a 
few scattered patented mining clai[ms; 

(21 state land, generally sectfons 2, 16, 32, and 36 of most town- 
ships, required in the Statehood Act for the support of 
school s, as well as other sections of land transferred to the 
state in lieu of unavaflable school sections; and 

(3) public land, most of which is in a blocked pattern w9th the 
state school sections interspersed, wfth some scattered, 
isolated parcels of public land in Castle Valley and in the 
western part of FPU. 

Lands actions may be initiated by BLM or fn response to an applica- 
tion. A Bands action can take place anywhere in the planning area, 
subject to restrictdons and conditions 
or management of other resource values. 

required by law, regulation, 

Allocations 

Land use allocatIons are made through a variety of means. Generally 
speaking, lands allocations fall Into three broad categordes: 
rights-of-way; other lands actions, such as leases and djsposals; 
and withdrawals. 

Certain authordzations, such as right-of-way grants, recreation and 
public purpose (RIPP) leases, and land use permits and leases, 
respond to public demand for specialized. more or less temporary 
uses of the public lands and do not cause the lands to 1 ave the 
publtc domailn, although they may restrict or benefit Certa n f Uses. 
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They may be for a se% period of time or may be open-ended. They 
tend to cover small, sca%%ered areas. 

#o transporta%fon or utdlllty corridors have been designated iin the 
plann9ng area, but such corridors have been identified on lands that 
border &he planning area. 

State lands were fdentiPi(ed for possdble acquisition where they 
would enhance or facflitate managemen% of special designatfon areas. 
These ilnclude lands withfn the P-70 Scenic Corridor, Dry Lake 
Archaeological District, Pomsich Butte Historical District, Lfttle 
Black Mountain, The Wedge, Muddy Creek, and 3fg Flat fops ACES. 

B%sposal actions, usually In response to public reques%s or applica- 
t;lons, result in a title transfer, and the lands leave the publilc 

domain. Examples are state indemnaty selections, private or state 
exchanges, deser% land entries, public sales, and mineral patents. 
Disposal mw depend upon the recipilent's meeting certadn conditions, 
such as in an R&PP patent, or may be absolute, as in a sale. These 

tend to involve scat'tered, discrete parcels. 

Each proposal or applica%ion 1s consddered on a case-by-case basis 
and either au%horf zed or rejected. Rights-of-way have been 
authorized in the planning area for oil and gas lease access and 

pipelines, off-lease coal facilities, electric power transmission 
and distribution lines, county road sys%em changes, telephone ldnes, 
primary and secondary water systems and pipelines, access to priva%e 
land, etc. Other land actfons fnclude RAPP leases for recreation 
facflfttes and a public school; permilts for short-tetm uses such as 
motfon picture filming, geologic core sampling, and sefsmograph 
fines not connected with the minerals program; sales of land in 
response to public requests or sales of isolated tracts identified 
by Bh# for disposal; and exchanges of land. Existfng land leases 

are shown on map 30. 

Wfthdrawals withhold lands from dfsposal or o%ber types of appro- 
prlation to maintain certain resource values or to reserve %he lands 

for a particular purpose. They may be imposed only by the Secretary 
of the ]tnter-ior or by Congress (see SectSon 204 of FLPM&A). A with- 
drawal may remove areas from the public lands to be managed under 

%he the authorf@ of another federal agency or department, but the 
land does not leave federal ownership. Withdrawals remain Jn effect 

until speclfically revoked. The RMP can serve as a basis for recom- 
mendations through adminfstratfve channels that lands be withdrawn 
from certafn uses or appropriations. 

Resource Condition and Potential 

The conditfon of other resources must be considered when processing 
lands cases. These resource condi%ions may necessitate restrictions 
or conditions to be met in authorizing lands actions or may cause a 
proposed actjon to be rejected. Overall, there should be no problem 
in meeting the demands for rights-of-way, leases, permbts, community 
expansion, and other lands actions although, on a case-by-case 
basfs, some proposed actions may not be authorized. 

Xn 1968 the public lands 1Tn Emery County, except certain specified 
lands, were classified for retention and multjple use management 
under the authority of the Classification and Mu!tiple Use (C&MU) 
Act of September 19, 1964, and in accordance with 43 CFR 2400. The 
classification segrega%ed the lands from appropriation under the 
agricultural land laws and from sales under R.S. 2455 (43 U.S.C. 
1571). In addftilon, those lands shown in table 41 were also segre- 
gated from entry under the general mining laws and from surface use 

and occupancy under the mineral leasing laws. Under the withdrawal 
revdew program the classifjcation was removed and no lands are 
classffied under the C&MU Act. 

Rights-of-way across the public lands are generally granted under 
Title V of FLPMA and Title X of %he Mineral Leasing Act (43 CFR 
2800 ) . These are issued for many purposes and change over Lime (are 
granted and expire). They are generally recorded on the master 
title plats found at the SRRA and Sevfer River Resource Area 
offices, Moab and Richfield district offfces, and at the USO, but 
are not shown on a map. 

The lands leased for RdPP are segregated from enltry under the public 
land 'laws includfng the mining laws (43 CFR 2091.3-2) (map 30). 



TA%LE 41 

Bureau of Land Managent Class~ffcatdons 

Site 

San Rafael Bridge campground 
The Wedge recreation area 

Lfnk flats Matural Area 

TOTAL 

Acres 
Classified 

80 
120 
792 

992 

Source: Master fltle Plats 

Though minerals remain reserved to the United States, there ds no 
provIsion for mineral entry or development on RIPP patents. RAPP 

patents contain prov'8siJons allowing for reversion of the lands to 
the UnSted States under certafn cbrcunstances. 

The Huntington Ailrport lease, Issued under 43 CFR 2911 to Huntington 
CDty and transferred to Emery County, covers 340 acres near Hunting- 

ton (map 301. In accordance w%th the reguuJa$ions, these lands are 

segregated from mqneral location. Approximately 40 to 60 acres of 

the lands under lease are not currently being 'used as part of the 
alrport. 

As of August 1986, 7,710 acres within SRRA and 180 acres within FPU 
were under withdrawal by RL# as public water reserves (PWRs) (map 

39). A PWR 1s segregated Prom agrilcultural entry and ultimately 

from dfsposal. 

Four powersite withdrawals affect 34,020 acres wlthiln SRRA (map 

39). RN manages the surface with concurrence of the Federal Energy 

Regulatory Conbnlss'ion (FERCI, the wdthdrawjng agency. The FERC 

wiithdrawals are for posdble powersfte dlevelopments. MO power 
projects are presently (1989) proposed. Three withdrawals are 
located on the Green River, .and one withdrawal on the Green and San 
Rafael Rivers (table 42). 

TABLE 42 

Lands Actions Supporting Public Demands 

bands Action and Site 

Agency wJ thdrawal s ( SRRA 1 
FERC 

R&PP patents (SRRA) 
Gobldn Valley State Park 
Emery Rodeo Grounds 
Bear Creek Campground 

Clawson Cemetery 
SUB%O%AL 

RAPP leases (SRRA) 
Goblin Valley Extension 
Millsite Park 
Millsite Golf Course 
Clawson Motocross 
Castle Dale Fairgrounds 

Emery School 
SUBTOTAL 

Source: %LM records. 

Economic 

Actilviity 
Enhanced 

energy 

recreatllon 
recreatgon 
recreation 
infrastructure 

recreation 
recreation 
recreat%on 
recreatdon 
recreation 

infrastructure 

Acres 

34,020 

2,240 

40 
120 
10 

2,410 

720 
40 

190 
160 
290 

40 
=i,4$0 



Short-tens land permits are issued as needed. These permits are for 
short-term uses such as fflmlng and seldom number more than five at 

any one time. Because of their short duration and minimal effect. 
they are no% shown on a map. 

Lands managed for disposal must meet the criiterla of the speciifilc 
au%horf%y including Section 203 of FLPMA (see also 43 CFR 27101. 

The San Rafael MFP identified 26 isolarted tracts as suii73ble for 
dt sposal , three of which have been sold. Other lands were not 

included in the MFP but are suitable for disposal. 

The Sevfer River MFP recommended transfer of 840 acres of isolated 
public land %o %he USFS or %o Johnson Lfvestock Company through an 

exchange. The transfer or exchange did no% %ake place; 640 acres 
south of l-70 and 200 acres north of I-70 are to be offered for 

sale. Other lands were not included in the MFP but are suitable for 
disposal. 

Some occupancy or agricultural trespass is known or suspected to 
occur in %he planning area. It usually occurs adjacent to private 

land, is generally considered to be inadvertent or unfntentional, 
and usually involves fewer than 5 acres. 

The po%en%lal rilgh%-of-way corridors within the plannfng area would 
con%inue some of %hese corridors along the routes already estab- 

lished by existing groupilngs of rights-of-way (map 24). The Western 
Regional Corridor Study [Western U%ili%y Group, December 19861 was 

consfdered fn developing %he po%entJal utility corridor. 

The forma% for this sectfon fncludes an overvIew of the affected 
area, followed by a detailed d4scussdon of the economic activity 

%ha% would be most impacted by the alternatdve management aceions. 
Economic measures emphasize personal, local, and regional revenues, 
cos%s, earnings, wealth, and employment. 

MS% management actions would primarily affect Emery Coun%y. AI- 
%hough Carbon County lies ou%slTde the planning area, rlt is included 

in the dfscusslon because there is a s%rong trading, and comnu%ilng 
link between Carbon and Emery Counttes. Most informatfon is pre- 
sented for bo%h Emery Coun%y and the Carbon-Emery Coun%y area. The 
strong economic link between %he two counties prevents isola%ilng the 

economic Impor%ance of planning area actfvities to Carbon County. 

Some economfc ac%ivity in Sevier and Sanpete Counties relfes on 
resources wf%hin %he planning area (mos%ly coal and livestock 
forage); however, none of the actfons proposed in any of the alter- 
natllves would affect economic activi%y in efther of these two 
coun%des. For a more complete descriptfon of the methodologies and 
assumptions used In this section, refer to appendiix P. 

DEPKtGRAPN%CS 

The 1987 Carbon and Emery County populations were 22,400 and 11,600 

respectively, abou% 1.3 percent and 0.7 percent of the state's 
popula%ion respec%ively [Barber and Taylor, 19873. Most of the 
se%tlemen% iln Emery County is located in Castle Valley, the north- 
western part of the county. There are two service centers In north- 
western Emery County: Castle Dale, the county sea% 11986 population 
2,070) and Hun%ing%on (1986 populatfon 2.350) [Utah, 19871. Other 

towns in Castle Valley are Elm0 (population 3501, Clawson (popula- 
%ion 100) Cleveland (populatfon 5601, Orangeville (population 
3,570). Ferron (popula%ion 3,910), and Emery (population 400). The 
Town of Green River 4s located in the southeastern par% of the 
county and has a populatdon of 920. 

She Carbon-Emery Coun%y region experienced a 62 percent increase 
bertween 1970 and 1980, and during %his period Emery County experi- 

enced the highest ra%e of growth In the state ~USDC, 1981al. Much 
of thfs growth can be traced to the construction of the Castle Dale 
(Hunter) Power Complex and %he Huntlngton Canyon Power Complex. fhe 
towns neares% to %he plants grew most rapidly. Huntington became 
the largest city in the county, growing 10.45 percent annually. The 

neighboring towns of Castle Oale, Ferron, and Orangeville had annual 
growth rates of 13.44 percent, 10.00 percent, and 9.86 percent 
respec%ively durfng the 1970s. Although Green River was the largest 
cS%y in the coun%y fn 1970, its loca%lon on the eastern border of 
the counlty excluded it from energy-related growth. Consequently, 



Green River was the only c%ty 11% the region to lose population 
between 1970 and 1980. The coa% industry has dec'llned since 1980, 
resuRtfng in out-mfgratilon from the regjon. Between 11982 and 1986 

Carbon and Emery CountBes experienced 7 and 9 percent population 
decreases respectiive'ly [Barber and Baylor, 19871. 

Emery County contains 4,449 square mi%es of land or about 2 milllfon 
acres. About 82 percent of the county Xs owned by the Federal 
Government, 10.7 percent by the State of Utah, and 7 percent by the 

prjvate sector. 

Growth and declDne in Carbon and Emery Counties are linked with the 

coal industry. The industry has experienced a recent contraction 

but has remained stable over the past several years. The mining 
industry is the 1 argest employer, and accounts for the largest share 

of earnings in the region. The construction and operation of 

electricfty-generating p%ants also provfde a large share of employ- 
ment dn the area. The tocal earning and employment attrilbutable to 
these powerplants 1s reflected the construction, publfc utllfties, 

and mining sectors, see tables 43 and 44. A number of other busi- 
nesses depend on the mlOnes and powerplants to purchase thefr 
products, and many retail and servfce busXnesses depend on the 
workers’ local expendiltures. 

Agrlcul ture, and more recently coal, have formed Emery County's 

economic base. Powerplant construction and an expansion of coal 

productllon transformed many of the communities in the area. 
Huntington. Castle Dale, Orangevflle and Ferron have been most 

affected by the increased mjndng and electrilcilty generation. Cleve- 
land, Elmo and Emery have been changed to a lesser degree. Green 
Rjver, located on Highway I-70, has become Increasingly dependent on 
tourtsm. 

Price (1986 population 8,980) has been the coal capital of Utah 
since the early 19OOs, and has always served as a regional trading 

center [Utah. 99871. East Carbon, Hiawatha, and Sunnyside (popula- 
tions 1.660,- 240, and 500, respectively) al% developed as company 
towns for the coal industry. Helper (population 2,724) ils also a 

TABLE 43 

1986 Employment for Utah and for Carbon and Emery Counties 

Industry 

Farm 
Nonfarm 
Private 

Ag Services 
Mining 

Construction 

Manufacturing 
Trans. and Utilaties 
Wholesale 
Wetai(% 
Fire 
Services 

Government 
Federal 
State and local 

Total employment (jobs) 
Employment (UOES) 
Labor force 
Participation (percent% 

Utah 
(percent% 

2.5 

Emery County Carbon County 
(percent) (percent) 

10.7 2.7 

0.6 0.3 0.3 
1.1 23.4 15.3 
5.7 5.3 4.0 

11.9 0.3 2.8 
5.1 20.5 5.3 
4.7 0.7 3.7 

%6.7 8.7 19.4 
7.4 1.7 3.5 

24.5 10.9 22.9 

7.2 2.8 3.7 
112.4 14.5 16.6 

800,649 4,820 9,468 
634,938 3,682 7,465 

45.3 34.1 38.7 
12.4 10.1 Unemployment rate (percent) 6.0 

NOTE: Includes proprietor and wage and salary employment. 

Sources: UDES, 1986; BEA, 1988. 



TABLE 44 

1986 Wnduatry Earnifngs for Utah and for Carbon and Emery Counties 

Industry 

Utah Emery County Carbon County 
f oercentl (percent) (percent) 

Farm 1.0 1.8 ‘1.2 

N0U3fatTl 

Priivate 
Ag Services 
Wining 
Construction 
Manufacturfng 

Trans. and Utllitles 
Wholesale 
Retafll 
Fire 
Serv'lces 

Government 
Federal 
State and local 

0.3 0.1 0.1 

2.3 41.3 35.7 

7.4 4.8 5.1 
16.8 0.1 2.3 

8.5 38.6 8.9 

6.4 0.6 4.6 
1.0 2.7 9.1 
5.5 0.6 2.1 

20.3 5.5 13.8 

8.7 1.1 3.3 
12.8 9.4 13.8 

Total earnllngs ($000) $14,107,930 $121,415 $181,885 

Total personal income ($000) $18,296,370 $105,474 $268,497 

Per capita personal income $10,986 $8,634 $11,851 

Sources: UOES, 1986; BEA, 1988. 

coa'i town, but has a more diversifged economy. Scofield (population 

105) ils an old coal milning conmnundty. Wellrlngton (population 

1,640), unlllke the rest of the county, is a farming, trade, and 
res%dential center. 

‘. . 

Nellther comnunllty infrastructure nor the levels of services provllded 
by communitfes in Carbon and'Emery Countfes would be affected by any 

of the alternatives. 

FISCAL CfM0ITIIoNS 

Property taxes are a major source of income for taxing districts in 
Carbon and Emery Counties. These districts also receive a large 
portdon of their revenue from fntergovernmental transfers includlfng 

federal payments in liteu of taxes (PaLa) and state reallocation of 
fuel taxes and vehicle registration fees. See tables 45 and 46. 

Minerals 

In 1985 the average annual employment in Emery County's oil and gas 
extraction industry was 52 jobs ELIDES, 19861. Permanent residents 
of the area are usually employed for 041 and gas production, while 
drill'lng and geophysical exploration mostly employ nonresidents. 

Includdng indfrect and induced affects, 041 and gas activity iln the 
planntng area generates 57 jobs (40 percent of which are held by 
residents), $1,606,871 earnings, and $21,892 taxing district reve- 
nues in Emery County and 90 jobs, $1,983,609 earndngs, and $56,921 
taxing distrfct revenues in the Carbon-Emery County area (tables 45, 
46, 47, and 48). 

Oil and gas drilling and geophysical exploration have decreased 
significantly since 1985, as has their related local importance. 

In 1985, the average annual employment dn Emery County's coal 
industry was 1,099 jobs, and the average annual employment in Sevier 
County's coal industry was 260 jobs CUOES, 19867. Approximately 75 

percent of the coal produced i[n Emery County is used fn coal-fired 
powerplants withOn the county. These plants and the related local 

economic activity depend entirely on coal produced in Emery County, 
80 percent of which Is produced from the planning area. 



Baxlng Ofstrict Revenues, by Source, Carbon and Emery Countrtet (19SS) 

Attributable to Land Use ActBvllty In the Planning Area 
Total TaxOng Coal aad WOW&i31 Metal Recreation- WiYdiffe- Other 
bllstrdct 019 and Gas Electric 841 neral Wlnfng k3V@S$OCk Related Related Land Use 

Source Revenues Activfty Generation Activitya Acthdtyb Production Activity ActQvlty Activ%t'Bes 

Taxes )27,299,532 $228,935 $15,681,258 $1,265 $5,147 $442,169 $19,314 $11,797 $23,229 

Licenses and peWits $370,401 B23 $50,787 $25 $66 $2,@32 18407 $249 $490 

'Intergovernment $17,122,706 $29,400 $4,617,000 $2,300 W,~O $243,800 $37,000 $22,600 $44,500 

Charges for Servfces $2,005,188 $1.382 $216,999 $108 $282 $11,458 $a ,739 $1,052 $22,092 

Fines and forfeftures $472,724 $294 $46,170 $23 960 $2,438 $370 $226 $445 

Mscellaneous $4*710,999 $3,587 $563,274 $281 $732 $29,744 $4,514 $2,757 $5,429 

TOTALS $51,981,550 $56,921 $21,175,488 $4,002 $12,287 $732,291 $63,344 $38,691 $76,185 

aw0finetal mineral activllty ilncludes mineral materials such as 
stone, sand, and gravel. 

bletal mllning actiivfity includes locatable mJnerals such as 
urandum/vanadilum and gold, as well as minifng claXm assessment 

actlvdties. 

Sources: Utah, 1985; Hansen. et al., 1986; Utah State Tax Cofmnfsslon, 11986. 
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TAIBLE 46 

Taxing Nstrilct Revenues. by Source, Emery Couny (1985) 

Total Bax%ng 
AttrJbutable to Land Use Actiivity in the Planning Area 

Coal and Nonmetal Metal ~ Recreation Wildife Other 

Source 

Taxes 

Licenses and pennilts 

Intergovernment 

Charges for Servkes 

Fines and forfeitures 

H%scellaneous 

TOTALS 

04 strkt Oil and Gas Electrk 
Revenues Activity Generation 

$27,299,532 $9,703 $13,271,184 

$370,401 $12 $2,916 

$17,122,706 $11,800 $2,916,000 

$2,005,188 $118 $29,160 

$472,724 $35 $8,748 

$4,710,999 $224 $55,404 

$51,981,550 $21,892 $16.283.412 

MIneral 
ActIvitya 

$450 

$2 

$1,500 

$15 

$5 

$29 

Wnfng 
Activityb 

$3,071 

@ 

$7,203 

Livestock 
Production 

$160,126 

$157 

$156,700 

$1,567 

$470 

$2,977 

$321,997 

Related 
Actfvity 

$5,544 

$21 

$21.000 

$2'80 

$63 

$399 

$27,237 

Related band Use 
Activitv Activities 

%Ir,m4 P3.844 

$19 $34 

$18,500 $33,500 

$335 

$101 

$637 82,757 

$24,476 $45,135 

alonnretal mineral activity Includes mineral materials such as 

stone, sand, and gravel. 

%etal mfining activity includes locatable minerals such as 
uranium/vanadium and gold, as well as mindng claim assessment 
activJties. 

Sources: Utah, 1985; Hansen. et al., 1986; litah State Tax Comnllssion, 1986. 



TA8LE 47 

Carbon and Emery County 8985 Employment and Earn%nglo by Economic Actifvdty r9n Emery County and the PWannQng Area 
(by place of employment) 

Direct, Indirect, and Induced Effects 

Economic Activfty 

Oil and gas 

Coal & Electric 

Attributable to Emery County ActIvi[ty Attributable to Planning Area Activity 

Earnings Employment Earnings Employment 
(dollars) (jobs) (dollars) (jobs) 

2,614,242 148 1,983,609 90 

120,264,127 5,495 99,378,186 4,617 

Metal Mining" 413,147 25 97,653 6 

Non Metal MdnIngb MA MA 37,775 2 

LIvestock grazing 2,357,848 516 1,112,791 244 

Recreation use 7.233.369 700 386,993 38 

Wfldlife use 694,482 67 232,696 23 

Other MA HA 644,766 48 

aLocatable mineral including: uranium/vanadium, gold, and mining claiim assessment activities. 

b#ineral materials including: stone, sand, and gravel 

Sources: UQES, 1986; USDC, 1985a; USDC, 1985b; USOC, 1985e; USDC, 1985f; IORT, 1984; Dalton, 1982; Various officfals of Southern 
Utah Fuel Company; Tralll Mountain Mine; Emery Mine; Utah power and Light Company, Mining Division; and Dear Canyon Mdne; 
personal communications, February 1987; USPS, 1982; and BLM records. 



TABLE 48 

Eaery County 1985 EwprpBoyw?nt and Earnflngs by EeonossPc ActWty Xn Emery County and,the Planning Area 

(by place of employment) 

Direct, Ind9rect, and Induced Effects 

Economvc Activil ty 

017 and gas 

Attributable to Emery County ActMty Attributable to Plannilng Area Actlvlty 

Earnil ngs Employment Earndngs Employment 
(dollars) (jobs) (dollars) (jobs 1 

1,850,278 82 8,606,871 57 

Coal &L Electric 93,480,362 3,523 75,766,196 2,916 

H&al a4ninga 

Won Metal MInlngb 

310,464 $6 75,257 4.0 

WA WA 28,384 8.5 

L%vesto& grazing 645,509 217 463,174 157 

&creation use 3,402,582 387 182,052 21 

Wild34fe use 385,781 44 159,333 18 

Other Uses WA WA 494,767 36 

aLocatable mineral fncluddng: uranium/vanadilum, gold, and minfng 
clah assessment activ8ties. 

bMlneral materials including: stone, sand, and gravel. 

Sources: UDES, 1986; USDC, 1985a; USN, 198%; USDC. l985e; USN, l985f; IORT, 1984; Dalton, 3982; Varllous officials of Southern Utah 
Fuel Company; Trail iwntain Mine; Emery Mine; Utah Power and Light Company, Mining Division; and Dear Canyon Milne; 
personal cormwnkations, February 1987; USFS, 1982; and RLDll records. 
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Hncludfng the fndfrect and Induced effec%s, coal orfgfnatfng from 

Ithe plannfng area generates a total of 5,198 jobs, $110,874,906 of 

earnfngs, and $22,636,516 of taxing dfstrfct revenues ifn Carbon, 

Ewry, Sevfer, and Sanpe%e Coun%fes. 8y place of employment, 2,996 
of the jobs, $75,766,196 of the earnfngs, and $16,283,412 of %axfng 

dfs%rfct revenues are fn Emery ColaMy; 1,701 of the jobs, 
$23,681,990 of the earnings, and $4.892.076 of the taxfng dfstrfcrt 

revenues are fn Carbon County; 55 of %he jobs, $109,941 of the 

earnfngs, and $89,485 of the taxing ddstrict revenues are in Sanpete 
CWl%.yy; and 526 of the jobs, )19,086,779 of the earnings, and 

$1,371,543 of the taxing district revenues are In Sevier County 
(tables 45, 46, 47, and 48). 

Although coal productfon and rela%ed economic actfvftfes are 
sdgnfffcant in all four coun%fes and have played a major role in the 
economfc and socfal condlltfons of the area, none of %he proposed 
alternatives would affect %hese aceivitfes, and no further dfscus- 
sfon is warranted. 

The mfneral materfals fn the planning area %ha% generate the most 

economfc ac%fvf%y Include sand and gravel, stone, clay, and ffll 
dirt. No businesses fn Emery County are directly Involved On the 
production and sale of these resources; however, some economfc 
actfvfty fs generated by %he productfon of mineral materials for use 
fn the manufacture of other products. Sand and gravel are used 
primarfly fn road construction and mafntenance; stone fs used 
primarfly for rfprap (channel bank s%abflfzatfon) and decorative 

building materfal; and clay is used to stabflfze soils and line 

reservoirs. 

Countywfde productfon of mineral ma%erfals is unknown. Including 

fndfrect and induced affects, extractfng mllneral materfals from the 
planning area generates '8.5 jobs, $28,384 earnings, and $2,001 
taxfng dfstrfct revenues in Emery Coun%y and 2 jobs, $37,775 
earnings. and $4,002 taxing dfstrfct revenues fn the Carbon-Emery 
County area (tables 45, 46, 47, and 4858). 

Although mineral materials are comnly available from other nearby 
lands, their locatfon with respect to thetr pofne of end use often 
makes materfals =in the planning area a less costly source of supply. 

Xhere ds no actfve metal mfnfng In edther Emery Coun%y or the 

plannfng area. Durfng &he 196Os, uranfum mfnfng was an important 

local fndustry; however, the Industry decldned in Importance durfng 

the 197Os, and sjnce 11983 there has been no local production. The 
only exfstfng metal mfnfng actlvifty Is associated with exploring and 

devel opfng ml nfng cllalms. Based solely on the notfces of intent and 
plans of operation received (Ignoring some non-surface-disturbing 
expenditures) approximately $160,000 was spent on assessment work fn 
the planning area. These local expenditures, fncludfng thefr 
fndfrect and fnduced effttc%s, generate 4 jobs, $75,257 earnfngs, and 
$7,203 taxing distri[ct revenues In Emery County and 6 jobs, $97,653 
earnfngs, and $12,287 taxing dfstrfct revenues In the Carbon-Emery 

Count# area (tables 45, 46, 47, and 4-8). 

Soil, Wa%er, and Air 

Wind erosIon. flooding, salinity, sedimentation and sol1 produc- 
tivity are the major soil- and water-related concerns that can 
affect economfc actfvfty. 

Sofl productivity and related economfc actfvfty are discussed under 
llvestock and wfldlffe-related recreation. 

Wind erosion has increased road maintenance costs along Hfghway 

u-24. Floodfng from plannfng area watersheds has occasfonally 
resulted in downstream economic losses. 

Salt loading and sale concentratfon from the planning area affect 
water users in %he lower Colorado River basfn. For municipal and 
indus%rfal users downstream, hfgher salt concentrations increase 
wa%er treatmen% costs, pipe corrosfon, appliance wear, and soap and 
detergent needs, while decreasilng the palatability of the water. 
For those who irrigate, the hfgher salt concentrations cause 
decreased crop yields, loss of productfve land, increased leaching 
and drafnfng needs, and increased management costs, sometfmes making 
I% necessary to change to a more salt-tolerant crop. 

Several studies CKlefnman, et al., 1974; Klefnman and Brown, '8980; 

8018, 19801 have a%%empted to quantffy the downstream user cost of 
fncreasfng salinity Bevels fn the Colorado River. 505 updates these 
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fjgures usjng gross natilonal product (GNP) price deflators along 
with projected baselfne salinity levels to estimate iimpacts of 
oalfnfty control and water development projects (table 49). These 
fDgures do not account for all salinity costs, and they do Include 
Indirect costs which. under conditions of capital and labor 
mob+lfty, are not true cost from a natfonal perspectjve. 

TABLE 49 

hcreaoed Water-User Cost of Increaafng Salinity at Imperial Dam 
by I Mrllfgram per Lilter 

Direct Indilrect Total 

Dollar GNP Implicft Incremental Incremental Incremental 

Year Price Deflator Impact Impact Impact 

1976 133.7 $257,300 $ 85,700 $343,000 
1977 141.7 272,600 90,900 363,500 
1978 152.0 292,425 97,475 389.900 
1979 165.5 318,500 106,100 424,600 
1980 174.5 335,800 1'11,900 447,700 
1981 185.1 356,000 119,000 475,000 
1982 201.7 388,000 129,000 517,000 
1983 210.3 405,000 '135,000 540,000 
1984 218.2 420,000 940,000 560,000 
II 985 226.11 435,000 145,000 580,000 

Source: Klelnman and grown, 1980; BOR, 1985. 

grajnages from the planning area contribute an estimated 342,000 

tons of salt into the Colorado River system annually. The annual 
downstream cost resulting from salt loadiing amounts to an estimated 
$20 as-4 I 1 Ion. Salt loadlOng from publdc lands 9s unknown. 

The use of many capital Investments including streets, buflddngs, 
sewers, reservogrs, irrigation ditches, and culinary water systems 
can be severely hampered wfth sedfment. Either the sediment has to 
be removed to regain use of the capital ilnvestment, or the use of 
the caplltal Investment will deteriorate over time. 

Because sediment yields cannot be quantified, their economic 
sQgnificance cannot be quantiffed. Sedfmntatton of capital invest- 
ments has generally been a problem only at Lake Powell and livestock 
reservojrs in hfgh-erosion areas, and ft is projected to become a 
problem for the does Valley-Huntington Canal within the next 10 
years. 

Lfvestock 

Agrilculture was Emery County's major economic base in the late 1800s 
and early 1900s. Sfnce the early 19OOs, agriculture has declined in 
relative importance, but retrains a stable ilndustry and is the 
countV's second largest source of employment. In 1984, agriculture 
directly accounted for 495 jobs (10 percent of local employment) and 
earnfngs of 9583,000 in Emery County (5 percent of local earnings) 

WX, 1985a1. Lfvestock fs the county's major agricultural 
product, accountfing for 56 percent of all agrdcultural sales an 1982 
6USOC. 19821. 

The planning area supplies forage for livestock not only In Emery 
County, but also in Carbon and Sevier Counties. Eighty-eight 
percent of the operators reside !n Emery County, 5 percent Iln Carbon 
County, and 3 percent dn Sevler County. 

One hundred thirty-e9ght actave livestock operators have been 
IdentQfOed. Of the 132 cattle operators, 81 have a herd size of 
under 10 head and 53 have a herd sllze of greater than 100 head. 

There are 9 sheep operators. 

Of the 138 operators who grate livestock fn the planniing area, 37 
(23 percent) have been fdentfffed as full-time operators, a propor- 
tion signlfkantly lower than the state's 44 percent average [US&X. 
19821. Fourteen of the 37 full-tfme operators fdentlfied are 

retired from other occupations. The avatlabBl1ty of better-payilng 



alternatilve emplojmmt fs a llagor reason for the low proportion of 

full-the operators. 

LIvestock operators who use publdc rangeland forage In the plannilng 
area and reside in Emery County accost for 73 percent of %he 
cwxaty's livestock producrtion; those resrld%ng iln Carbon County 

account for 8 percen% of %hat county's lIves%ock produc%ion; and 
%hose residing in Sev4er County account for 3 percent of Sevier 
CounQ's livestock produc%ion. 

The najoriw of I%ves%ock operators have cow-calf operaeions. 

Generally, CM.5 are calved in early spring, and the calves are then 

sold in late fall. Planning area forage tTs importan% in mafntaining 
the cow herd durfng the wilnter and provfdlng nutritious forage in 
spring when cows are calving. On %he average, these operators 

depend on public rangeland forage to provide 35 percent of %heir 
livestock feed (Itable 50). 

Ranch budgets have been developed for sifx livestock groupings. Each 
ranch has a uni[que se% of characteristics affecting ifts operation 
that cannot be fully represented by models of typical ranches. 
However, data from these typical ranch budge%s can be used to 
estaeate aggregate costs, returns, hired labor, and ranch values. 
These aggregate statistics are summarized fn table 51. 

The budgets suggeslt that over 100 head of cattle are generally 

needed to support a full-time operator. With existing economic 

conditions, most opera%ors, particularly those with a low debt load, 
can earn a return above their variable cost. However, returns to 

family labor and investment are lower than exlTstdng market rates of 

return, and returns to risk and management are generally negative. 

Although these conditions vary, depending particularly on management 
abi'iity and debt loads, there does not appear to be much economic 
incentive to stay in the livestock business. Higher earnllngs in 
other coun%y industries have drawn many operators to alternative 
employment and have led many %o conver% their operations into part- 

%ime busfnesses. 

Escalating farm real estate values between 1970 and 1981 con- 

trIbu%ed to fair market returns; however, this economic incentive 

has dfminlshed as farm real estate values have remained static 

January 6,221 530 47 61 
February 6,147 530 47 61 
March 7,044 327 54 38 
April 6,940 204 53 23 

May 6,692 1116 51 13 
June 3,061 25 0.23 2 
July 990 7 0.07 0 
August 992 0 0.07 0 
September 1,223 0 0.09 0 
October 2,231 350 0.17 36 
November 6,030 364 0.46 42 
December 6,917 364 0.53 42 

AU& Average Use 

Ca%%le Sheep - - 

Percent Dependency 

Cattle Sheep 

TOTAL 54,494 2,777 37 27 

aDependency represents the percentage of total feed requirements 

supplied by forage from the planning area. 

bWumbers are not additive because of roundtng. 

Source: BLW records. 

since 1989 EDrabenstott and Duncan, 1984; Federal Reserve Bank of 
Kansas City, 19871. 

Based on the ranch budgets for the direct effect, and the indirect 
and induced effect derived from county economic models, it is 

estimated that local operators who use planning area forage gener- 
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TABLE 51 grazing fees are lower than their true economic worth CTittman and 
Brownell, 19843. 

PreldmBnary Aggrega%e Costs and Re%urns for all Operators 
Grazrlng dn the PBann$ng Area There is some uncertain%y as to how much of a permit's value, if 

any, is capitalized ln an operator’s base property. Although most 
operators have purchased their grazing privileges from other 

operators, the uncertain nature of both future grazing privileges 
and grazing fees may have reduced much of the previously capital- 

Gross revenues 

Cat%le 

$2.635.577 

1984 Dollars rlzed value. Xf a pennft's value is $50, and the entire pennit 
value fs capitalized in the ranch's value, then grazilng pr-fvilleges 

Sheep Total in the planning area account for $4.2 million, about 16 percent of 
the aggregate ranch value of operators using planning area forage 

$306,119 $2,941,696 EUSOC, 19821. 

Variable cost $1,885,423 $130,329 $2,015,752 Wecrea%ion 

Returns above 
variable costs $750,-l 54 $175,790 $925,944 

Recrea%ion-related purchases of goods and services have spinoff 
earn%ngs. employment, population, and fiscal effects. 

Returns to family 
labor and invesrtnents $28.593 $138,332 $166,925 

Ranch Value $23,6#3,843 $2,779,400 $26,428,243 

Source: 5L.M Records. 

ate 157 jobs, $463,174 earnings. and $321,997 taxing district 

revenues In Emery County and 244 jobs, $1,112,791 earnings, and 

$732,291 taxing district revenues 4n the Carbon-Emery Coun%y area 
(tables 45, 46, 47, and 48). 

Although BLM does no% recognize a capIk1 ized value for grazing 
preferences, %he market recognizes such a value whenever grazl[ng 

fees are lower than their %rue economic worth [USUA and USN, 
19771. Recent penni% sales dn %he area have ranged from $20 to $75 
per AIM. Local priva%e lease rates for forage also suggest that 

Table 52 presents visitor use statfstics by region. Emery County 
receives sdgnlficant resident and nonresident use, home of whi[ch fs 
due to attractions within %he pl annlng area. Approximately 50 
percent of %he tourfs%s traveling through the county actually vfsit 

a%%ractions wfthin 'the coun%y. Approximately 10 percent of those 
who visiS% attractions in the county visit attrac%%ons In the 
planniing area. 

Including indirect and induced effects of recreation related 

expenditures, recrea%ion in the plannQng area generates 21 jobs, 
$182,052 earnjngs, and $27,237 taxing district revenues In Emery 

Coun?y and 38 jobs, $386,993 earnings, and $63,344 taxing dXs%ric% 
revenues In the Carbon-Emery County area (tables 45, 46, 47 and 48). 

Three coamnercfal river operators use the San Rafael Rilver, and 
approxilmately eight conmercrai rfver operators use the Green River 
through Labyrlnti Canyon. Commercial use of %he San Rafael River 
generates an estimated $1,600 of sales per year; however, 
conmercfal use has just begun fin this area and is projected to 
Increase. None of the comnercial operators using the San Rafael 
River is local. 



TABIBLE 52 

r of Annual Recreation VQsfbo, 1979-1984 Esttmated Total Use of !d411dl Bfe Herds that Extend 
into Emery County and the Wrnnlng Area 

TAWBLE 53 

Resident 
Wildlife Use Activity Days 

Regfon 

l[n out of 
Consnunity Communilty Nonresident 

Southeastern 
DQstrfct 

Castle Country 
Regqon 

Emery Cody 
Planning Area 

967,800 944,400 ‘I ,623,700 

604,343 401,370 744,400 
451,007 301) 028 558,300 

Total 

3,535,900 

1,750,113 
1,3’10,335 

70,075 

NOTE: The Southeastern district Includes Carbon, Emery, Grand, and 
San Juan Counties. The Castle Country regilon includes Carbon 
and Emery Countifes. 

Source: IOU, 1984; Dalton, 1982; BkM records. 

eased on recorded use, Labyrinth Canyon generates an estimated 
$8,000 of sales for the eight outfitters using the area. However, 
these sales comprise only a small part of each operator's total 

business. Ohree of the eight outfitters are located in Green River, 

Utah. 

Some recreational visitation and therefore jobs, earnings, and 
taxing dilstrict revenues In the county can be attributed to consump- 
tive and nonconsumptfve wdldlife uses (table 53). Public lands 
wfthfn the planning area account for only a portion of wiildliffe 
habiltat for most species. Based on the proportion of the habitat 

for each speci[es that lies on public lands, wildlife-related activi- 
ties in the planning area generate 18 jobs, $159,333 in earnings, 

Emery County Planning Area 

Consumptllve use 73,385 18,391 
Primary nonconsumptive use 95,401 23,908 

TOTKS 168,786 42,299 

Sources: Jense, et al. 9986; keatham and Roberson, 1985; Leatham, 
et al., 1986; DDMR, 1986; Provan, et al., 1980; DSFWS, 1982. 

and $24,476 in taxing district revenues in Emery County and 23 jobs, 
$232,696 in earnings, and $38,691 Bn taxfng district revenues in the 
Carbon-Emery County area (tables 45, 46, 47. and 48). 

Tourism's importance is greatest fn Green River, less in Castle 
Valley. The Industry forms a fairly stable economic base, which has 
been growing with the regional population. Xhe industry does 
experience annual fluctuations and is highly susceptible to economic 
recessions. However, these fluctuations are not of the size or 
duratfon of mining booms and busts. A larger proportion of tempor- 
ary jobs with relatively low salary levels are associated wfth the 
recreation industry, particularly with the businesses most dependent 
upon tourism. 

Other Land Uses 

Other economic uses of public lands In the planning area include: 

- land use permits for filming and miscellaneous temporary 
facilities; 



- rfghts-of-way for access, transportation, utflftfes, and water 
structures; 

- sales for resfdentfal, agrfcultural and connercfal uses; and 

- R&T patents for Sands used for recreation and other public 
purposes. 

Including fndfrect and Induced effects, other land uses over the 
past 3 years have generated an annual average of 36 jobs, $494,767 
earnf ngs, and $45,135 taxing df strict revenues f n Emery County and 
48 jobs, $644,766 earnings, and $76,185 taxfng dfstrfct revenues in 
the Carbon-Emery County area (tables 45, 46, 47, and 48). 

Countfes recefve a PXLX for entftlement land wfthfn their boundar- 
fes. In 1985 Emery County recef ved $410,521 f n PILB LSLW, 1985bl. 
The payment is based on both congressfonal appropriations to the 
fund and efther the county’s entftlement acreage or the county’s 
populatfon. Payments can be as hfgh as $0.75 per acre. Emery 
County’s population currently lfmfts PILT, and 1,735,371 acres of 
entftlement lands could be transferred to alternatfve ownership 
before PlLT payments to %he county would be reduced. Payments to 
the county now average $0.18 per acre. 

PILX payments per acre are generally far lower than revenues the 
county receives on lands under alternatf ve ownership. Only entf tle- 
~srent land transfers to the state could reduce local jurfsdfctfonal 
revenues, and then only if over l,735,371 acres of entftlement lands 
were transferred to state ownership. 

The hi story and development, and therefore social conditions, of 
Carbon and Emmy Count’Qes have been dl ssimllar. 

The Castle valley area of Emery County was originally settled by 
Mormon pfoneers, and economfc development was based mostly on 

agrfculture. Conmunftfes in the area remafned small, Isolated, and 
cultural ly homogeneous. Cultural values emphasf zed personal 
independence, local government, and local control. 

Durfng the l97Os, nearby energy developments brought rapid popula- 
tfon and economfc growth and sfgnfffcant fn-migratfon to the area. 
The resfdents had If ttle experf ence in copfng wf th growth-related 
problems, and the in-mfgratfon of a culturally diverse populatfon 
resulted fn rapid changes to social condftfons. 

Xhe recent downturn fn the coal industry has exposed resfdents to 
the other side of rapid growth, wfti high unemployment rates, 
outmf gratfon, and reduced taxfng dfstrfct revenues after havf ng 
ffnanced large a infrastructure buildup durfng the “boom.” Cultural 
and economic dfversfty have increased, al though not to the extent of 
the dfversfty in Carbon County, and carmwnftfes have more experfence 
and are better equipped to deal with future energy-related growth. 
These changes are more pronounced fn northern Castle Valley and less 
pronounced fn the southern part. 

Carbon County was orfgfnally settled lfke Emery County, but in 1881 
with the decfsfon to route the Denver and Rio Grande Railroad 
through Prf ce, coal mfnfng soon became the area’s major industry. 
Through the years, this econanfc devel oplnent has brought in a 
culturally dfverse population and has forced communftfes f n the area 
to deal with boom-bust growth ever sfnce. Comnunf tfes in Carbon 
County are polftfcally and economfcally dfverse and dilsplayed a hfgh 
level of cooperation and coordfnatfon during the last boom-bust 
cycle. 

Federal agencfes have exerted f ncreasf ng management and control over 
land upon whfch the local economy depends. Resf dents are sensitive 
to federal actf ons that ef ther restrfct tradf tfonal ly unrestrfcted 
actfvftfes or appear to have a negatfve effect on economfc condf- 
tfons, partfcularly durfng the current economic slump and hfgh rates 
of unemployment. However, publfc land--much of it undeveloped--is 
an fmportant component of the lffestyle many local residents desfre. 



Chapter 4 presents the envfronmenta9 consequences or fmpac%s of the 
six alternatives descrfbed In chapter 2 and the proposed resource 
management plan (RMP) described in volume 9. The fmpacts depict the 
projec%ed change that nou9d occur fn the human environment by the 
year 2000 if the alternatfves were fmp9emented. Impacts were 
smrfzed fn chapter 2, table 99. 

A99 of the alternatives wou9d meet the requirements of the National 
Environmental Polfcy Act (NEPA9 and other envfronmental-qualfty- 
related ilaws, regulatfons, and polfcfes, fncludfng the requfrement 
to prevent unnecessary and undue degradatfon of the publfc lands and 
resources, as prescribed by the Federa Land Policy and Management 

Act of 9976 WLPMA9. Rlowever, because the alternatives are qufte 
different, each would have an envfronmentallly preferable result for 

different components of the human environment. 

Alternative A presents a continuation of current management. 

Alternative 8 wou'ld be the least restrfctive to development of 

mfneralls resources and 9 fvestock uses. 

Alternative C favors nonmotorized recreation and would a99ow wi’ld- 
life to attafn prfor stable numbers. 

Alternative 0 would enhance watershed conditions and provide maximum 

cultural resource protectfon. This alternative would be the most 

restrictive to surface-disturbing 9and uses. 

Alternatfve E presents opportunftfes to maxfmfze motorized recrea- 
tfon (off-road vehfcle (ORV)) and provides maximum opportunity for 
access deve9opment. 

Alternative F represents a mix of the other alternatives. 

The proposed RW fs sfmf'lar to a9ternatfve F, but has been revfsed 
to reflect publfc and other agency conments to the draft RW/ 
environmental impact statement IEXS). changes and addftfons ‘Identf- 
Pied by the EIS team, and changes in management dfrectfon and po9fcy. 

Fo93owfng the impact analysfs in this chapter is a discussion of 

(9) unavofdab9e adverse fmpacts under the alternatfves; 

(29 the relatfonshfp between short-term use of the human environment 
and maintenance and enhancement of long-term productfvf%y; and 

(39 the major environmental consequences and frreversfble or frre- 

trfevable comnf%.ments of resources. 

ANALVSIS I#ETHODS 

Not a99 environmental ccnnponents would be affected by the alterna- 
tives analyzed. For example, no impacts would occur to air qualf%y 

under any alternative. The present (99899 condf%ion of those that 
would be changed by implementing any of the six alternatives or 
proposed RW was described in chaplter 3. 



Specific fndfcators were listed in chapter 3, table 12. Change 
(Impact) is measured In fncrease or decrease of a specfffc environ- 
mental fndfcator, such as acres open for of1 and gas leasfng. 

Changes to some facets of the human envfronment (for example, 
vfsftor-use days) could not be projecrted because they would depend 
on factors other than the alternatives presenrted, and so were not 
used as envfronmental fndfcators. 

The envfronmen%al baselfne is alternative A, which represents no 
ac%fon, or no change in management (continuatfon of management under 

%he management framework plans (WPs)) CRLM, 1977a and BLM, 7979al. 
The change to each component that would occur by the year 2000 under 
current management is described under alternative A. The envf ron- 
mental consequences of management under the o%her alternatives are 
compared to the change tha% would occur under alternative A. 

ltmpacts are seldom known with cer%afnty and muse be based on certafn 
assumptfons. Broad planning assumptfons, which have guided develop- 
men% of all phases of thfs ffnal Ells were gfven in chapter 1. 

Assumpefons for surface dfseurbance caused by resource use and 
development are stated in table 54. These were used to project 
secondary fmpacts, such as sofl loss. The assumptions for project- 
ing fmpacts %o specfffc Indicators are given for the components 
under each alternative. 

The fmpact of surface res%rfc%fons on mineral production depends on 
the qualf%y and quantity of %he mfneral fn place, whfch cannot be 
defetermfned prior %o exploratfon and developmen%. The potentfal for 
minerals occurrence, however, can be projected. for each mfneral 
consaodfty assessed, appendix Q shows the correlation of mineral 
potential wf%h surface restrfctfons under each al%erna%ive, based on 
potentfal as discussed in chap%er 2. 

To analyze impacts 'to lfvesrtock forage and grazfng use, changes were 
projected by al%erna%fve for each grazfng allotment. The anticf- 

pated change in ecological condftfon, by allofzment, fs shown in 

appendfx R. Appendfx 1 shows the management actions under the 
varfous alternatives as they would apply to specfffc allotments. 

In the fmpact assessmen% for each alternatfve, short-term fmpacts 
are those that would occur during implementation of a management 
action, or wfthfn 2 years after its completfon. Revegetatfon 
normally begfns wfthfn 2 years and becomes well establfshed i[n 5. 
Long-term fmpacts are those remaining after 5 years. Residual 
impacts are those %hat would remailn after the year 2000. 

The acreage ,calcu?atfons presented fn this chapter consider public 

lands only. 

ANALWS ASSUWTI[tMS 

General planning assumptions are contained in chapter 1. Assump- 
tions for analysis of antfcfpated surface disturbance and reclama- 
tfon for activities, by alternaefves, are shown in table 54. Addf- 

tfonal specific assumptions are contafned in resource sectfons and 
specific appendixes. 

?he followfng assumptfons were used in preparing the impact analysfs. 

- Exfstfng laws and polfcfes will remain in effect without sub- 
s%an%fal change during the analysis perfod. The RMP team Is 
aware that laws, regulatfons, and agency policy often change, 
somertfmes in response to lf%fga%fon. However, for %he purposes 
of %hfs analysis, it is assumed %hat the current regulaftory 
framework would remafn constan%. 

- A'51 management actfons and desfgnatfons will be adequately 
funded and staffed. All al%erna%fves assessed are feasible and 
could be fmplemented wfthfn normal fundfng guidelines. 

- No tar sand exploration will occur durfng the analysfs period. 
No impacts concerning tar sands were assessed. 

- lo geothermal exploratfon or 3eases wfll occur duri[ng the 
analysis period luntfl the year 2000). Accordfngly, impacts 
from this type of development are not assessed. 

- Under management program 4133, only poeash-related activities 
would occur in the planning area. It is further assumed that no 



Ac%ilvl%v 

GM@J69Cal 

-Reel almed 

-we Recla9mted 

Coal 48 48 32 16 48 48 48 
-Recla9med 44 44 27 13 $0 4-o 40 
40% Reel alaed 8 8 5 3 8 8 8 

W9weral Water9 al 3oi-J 300 300 60 380 300 300 
-&xl aimed 100 loci 100 20 100 loo 800 
-No%Recla9rrad 200 200 200 40 200 200 200 

LocP%ab% a 844 nwal s 240 360 180 180 180 240 240 
-ReclaQmd 150 230 A10 110 110 150 150 
440% Rec'Safmed 90 130 70 70 70 90 90 

Watershed 20 20 20 20 20. 160 160 
-wecc9 a9med 0 0 0 0 0 loo 100 
-Wo% Recla9med 20 20 20 20 20 60 60 

L%ves%ock Grartng 120 480 0 0 120 120 120 
-R@CWil9MWd 40 150 0 0 4l 40 4-Q 
440% Reclalned 80 330 0 0 80 80 80 

Acres D9s%urbed, by Al%erna%ive, 4nclud'Jng Proposed Plan 

N%erna%9ve W Atternat9ve B Wl%erma%9ve C AlOernatIve D Wl%ema%9ve E A1timiat9vs F Proposed Plan 

600 660 600 120 600 600 600 

370 420 370 80 370 370 370 

230 240 230 40 230 230 230 

Kontlnued) 



Acres Disturbed, by AJternatfve, inc'lud%ng Proposed P9an 

AcEivity AWternatjve A Alternatgve B Alternative C Alternative D A9ternative E ABternaEXve F Proposed P9an 

Recreation (ORV) 46,430 9 5,390 97,230 6,390 38,770 30,490 20,080 
-Reel admed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
-Mot Rec9aimed 46,430 95,390 97,230 6,390 38,770 30,490 20,080 

Rights-of-Way 920 920 920 92 920 920 920 
-Rec9almed 60 60 60 5 60 60 60 
-Wet Reclafmed 60 60 60 7 60 60 60 

Ffre Management 956 956 956 956 956 956 956 
-ReclaImed 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 
-blot Reclaimed 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 

WOKE: The following are examples of how acreages of surface disturbance were derived. It was assumed that 90 ol9 and gas we99s per 
year wou9d be drilled between 9988 and 2000, and that each we99 pad and associated access road wou9d total about 5 acres (90 
wells x 92 years x 5 acres - 600 acres disturbed). It was further assumed that 24 of the 920 we99s would be productive (and 
would not be reclaimed) (24 we99s x 5 acres = 920 acres not reclaimed); that the remailning 74 would be abandoned and reclaimed 
(74 ue99s x 5 acres = 370 acres to reclaim); and that reclamatfon would be successfu9, with site-specific seed mix of native 
and exotic grasses and shrubs withfn 5 years. There would be 20 wells in the process of beiing rectaimed (20 we99s x 5 acres = 

900 acres not rec'laimed) and reclamatfon on 2 wells would not be successful (2 we99s x 5 acres = 90 acres not rec9aimed). The 
remaining 230 acres would not be rectaimed by 2000 because of area 4n production or reclamation not yet complleted or not 

successfully reclaifmed. 

Xt was assumed that two water developments, one each In San Rafae9 Resource Area (SRRAUI) and Forest PBanning Unit (FPU), and 2 
miles of fence per year, 9 each in SRRA and FpU, would be constructed between year 9988 and 2000, and that each water site 
would ddsturb 3 acres and each fence would disturb 2 acres. Of the 920 acres disturbed, a99 fence disturbance would be 
reclaimed while 80 acres of water s%tes wou9d remaqn unreclaimed by 2000. 

Under Recreation. it was assumed that while dilsturbed areas are being reclatmed, addltdona'i acres would be disturbed. 



exploration or production of potash would occur during the 
analyst 5 period. 

- The analysis for bilg game species assumes the specdes would be 
allowed PO achieve maximm numbers possible for the crucfal 
habDta% linvolved. 

She Pal 10~4 ng sec%%on, arranged by alternatjve. analyzes each 
cnvfron~~~%al component. None of the alterreat8ves has the potential 
%o affect threa%ened or endangered (T/E) ffsh specXes of the 
Colorado River drainages air qua'llty or social condiltions iln local 

cmnl ties. 

Oil1 and Gas 

the followfng category restrlctions would continue to direct %he 
Ieas'ing of 091 and gas. Tar sand IeasIng categories are jncluded In 
those for oil and gas. 

Category 1, which ilmposes no special requirements on development, 
covers 1,130,280 acres in San Rafael Resource Area ~SRRA) and 51,770 
acres dn Forest Planning Unit W-W) or 1,182,050 acres in the 

plandng area. 

Category 2 covers 43,130 acres In SRRA and 18,270 acres In FPU or 
61,400 in the planning area. Category 2 includes special lease 
conditions, such as seasonal condiltlons on mule deer and elk wllnter 
range and surface use restrictions along streams or on slopes In 
excess of 50 percen%. The high-potential areas are located in areas 

covered by categories 1 and 2. These restrictions increase the 
difficulty of planning exploration programs and maifntaining produc- 
tIon operation, &hereby llncreasfng industry's exploration and 

productDon costs. The other restrfctfons occur iln areas that have 
low to moderate potential for new discoveries or do not have any 

present or past production; therefore, the restrfctions would have 
lirttle, if any, effect on production. 

Category 3 covers 169,320 acres in SWRA and 5,310 acres %n SW or 
174,630 acres jn the plannfng area. Category 3 allows leasIng wiith 

no surface occupancy, so these areas could be developed only by 
dilrectional drilling from adgacent land, whllch woulld Increase costs 
to industry. 

Category 4, .no laaslng, covers 128,110 acre5 In SRRA and none in 
FPU . 'fhe areas covered by categories 3 and 4 have low %o maderate 
potential for new oil and gas discoveries and no past or present 
productDon (appndix Q). 

Lands In categories 3 and 4 include prl9mi[tive areas, scenic corri- 
dors, the river corridor, airport lease, and recreation sftes. 

Although no wells are currently (1989) producing petroleum iln the 
planning area, there are producing wells fn Emery County, and it is 
assumed that fu%ure petroleum productdon in the planning area ~4'81 
occur. For analysfs purposes, it was assumed that 2 of the 10 wells 
drilled each year would become producers, with production beginndng 
%he following year. 

Produc'lng wells are assumed to produce 600 barrels of petroleum and 
30,OOU KF (thousand cubic feet) of natural gas per year. Produc- 
tion during the plannilng period (22 wells producing half of the 
time) is estdmated to average 6,600 barrels of petroleum and 424,000 
MCF of natural gas per year (94,000 FIEF from existilng wells and 
330,000 from projected wells). It Js assumed that annual production 
would ilncrease to 13,200 barrels of petroleun and 754,000 KF of 
natural gas by the year 2000. 

GeophysXcal exploration would remain steady with 100 miiles of 
seismic line being comple%ed every year, which would be distributed 
throughout the planniing area. Geophysical work would no% be 
restricted, as access and methods of acquiring geophys9cal data 
would remain constant. 
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Conclusddon 

Nefther the area open to Weas'Bng nor the area dn any leasilng cate- 
gory would change (category 1, 1,182,050 acres; category 2, 61,400 
acres; category 3, 174,630 acres; and category 4, J21.110 acres). 

Productrfon would Increase to 13,200 barrels of petroleum and 754,000 

&CF of natural gas at year 2000. Geophysical exploration would 
remaiin constant at TOO mfles per year by the year 2000. 

Coal 

Currently, 33,720 acres In SWRA and 28,570 acres dn FW (a total of 
62,290 acres in the plannfng area) are availlable for coal explora- 

tlon. However, because of no-surface-occupancy stfpulations, coal 
drilling would be precluded and the total area available for 

exploration would be less than explained above. Most of these 
available lands are underlajn by the Emery Coal Field (or Emery 

Known Recoverable Coal Resource Area (KRCRA)). Thas fdeld and the 
Wasatch Plateau Coal Field (or Wasatch KRCRA) are the only parts of 
the p'lannlng area where coal resources are known to exist. 

Fewer than 6,000 acres of publlc land overlie the Wasatch KRCRA; 
these lands are on the cliff edges of the Wasatch Plateau. The U.S. 
Forest Servtce WSFS9 boundary and the cl%ff edge do not colfncide 
but leave small, dsolated parcels of publ%c land on the cliff edge 
outsrlde the national forest WI boundary. 

Regulatfons governing Coal exploration include special st~pulatfons 
to protect unique resource values and require a detafled plan, total 
rec'lamation, and bonding. 

Coal drilling fs the only current feasl ble method of exploratfon. 
One cannot dr$ll tith a no-surface-occupancy st4pulation; therefore, 
the effectfve amount of area avalllable for exploration is 58,310 
acres (32,440 In SRRA and 25,870 in FPU). ThOs is the baseline 
quantity that shows %n alternative A %n table 11. 

Under alternative A. all coal exploratDon in the Wasatch KRCRA would 

occur on USPS lands. Some exploratfon would be conducted in the 
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Emery KRCRA by the year 2000. The I-70 Scenic Corri(dor would ex- 
clude from surface occupancy 7,280 acres 9n SRRA and 2,700 acres dn 
FPU, effectively removing this land from coal exploration. Coal 
drilling was not addressed Xn the RFP; therefore, the no-surface- 
occupancy requirement is new. 

Drlllfng and geophysical listening methods are currently the only 

feas+bAe methods of exploring for coal away from known outcrops. No 
coal quantity or qualfty information would be available for this 
area. This lack of informatIon could hamper future underground 
mining operatdons in tbe II-70 Scenfc Corridor. However, no arln$ng 
is anticipated from the X-70 Scenic Corridor area by the year 2000. 

The large unused capacity from ex4stlng mjnes on the Wasatch KRCRA 
and the one operatilon on the Emery KRCRA, where coal qualilty 4s 
superfor, would satisfy the demand for coal. Therefore, the no- 
surface-occupancy requirement for the I-70 Scenic Corridor is 
expected to result only in the loss of 3,980 total acres to coal 
exploration In the Emery KERA. This may reduce the number of coal 
drill holes by one per year. A total of 32,440 acres in SRRA and 
25,870 acres in FPll uoulld be avadlable for exploration under 

standard conditfons, 91 percent befng within the Emery KRCRA. 

Federal coal productfon from the one operatilon In the Emery KRCRA 
has been sporadic in recent years, averaglng roughly T50,OOO tons 
per year. The Emery Mine operates on a permit area of 5,180 acres, 
of which only 880 acres are federal leases; the remafnder cover 
private and state coal. This mline has reserves for 15 to 20 years 
based on current productifon. W%tA the tjght coal market and the 

estimated 5 to 10 years to lease and permit a new mine, all produc- 
tdon from the Emery KRCRA rls expected to come from the Emery Mne 
(Consolidat9on Coal Company) until well after the year,,1000. 

The unsultabilQty study (appendix PI %dentiffed 3,940 acres of the 
Wasatch KRCRA as unsuitable for any mining or leasing because of 
municipal watershed areas and 160 acres of Emery KRCRA unsuitable 
for any mining or leasing because of public land in a municipality 
(the twn of Emery). Both these areas (4,100 acres) are fn SRRA. 



There would be no Qmpacts from Identification of 3,940 acres as 
mwitable for leas9ng due 00 municipal wa%ersheds. These acres are 
on %he Wasa%ch Pla%eau Just outside the WF boundary on #he cliff 
edges. A total of 3,800 acres are already under exis%dng leases 
with stigulations %o proltect water qualirty and can be mined by 
underground methods only. Surface faefllt9es woprld not be bull% In 
these areas. The existing mining operaltfons would no% affect water 
qualfty 00 munieilpal wa%ersheds. 

The l60-acre area detenrelned unsudtable for coal leasing due to Its 
inclusion in the %own of Emery lies on the extreme northwes% corner 
of the Emery KRCRA, where coal quality and quantity are suspect. 
Also, the large Yoes Valley Paul% system runs adjacent to thQs 160 
acres and makes mining Smpossilble under current technologies and 
economics. Therefore, the unsuitabflity finding would have no 
effect on coal productilon. 

A total of 58,190 acres (29,620 %n SWRA and 28,570 fn FPU), all 
wlthln the two KUCRAs, are ava4lable for coal Beaslng. 

A total of 3,980 acres of the lands available for leasing II,280 On 
SRRA and 2,700 in FPlIl have a no-surface-occupancy requiremen%. 
This would have no Impact on leasing, since underground mfni[ng plans 
that protect the surface from subsddence damage would be approved 
and surface facildties for the mfne would be placed outsllde the I-70 
Scenle Corridor. Pu%ure mlntng, therefore, could still take place 
under the corridor. Silnee no production is an%%elpated from 
unleased areas by the year 2000, there would be no impact to coal 
productIon. 

Concl usfen 

Areas available for coal exploration would be reduced by 3,980 acres 
from the KRCRAs due to the I-70 Scenic Corrildor no-surface-occupancy 
requirement. A %o%al of 58,310 acres would be available for coal 
exploration, of which 58,190 acres would be available for leasfng. 
Since no coal production is anticipated from unleased areas, current 
coal produc%ion (1150,000 tons per year) would continue. 

The en%qre SRM iIl,463,840 acres) would be available for mfneral 
material disposal, as would the en%9re FPU (75,350 acres. for a 
total fn %he planning area of 1,539.190 acres), unless ddsposal is 
precluded by site-specqfic condltlons such as mining claims or an 
archaeological site. 

The 1987 produetilon of 164,000 cuble yards of mineral materfals 
tsasrd and gravel) shows a s%ea@ dncrease from 83,000 cubic yards i[n 
1986, 23,000 in 1985, and 11,000 In 1984. ho new roads are being 
bull%, but existing roads are being maintained or upgraded. Highway 
I-70 is expected to be completed wi%h the addirtion of two more lanes 
by 1990. ProJected use appears to be dncreasing and OS expec%ed to 
average 210,000 cubic yards per year for SRRA, but PPIJ is not ex- 
pected to have any production as mos% of I-70 1s completed in that 
plannirng' uni%. By We year 2000, mineral material productfon fn 
SRRA could increase %o 320,900 cubfc yards per year. 

conelarsiors 

The area available for disposal of mIneral materfalls under alterna- 
tive A would %otal 1,539,190 acres. ProducOion would fncrease to 
320,000 cubic yards per year by the year 2000. 

heatable IFgineral s 

The majority of SRRA ~1.462.060 acres) is open to entry, as is the 
entire FPU (75,350 acres), for a %otal of 1,537,410 acres in the 
planning area. In SWM, '1,780 acres would be withdrawn from entry 
under alternative A. The wi%hdrawn area has moderate 'Lo no poten- 
%Raf for uranium. For gypsum, 720 aeres of the area withdrawn from 
entry has high to moderate po%ential; the remainder, low to no 
potential (appendix 0). Certain lands acrtions can close areas to 
entry, bu% %hese cannot be predicted wdth any eer%ain%y. 

Currently ll9S91, Ohere is no productfion of any locatable minerals 
%n SWRA or WU, and no prodwetlon 1s expected by the year 2000. 
Several thousand mining claims have been located for uranjum and 
gypsun in SRRA and a few for uranium Jn FPU. MO gypsum has been 



produced; the uranaum market ils currently (1989) depressed and Bs 

not expected to change by the year 2000. Since 1983, one uranium 
mlwe has produced for less than 3 months. Since no further produc- 

tfon 1s expected urn%41 after &he year 2000, no dmpact to produc%Bon 
ils projected. Locatable mifneral activity 9s expec%ed to be conflJned 
to assessment work jn areas of high potential for uranjum and hifgh 
to moderate po@ivWal for gypsum. 

under alternative A, s%andard conditions would be applied to 
1,412,610 acres in RRA and 75,350 acres In FPU, for a total of 
l,487,%0 acres in the planndng area. ‘To pro%ect %he X-70 Scenfc 

Corritdor Area of Cri%%cal Envi[rorxnental Concern (ACECI, special 
condlltions would be applied %o 49,450 acres %n SWRA. Compliance 

wllth special cond%tions would be required to the ex%ent possible 
without currtaillilng the operators' rfgh%s. Fdling plans of operatilon 
and complying wi%h the speccial condiltions would Increase the 
operators' costs, which could result in an unquantafied decrease in 
exploratdon and developmen% work Itn those areas to which special 
condi%ions apply. 

Present management has lilttle effect on mfnlng claim locatlon, bu% 
various actions under alternative 4 could affect the acreage open eo 

entry. Xf 6,820 acres identiflled for land disposal are sold, this 

would reduce the area open for mineral entry. Although minerals are 
generally reserved to Phe Federal Government during land disposals, 

there are presently no regulaeions to provide for location of mdniing 
claims on such areas. 

Areas desfgnated for diisposal of mineral materllals have priorilty 
over extractlon of locatable minerals, but there 1s no known con- 
flict In the area. 

A total of 1,780 acres under R&BP leases are withdrawn from mineral 

entry. Any new such grants or leases would remove addd%ional lands 
from the area open to entry, but the loss of acreage cannot be 
quantified because applications cannot be predfcted with any 
certadnty; however, the po%entlal loss would no% be sdgnlfdcant. 

only. Thils partial closure 1s no% sfgnifkant, as the areas are 
still open to locatilon of me%alllferous locatable minerals. 

Concl us%on 

The area avaiflable for %oca%don of mi[ning clafims under alternative A 
would total 1,537,4110 acres. 

sdls 

Impacts to solls are often secondary to surface-disturbing activil- 
ties or grating and are fn addftion to %he base rate. Soil loss 
reflects actual loss through erosion. A ton of soil loss per acre 
fs equivalen% to 27 cubilc feet of material being removed from an 
area 66 by 660 feet (7 acre, approxima%ely %he sjze of 1.25 football 
fIeldsI. However, the sofl loss in tons per acre 4s not equally 
distributed in all parts of the planning area. The resulting sedi- 

men% and salt ydelds cause tertiary Impacts to water quali%y and are 
dDscussed separately. 

Soil loss and sedDment yield estimates were based on a sedimentation 
study on small reservollrs rln the San Rafael Swell Ming and hIace, 
19531 except for estilmates on dIsturbed lands. Analysis of impacts 
from specIflc actllvlties causing surface disturbance were based on 
Ktlng and Mace Cl9531, Dissmeyer 119811, Schumn and Gregory [I 9871, 
and Lusby, et al., 19711. Badger Wash 1s an ecosystem similar 'Lo 
that of a large part of the planning area. The range of values was 
determfned as discussed ln appendix #. 

With continuation of present management, the base rate of soil iloss 
should remaan constant at between 7,335,590 and 60,414,590 tons per 
year (averagIng 33,775,060 tons per year). 'These values include 
soil loss due to surface-ddsturb%ng activdtdes (see table 54) 
(be%ween 3,3415,590 and 27.914.550 tons per year) as well as natural 
geo'logk erosjon (be%ween 3,790,OOO and 32,500,OOO tons per year) 
dncluding wflnd erosion. 

A total of 7,890 acres under publilc wa%er reserves WRs~ are wl%h- 
drawn from %he locet%on of nonmtalliferous locatable tinersls 



In add%tilon to the reasons stated for this range of values, other 
Pac%ors, such as varifatlons +n clgmate. can affec% soil loss and 

sedfment yield varIabili%y. IlurIng any one year, precipdtatdon 
@vents could occur as short-duration, high-intensfty localized 

s%orms which could cause a large and rapjd atnoun% of soil movement 

due %o overland flow. These %ypes of storms often cause flash 
floods, which transport a great deal of soil from ephemeral and 
perennial channels. Precdp~tation evewts In the form of long- 

duration, low-lntenslty s%orms could also occur. These %ypes of 
r%orms of%en allow time for wofsture to inflltrate in%0 the sodl, 
ra%her %han run off, and therefore transport llttle or no soil. The 

quan%l%y of snow and timing of snowIt 4s also a factor In this 
range of values. Other factors include, but are not lImited to, 

slope, slope length, aspect, locallfzed variation in soil character- 

Istfcs, depth to bedrock, canpactfon, porosity, quantity and quality 

of vege%atjon, and sol1 surface factors such as rocks, lqtter, soil 
crust, sofl structure and cryptogamfc cover. 

ORVs are estimated to contribute between 427,300 and 3,232,500 tons 
of soit loss per year. These values are calculated only from vege- 

tation losses and may actually be much higher due to, but not 
lImIted by, some of the followtng causes dilscussed by Webb and 

We1 1 shit re CS 9831. 

I. ORVs often establfsh a major network of rills and gulljes which 
concentrate and channel runoff Increasing erosfon on and off 
site. Soil fs often lost in these newly created and unvegetated 

steep slopes, ORVs make deep grooves whM are then deepened 
runoff energies, thus transporting more soI1 partilcles. 

Erosion becomes more severe iff the slopes exceed 20 percent, but 
slope does not IllmQt the machines untfl it exceeds 40 percent. 

3. ORVs can compact and dfsrupt the sol1 surface whilch (1) reduces 
the inffl%ratBon capacity, causing more water to run off and 

allowilng more soil transport; (2) reduces the ~011's capabflf%y 
to absorb water, leavfng less water avallable to the plants; (3) 

allows more soil particles to be avallable for transport by 

disrupting the soil's crust; and (4) results In a loss of plant 

cover, which opens areas to wfnd eroslon onsite and offsdte. 
Sol1 particles, partfcularly sands, can spread downwInd, burying 
and killljng vegetation that was not d%rectly damaged by ORVs. 

Therefore, contfnulng %o leave the entire plannilng area open to ORV 
use would allow a continued decrease On soil productivity, as ORV 
use disturbs so910, destroys vegetation, and accelerates soil 
erosfon. This soil deterioration would be most signfffcant in those 

areas recefvfng the greatest amount of ORV use, such as Buckhorn, 
along the San Rafael Reef from Gobllln Valley to Temple lutountain, 
TomsDch Butte, Swasey Cabin, and the Head of Slnbad. With an 
Increase of up to 30 percent in recreatIona activi%y and ORV use 
over the lf Se of the plan, there would be a corresponding increase 
Jn soil loss of 128,200 to 969,900 tons per year by the year 2000. 

Lfves%ock grazdng 1s est'lmated to contrilbute 2,935,OOO to 24,820,OOO 
tons per year of soil loss. Ungrazed watersheds average 30 percent 
less runoff and 45 percent less sediment %han do grazed watersheds 
during periods of sDmilar radnfall Kusby, 89701. 

While $041 losses were estfmated from actual acres grazed, they were 
not es%imated for different grazing practices. Reductions in soil 
loss and sediment yfeld could result from changes in livestock 
management techniques, such as range 'improvements to alter lfvestock 
dfstrlbutlon or changes iln season of use. These could alter plant 
vigor, density, canopy and ground cover, and species compositfon. 
The effects of these vegetation changes could not be quantified or 

converted to sof'l losses. 

Surface-df sturblng activities associlated with livestock-related 
range improvements are estimated to contrIbute between 750 and 5,500 
eons per year. 

GeophyslTcal activilties may contrltbute between 6,480 and 49,700 tons 
of soil loss per year. Coal development may con%rilbu%e between 70 
and 550 tons per year. Mineral materdal activities may contrfbu%e 

be%ween 1,850 and 14,000 tons per year, and mining claim assessment 
and development, between 750 and 6,300 tons per year. These 
surface-disturbing actdvlt9es could decrease short-term soil produc- 
tivjty through soil compactilon, erosion, vegetatilon Toss, reduced 



soil mo%sture capabilities, and mixing of the soil1 hortzon. 
AccildentaeaJ fluid d'lscharges dur'Dng 011 and gas drilling operations 
could contamilnate sogls. 

Impacts from rjghts-of-way would be similar to those from mineral 
actdvdtles. Wlghts-of-way may contrfbuite between 470 and 3,500 tons 

per year. 

Estfmates of soil loss are based on the amount of publilc land jn the 
plannllng area. Dfsposal of publilc lands results in less BLM acreage 

available to contrdbute to total soil loss. With land ddsposals 

under alternatfve A, between 26,830 and 216,500 fewer tons of sol1 
may be contributed from publOc lands. 

Other activitfes would have a negligfble impact to ~011s. although 
speclffc projects could have a substantial local impact. These 

cannot be predicted. 

Concl uo4on 

The base rate of sod1 loss should remadn constant at between 
7.135.590 and 60,414,550 tons per year. Soil loss could Increase, 

,however, to between 7.263.740 and 61,384,300 tons per year due to 
increased disturbance from ORVs by the year 2000. This would 
include an Increase of 128,200 to 969,900 tons per year. 

Water 

Impacts to water can be measured by change to the quality of surface 
and ground water. Surface water quality is generally a tertiary 

Impact governed by soil loss resulting from surface disturbance. 
Surface water quality ils also affected by geologfc conditions, such 
as natural erosdon or salts leachfng directly out of rock forma- 
tfons. This basellne rate has been estimated and is reflected in 

this analysis. 

Increased soil loss results in increased sediment yields, which 
degrade water quality. A fixed percentage of salt is associated 

wfth sedfment; therefore, an increase in sediment yield has a 

corresponding increase in salt loadfng. 

Sediment yields and salt loaddng are given iln reference to the 
Co1 orado Rilver . The intent Is not to gave annual concentrations of 
suspended sediment and salt iln the Colorado River, but rather to 
indicate how much sedfment and salt would be delivered to the 
Colorado kiver through various management programs and change agents. 

Sedilment and salt yields were estimated based on King and Mace 
C19531, Schum and Gregory r19873, and Lusby, et al. tl9711. 

Xhe base rate of soil loss should remain constant at between 
7,135,590 and 60,414,550 tons per year, for an average of 33,775,070 
tons per year (see Soils). The corresponding sediment yield should 
remain constant at between 2,854,230 and 24.165.810 tons per year 
(averaging 13,510,020 tons per year). Shumn and Gregory Cl9871 
found that salt production is closely related to sediment concentra- 
tions. That relationship is used throughout thds analysis (see 

Soils). Salt yfeld should remain constant at between 28,625 and 
424,404 tons per year (averaging 226,535 tons per year). These 
values include seddment (between 1,338,230 and 11,165,810 tons per 
year) and salt yields (between 14,255 and 195,200 tons per year) due 
to surface-disturbing activjtfes as well as natural, geologic erosion 
(sediment, between 1,516,OOO and 13,000,OOO tons per year; salt, 
between 14,370 and 229,200 tons per year). Thlls range of values is 

described in appendix N. Other factors that could contribute to 
this wide range of values were discussed in this alternative under 
Soil 5. 

Rates of salt and sediment yields correspond to a 1987 total dis- 
solved solids (7'8s) level of 600 millligrams per lfter, as evaluated 
at Imperial Dam in southern Arizona. Several unusually wet years 
preceding 1987 caused the salt concentration to be diluted by higher 

flow levels; drier years would result in a higher TDS level. 

ORVs are estimated to contribute between 170,900 and 1,293,OOO tons 

per year of sediment and between 2,820 and 21,710 tons per year of 
salt to the drainage systems. These values are based on vegetation 
losses only. The actual values may be higher due to factors 
described under Sofls in this alternative and some of the following 
factors discussed by Webb and Wellshire Cl983'3: 



1. The quality of water at an ORV site is reduced by the increased 
runoff that results from the removal of vegetation cover and 

sol1 compaction. ORV tracks become partly sealed to infiltra- 

t4on and act as channels for overland flow, again increasing 
runoff. 

2, Increased runoff and decreased plant cover can cause an increase 
in the frequency and magnitude of flooding. 

3. Much of the soI1 that 3s eroded from the land by ORV use 
ultimately enters surface waters, where it contrdbutes to the 
sediment and salt load and accelerates siltation of the streams. 

4. ORV users can add biological and chemical contaminants to the 
soils, and hence to the surface or ground water, with small 
quantities of gas or oil spilled or leaked from their machines. 

?herefore, continuing to leave the entire planning area open to ORV 
use could allow a continued increase in sediment and salt yield 
because of increased surface disturbance (destruction of vegetation, 
soil1 compaction, disruption of the soil surface, destruction of 
surface stabilizers, reduction of infiltratfon capacity, increased 
frequency and intensity of runoff, and concentration and channeling 
of runoff) caused by ORVs. The effects are greatest in those areas 

of saline soils rece4ving heavy use. With an Increase of up to 30 
percent in recreational activity and ORV use, there would be a 
corresponding increase of between 51,270 and 387,900 tons per year 
of sediment and between 845 and 6,513 tons per year of salt by the 
year 2000. 

Livestock grazing could contribute between 1,173,900 and 9,927,600 
tons per year of sediment and between 11,500 and 174,700 tons per 

year of salt. Surface disturbance associated with livestock-related 
range projects could increase sediment between 300 and 2,200 tons 
per year and increase salt yields between 5 and 38 tons per year. 

Geophysical activity and oil and gas development could affect 
surface and ground water. Construction of roads and drill pads 

could increase sediment and salinity yields in local surface water. 
Geophysical activity could add between 2,600 and 19,880 tons of 

sediment and between 33 and 192 tons of salt per year to dral[nage 
systems. Unplugged or improperly plugged holes can cause aquifers 
to interact, which could result in low water levels. Blasting can 
alter aquifer characteristics, affecting existing wells. Although 
impacts normally occur only from shots closer than 500 feet, a safe 
working distance must be determilned on a case-by-case basis. wfth 
adherence to standard operating procedures, ground water should not 

be degraded. 

Coal leasing'and development could result in increased sedTment and 
salt yields from roads, mine facil itfes and associated surface- 
dlrsturbing actfvitfes. Coal leasing could result in an increase of 
sediment of between 30 and 220 tons per year and an increase in salt 
by as much as 2 tons per year. 

Minerals exploration and development may cause an increase in 
sediment and salt yield. Road construction and other mine-related 
disturbances could increase sediment and salt loads in local surface 
waters. It is estimated that sediment may increase by between 740 
and 5,600 tons per year and salt by between 9 and 54 tons per year 
due to removal of mineral materials. Sediment may increase by 
between 300 and 2,520 tons per year and salt by between 4 and 24 
tons per year due to assessment work on mining claims. 

Mineral material operations in close proximity to perennial water- 
courses could destabilize and aJ ter natural stream channels and 
disrupt the beneficial values of floodplains. These impacts could 
change the water table and surface water flows and could make floods 
more destructive. 

Ground water can be affected directly or indirectly by development. 
Minerals development could contaminate ground water in the planning 

area. 

Rights-of-way could increase sediment by between 190 and 1,400 tons 
per year and salt yield by between 2 and 14 tons per year. The 
presence of roads fn an area may increase sediment yield and subse- 
quent salt yield because sediment is produced from the road surfaces 

and because erosion could increase where the roads concentrate 
runoff. Proper design and maintenance can minimize increased 



Yfdd§. Increased use of existilng roads can slIghtJy ifncrease 
ex%sting sediment ydeld by Yncreased disturbance of the road surface. 

The estimates of sediment and salt yfeld are based on the amount of 
public land On the planning area. DiJsposaR of public land results 
iln less DLi# acreage available to contribute to total sediment and 
salt ydeld. kllth land disposals Identfffed under alternative A, 
between 10,730 and 86,610 fewer tons of sediment and between 118 and 

‘I ,53Cl feuer tons of salt per y@ar may be transported from publilc 
lands In the planning area. 

Filre management in SRRA is limited. Historically, fires have been 
small and infrequent, and the effects from fire on water resources 
are negligible. Site-specific information would be necessary to 
predict or quantllfy the exact effects. The impacts from ffre 

management, therefore, will not be ddscussed further. 

Hazardous waste management Ils a potentially critical contamJnant of 
water. Since standard 0peratIng procedures are meant to prevent any 
pVObY@lllS, water quality degradation would be limIted to accidents 
and Inadequate enforcement. These cannot be predicted, and this 
type of 9mpact has not been assessed. 

ConcIusIon 

Surface water quality could contVnue to degrade due to the continued 
input of sediment and sa’lt. Sedfment base yield rate of between 

2.854.230 and 24,165,810 tons per year (averaging 13,510,020 tons 
per year) could dncrease to between 2,905,500 and 24,553,710 tons 
per year (averaging 13,729,605 tons per year) due to increased 
dfsturbance from ORVs by the year 2000. Xhils would llnclude an 
increase of between 29,470 and 403,920 tons per year. Salt base 
ydeld rate of between 28,625 and 424,404 tons per year (averaging 
230,194 tons per year) could increase to between 29,470 and 430,917 
tons per year due to increased disturbance by ORVs by the year 

2000. This would 3nclude an increase of 845 to 6,513 tons per 

year. Ground water quality would remajn constant. The existing 

level of TOS, 9n milligrams per liter, is unquantffied. 

Air 

Current (1989) afr qualilty in the pYanning area is good. The entire 
planning area 1s fn attainment with natIona ambient allr quality 
standards (NAAQS) and is protected by preventjon of significant 
deterdoration (PSD9 air qualrSty regulations. Four special-interest 
areas, S-Ids Mountain, Mexican PBountaPn, San Rafael Reef. and the 
lower Green River, have been identffied as having air quality values 

that are important attrlbu%es Lo those areas. Protection of these 
afr qualilty values will require special management attention If and 
when the special interest areas are developed. This special manage- 
ment attention would occur durfng a PSD review of any major 
polluting activity that would llnfluence vi(sibility %n the special 
interest areas. Any needed protection could be provided using best 
avaIlable control technology. 

An Impact area has been designated around Hunter Powerplant Unit 3, 
and polluting act$vltfes are controlled withIn thfs area by the 
relat'8vely stringent class II PSD allowable increment limftatfons. 
Impacts wfthin this area wltll be assessed on a case-by-case basis 
through the State of Utah's permfttilng process. 

Under alternative A, polluting actilvirties would continue and 
possibly expand; however, no new large industrial or mineral 
extraction actfvities are expected through the year 2000. Temporary 
(less than 6 months) degradatfon of air quality could occur from 
individual projects. 

Vislbillity and air quality In nearby class X areas are vulnerable to 
impacts. Surface-disturbing activities and secondary impacts, such 

as an increase in the number of people present, could cause sdgnifi- 
cant impacts, particularly to the Capitol Reef National Park (NP9 
class I area. Protection provided these class 9 areas could 
constrain DLM management options for activdties occurring in class 
ItI lands, If they occur close to the class I area. The extent of 
such constradnts must also be determined on a case-by-case basis. 

Conclusion 

Under alternative A. air quality in the plannfng area would remain 
good un%Jl the year 2000. 



Wege'Eat4on resources affected by 8kM management 'Include (19 the 
goneral vegetation cover that would be removed by surface-djsturbgng 
aetlvftles or developwnt, and 421 forage removal. Changes to 

Wllvestock forage are dlscussed under Hwln Uses. Grazing. Forest 
products use, T/E plants. and r'lparian and aquatdc habitats are 

Ull'scusseU dn other sections. 

Change in vegetation cover ils usually a short-tense dmpact. When a 
site ils reclaimed, the vegetatton Bs regained. although species 

composition may be different. 

Under current management, short-term loss of vegetation would occur 
on 47,474 acres, long-term loss on 7,070 acres, for a total area of 
54,544 acres where vegetatllon would be disturbed, an fncrease of 
16,064 acres over the eurrent sfftuatdon. Disturbance muld be 

short-term on approximately 8,994 of these acres. (Short-term 

disturbance on about 46,180 acres would result from ORV use, but the 
maJority of thfs loss would be recovered through natural8 succes- 
sf0n.l) The long-tena loss of vegetation would resu'dt from 'land 
disposals (6,820 acres) and the proposed Green River Scenic Loop 

(250 acres). General analysgs assumptilons are explafned Iln appendix 

S. Acres of expected disturbance are listed by actlvifty in table 54. 

Antlclpated changes in ecolog'lcal condiltion under alternative A are 
shown fn table 55. Ckanges to lower seral stages would result from 
the lack of allotment management plans (APE's) or Intensfve grazing 
management under whkh rest could be provfded for livestock forage 

species during the grazilng season. The lack of periodic rest would 

decrease plant vfigor and density and change plant composition, thus 
reducdng the acres in the later seral stages. 

The &n&not Bend (1,830 acres), North GIg flat Top (190 acres), 

Hebes Mountain (690 acres]. and San Rafael Reef (43,870 acres) 
relict vegetation areas would not be designated as ACECs under 
alternative A. Therefore, these fsolated areas would not recejve 

specfal protection. 

AntWpr%ed Charagaa 481 Esolog%cal Cowdil%%on, Alternatdve A 

Ecolooical Condition Class 

Ecological Condition by Percent 

of Resource Area 
Present (3985) Future [2000) 

Potent%al Matural Carnnsunity 9 8 
Late Seral 22 20 
Yjd Seral 47 46 
Early Seral 9 13 
Rock Outcrop/Badlands 13 13 

Threatened or Endangered Plants 

There would be no Impact to V/E species from controlled actfv4tles. 
‘f/E plants could be damaged by the uncontrolled use of ORVs and by 
mining activitfes that dltsturb fewer %han 5 acres. The T/E plant 
habitat would be monftored, and management would be Implemented to 
prevent any dmpacts on the plants. 

Conclusison 

Vegetatllon would be lost on approximately 54,544 acres (47,474 acres 

of short-tern loss, 7,070 acres of long-term loss). Changes to 
lower seral stages would result. ReIfct vegetatton areas would not 
be protected under alternative A. Less than 1 percent of the area 
is affected by forest products. There would be no adverse Impacts 
to f/E plants. 

Wild Horses and Burros 

Under alternative A, 475,680 acres are used by wrOld Rorses and 
burros. The current estfmated number of wild horses Is 114 head. 



Wild burros are estimated to be 70 head. MO forage was allocated to 
wild horses or burros during the adjudication perlod. Under this 
alternat4ve, w4ld horse numbers would be managed w4thDn the range of 
200 to 235 head and wild burros between 70 and 100 head. At the 

upper 1 imi ts, wild horses would require 2,115 animal unit months 
(AU!&) and wild burros 720 AIMS, for a total of 2,835 AIM. 

Conflicts between w4ld equllds and livestock may be resolved and 
adjustments 4n spec4f4c forage use Bevels would be made at the 

actjvity plan level, in conjunct4on with graz4ng decilsions, or at 

any t4me deemed necessary as a result of rangeland mon4toring. 

Conclus4on 

The w4Bd horse and burro range includes 475,580 acres of public 
land. W49d horse numbers would be maintained beween 200 and 235 
head and wild burros between 70 and 100 head. At the upper limits, 

2,835 AMs would be required for these an4mals. Forage use levels 
may be adjusted for wild equids and lilvestock when mondtorlng 

4nformatlon 4s available. When n4ld equ4d numbers reach the upper 
limit, they would be reduced to the lower 14mit; animal reductions 

would be made as often as necessary. 

Impacts to wlldlitfe species are analyzed as the area of crucilal 

hab4tat available and the effect on wildlife numbers. 

Desert Bfghorn Sheep 

Because surface dfsturbance would be reclaimed and herds could 
expand into available areas, the amount of crucilal bighorn sheep 
habitat would grow from 109,600 acres to about 150,000 acres under 
alternative A. However, the desert bdghorn sheep populatdon would 

not reach 4&s full potential, pr%nar%ly because of the following 

factors. 

- ContXnuat4on of livestock grazing at current levels and seasons 

of use would not allow the desert bighorn sheep population to 

expand at more than 9 percent per year for two reasons: because 

livestock are using range that desert bighorn sheep would 
requ4re to continue their present level of populatdon increase, 
and because desert bighorn sheep can acqu4re diseases from 
livestock. 

- Without spec4al or seasonal conditions, ORV use and development 
activdties, especdally if occurring in crucial habitat areas, 
would cause stress to the animals or direct loss of forage. 

- Oil and gas development, mineral mater4al development and 
dfsposal actfvities, and mineral entry could affect 192 acres; 
assumilng that 100 acres will support one desert bighorn sheep, 
two sheep would be lost. 

- An undetermined degree of confl4ct between desert bighorn sheep 
and wild burros exists at present on at least 150 acres of 
cruc4al habitat; if efther population should increase, the 
conflict would 4ncrease proportionately. 

Assuming a continuation of the natural growth rate of 18 percent per 
year, the desert bighorn sheep population has the potential to grow 

from about 225 to over 500 in the sixth year of the plan and to 
1,390 by the year 2000. However, because of the reasons stated 
above, desert b4ghorn sheep would 4ncrease to about 500 under 
alternattve A. 

Ankl Olp@ 

Even though all but 340 acres of potential disturbance would be 

reclaimed, antelope habitat would decrease from 507,340 to about 
507,000 acres under alternative A. The antelope population would 
not reach 4ts full potent4al on the remaining habitat, prfmarly 
because of the followdng factors. 

- Antelope would cont4nue to compete for water, although exlst4ng 
wildlife waters would be maintailned and five more water facili- 
ties would be constructed in antelope habitat. 

- Maintaining livestock grazing at current levels and seasons of 
use would result in continued competlltion for spring grasses and 



forbs and reduce the potentfal for antelope populations to 

dncrease. 

- Development activities and ORV use w'lthout specfal or seasonal 
condltlons could cause the direct loss of 100 animals or could 
diisplace antelope from at least 340 acres of habitat (340 acres 
is thought to be a conservative estimate). 

Assuming a natural growth rate of IO gercent per year, the pronghorn 
antelope populatfon has the potential to grow from about 600 to 
1,200 animals by the year 2000. The population Is increasing at 
present and probably would maintain a modest increase. However, 

under alternatilve A, pronghorn antelope would increase by 100 
animals to about 700 anfmals by the year 2000 because of the reasons 

stated above. 

Cruciial habiltat areas for deer and elk would not change under 

alternatfve A (35,510 acres for deer and 18,200 acres for elk). 

These crucial habftats partfally overlap. The mule deer and elk use 
of crucial habltat would remafn at less than full potential, 
primarily because of the following factors. 

- The actlvitles assocdated width harvesting of woodland products 
on the 35,500 acres of crucial deer winter range and the 18,200 
acres of crucial elk winter range would continue to impact mule 
deer and elk durdng the winter, stressing the animals and 
causing them to avoId areas of active wood harvest; however, the 
removal of pinyon and juniper trees also has the potentilal to 
release desirable vegetatifon for utilization by deer and elk. 

- Contfnuat4on of livestock grazfng at current levels and seasons 
of use would not allow the mule deer and elk populations to 
expand more than 10 percent per year. 

- Wdthout special or seasonal conditfons, ORV use, especfally if 
occurrfng in cruciial habitat areas, wou?d stress the anfmals or 

cause direct loss of forage. 

Assumilng a natural growth rate of 5 percent per year, the mule deer 
population has the potentfall to grow from about 6,100 to about 9,200 
anXmals (prrlor stable numbers; a 62 percent increase) by the year 
2000. The elk populatfon has the potentilal to grow from about 550 
to about 800 animals. However, under alternatfve A, deer and elk 
would increase to only about 6,620 and 600, respectively. 

RSparQan and Agaratk HabQtat 

The rfparfan'and aquatfc habftat area affects many wfldlffe species, 
including T/E specfes (bald eagle, peregrdne falcon, and certain 
fish). While new riparfan areas would not be created, existing 
areas would fncrease in vigor and sjze (by 10 acres), and the 
densdty of ripardan vegetation would also increase. Under alterna- 
tlfve A, there would be 11,430 acres of riparian and aquatic habItat 

fn SRM and 3,350 acres dn FW for a total of 14,780 acres in the 
planning area. 

Threatened or Endangered Animals 

Any loss of cottonwood trees in the rlparfan habitat of the Green 
Rllver would be detrimental to the wilnterfng bald eagle. Cutting or 

other destructdon of these trees is prohibited. Therefore, there 
would be no ilmpact to the eagle under this alternatfve. 

The peregrfne falcon nest would be protected from development 
activities under alternative A with monitoring and restriiction of 
activdty to prevent Impacts from uncontrolled activitlles such as 
recreation use and mfnfng claim work on fewer than 5 acres. 

Nest sites of ferruglnous hawks are not mapped and change from year 
to year. The nests are protected from controlled activities. Nest 
sites would be monitored, and mitfgatfon measures would be applied 
to prevent impacts from uncontrolled activftIes such as recreatilon 
use and minfng claim work. 

The planning area contains numerous prairie dog towns that are 
potential habitat for black-footed ferrets. For any proposed action 

that could affect the prairie dog towns, approval would not be 



granted wfthout evaluation to determine whether ferrets are actually 
present. 

Crucial habitat for desert blfghorn sheep ~uld increase to 150,510 
acres from 109,600 acres, allowlng a populatfon increase from about 
225 andmals to 500 by the year 2000. 

Hab'Btat for pronghorn antelope would be reduced to 507,000 acres, a 
loss of 340 acres from the exfstfng s3tuat9on. Despite the loss of 

crucdal habiftat, antelope populations would increase from about 600 
anfmalo to about 700 anirraals. 

Mule deer and elk crucial habltat would rema4n constant at 35,510 
acres for mule deer and 18,200 acres for elk; their populations 
would Increase from about 6,100 mule deer and 550 elk to about 6,620 
deer and 600 elk. 

Riparilan and aquatIc habdtat and related T/E wildlife spedes 
habitat would increase to 84,780 acres. There would be no adverse 
Inrgacts to B/E spec%es. 

WSES 

GrazQmg 

under alternatfve A, l,421,880 acres fn SRRA would be available for 
grazing fn 91 allotments. Four 'isolated allotments have been 

IdentQfiled for diisposal, and it is assumed that these tracts would 

be dfsposed of by the year 2000. An additional lW.240 acres would 
be available for grazfng in FPU (6 allo~nto admfnfstered by Sevirer 
River Resource Area). The total area avaflable for grazing under 
alternatilve A would be B,6%2,120 acres. Areas closed to 1 ivestock 
grating would include the Wldllfe Allotment (63C acres), Buckhorn 
Draw (4,520 acres), and unallotted lands (1,73C acres). 

Currently, IQvestoct grazing occurs at alpproxlfsately the level of 
the past 5-year average Ifcensed use 156,871 A b; operator demand 
4s less than allowable actfve preference 4 1-t is 

ass-d that operator demand for 'livestock forage wl[ll remain at 
curtmt levels, but lt may Qncrease to allowable active preference. 
Therefore, a range of AU+% OS used %n thds analysis. 

LIvestock grazdng could continue at somewhat less than the past 
5-year average licensed use, or ilt could fncrease to somewhat less 
than actfve preference because of decreases fn avalllable forage in 
sasle areas. Such a decrease would restalt prlmarfly from land 
dilsposals (325 AWsB and ORV disturbance (300 AU%). An additfonal 
loss of 85 AUMs would result from oil and gas productjon, seismic 
expl oratfon. mineral material sites, mlnfng operations, wildfires. 
rights-of-way, and the Green River Scenic Loop. Such a loss Is 
fnsdgniffcant for analysfs purposes in alternatives A through F, 
because the affected areas are scattered throughout the grazing area 
and are not concentrated 4n any specfffc area or allotment (appendix 

1). Also, the ma.jority of this loss would be regained followilng 
reclamation. The long-term loss of livestock forage would result 
from land dasposals. Surface disturbance frow ORVs results dn a 
short-term vegetatfon loss, lnost of whfch would eventually be 
restored. 

The overall net change would be a 710-AIM decrease from the past 
5-year average licensed use to 56,861 AWMs and from active prefer- 
ence to 87,542 Al%. Licensed use would be with%n that range 
(between 56,161 and 87,542 AM), depending on operator demand. 
Analysds assumptfons for determdnfng changes dn AUMs were gfven at 
the beginning of this chaoter and 4n appendax T. Existing grazfng 
management practices would continue w%th current stockfng Bevels, 
seasons of use, and grazfng systems. Grazing durdng the critkal 
sprfng growth period without periodic rest would continue on 77 
allotments. Sfx exfstilng AWs would remafn implemented. 

comcn arzilon 

The public land area avad'lable for grazing would decrease from 
1,618,940 to 1,612,120 acres. 

The past S-year average licensed use would decrease from 56,871 to 
56,161 AWMs; active preference would decrease from 88,252 to 87,542 



Awls. Licensed use would be between 56,161 and 87,542 AUWs, depend- 
fng on operator demand. 

Forest Product Use 

About 451,270 acres In the planning area are forested 14'14,950 acres 
In SRWA and 36,320 Itn FPU). Both dead and live wood exist on the 
same acreage. Under current management, normal harvest has not 

exceeded 130 cords per year and has occurred on less than 1 percent 
of the forested area each year. Mstorically, ffres in the planning 
area have been so small and Infrequent that thejr impacts are 
mlnllmal. Therefore, the Impacts from fire were not consfdered. 

Impacts to forest resources are measured fn terms of forest acreage 
removed from harvest, eJther by actually removing vegetatlon through 
surface disturbance or by restrictqve condiTtions that would prevent 
harvest. Of the 451,270 forested acres, a‘01 but 490 acres of the 
forested area 1s avaflable for campffre use, while 435,660 acres are 
ava'ilable for desIgnat%on for prtvate and comnercDa1 forest product 
harvest (430,890 acres under standard conditions, and 4,770 acres 
under special condItionsI. 

Since forest resources are renewable. Impacts would not affect the 
overall resource value by the year 2000. 

Conclusion 

Based on past use and present harvest, an adequate supply of dead 
and IXve forest products would be available on 430,890 acres through 

the year 2000. 

Cultural Resources 

Impacts to cultural resources are often inadvertent, but much of the 

time they are intentllonal and Sllegal actlvltfes such as vandalism, 
illegal excavation, and artdfact co?lecting. Site tramplifng, caused 
by anMls, humans, or vehicles, is an inadvertent effect that 
results in soill loss, artifact relocatfon, and breakage or changes 

to the physical context of a site. Even dn areas where projeccted 

impacts are mItlgated through standard operatlng procedures, %nad- 

vertent Impacts can result from human error or the failure of an 
tnventory to locate burded sftes not visdble on the surface. Under 
alternative A, se fs assumed that 6,735 cultural resources of the 
estfmated 70,000 would be damaged or destroyed (appendix U). These 
Impacts would be residual and not mitigated by standard operatltng 
procedures. 

It is estimated that 989 cultural resource sites would be discovered 
wtthin the 'B2-year planning horlzon. Therefore, 2,489 sites would 
be avaf’9able for uses such as sclentffic stuQ, education and 
recreation opportundties, and conservatjon of sjtes for future 
generations. 

Conclusion 

About 6,735 cultural resource sites would be damaged or destroyed 
under alternative A, and about 2,489 sites would be available for 
use. 

Recreatfon 

The plannfng area is expected to experience substantial increases 
(up to 30 percent) in demand for motorized and nonmotor4zed recrea- 

tion acti(vities such as hiki[ng, campfng, sdghtseefng, OBV explora- 
tion, horsepacking, and rilver runnilng. 

Under current management, the recreatilon opportunlty spectrum (BOOS) 

classes would change significantly, continuing to shift from the 
resource-dependent end of the spectrum (primitive) to the facflity- 

dependent end (rural and urban). Uncontrolled OBV use and develop- 
ment activities would cause extensilve landscape changes, some of 
which would be irreversible. 

The primftive (P)-class area would decrease by 48,040 acres (from 

117,720 to 69,680 acres). fhe changes in P-class and actdons under 
other settings would decrease the semiprimitive nonmotorized (SPMM) 
class by 58,980 acres (from 242,390 to 183,410 acres) and decrease 
the semfprimftfve motorized (SPM) class by 78,430 acres (from 

741,300 to 662,870 acres). The roaded natural (MI-class area would 

Increase by 372,460 acres (from 434,260 to 606,720 acres), and the 



rural (RI-class area would increase by 7,190 acres (from 3,480 to 
10,670 acres). The urban Ml)-class area would decrease by 20 acres 
(from 40 to 20 acres). 

Losses to %he P and SPEW classes would be attribu%able mainly to 
geophysical and mining ac%ivi%fes, range improvements. road 

cons%ructfon, and the creation of addi%lonail informal vehicle rou%es 
from ORV use in the San Rafael Swell and i.abyrln%h Canyon Special 
Recrealion &nag-n% Areas (SRI&Is). Wfth the loss of P-class and 
Dncreased demand for this setting, managmnt actions to Ilemi% 
v%s7tor use would probably be required to main%afn the primitive 
soclal settfng. Some users would be displaced %o locatdons outside 
SRRA due to the use restriictfons and loss of prjmitive recreatton 
opportunities. 

ComaercVal outfitters rely heavily on %he P and SPMM se%%ings. 
VisRtor days assocllaled wi%h cumnercfally guided river trfps and 
horsepacking or sigh%seeang tours would be negatively affected by 
the reducrtion of scenic values and oppor%unities for ilsolated 
recreation experiences. 

A slight Increase in wifldlife numbers under this alternative would 
increase wildlife view3ng and hunting opportunities, resulting in a 

beneficjal secondary ilmpact to recreation. 

All of the planning area (1,539,190 acres) would continue to be 
managed as open ito ORV use. It is projected that the 662,870 acres 

of SP)9 class and the 606,720 acres of RI-class area would accommo- 

date the increased motorized recreation use; however, conflicts 
between motorized and nonmotorilzed uses would continue to ilncrease. 
Development actjvftdes within the P, SPNW, and SPR areas could 

benefit ORV recreationists by making these areas more accessible; 
however, the shift %oward %he facili%y-dependent end of the spectrum 

could adversely affect the quali%y of ORV experience. 

Developed recreatfon sites would not be able to meet the demands 
brough% on by the large increase in visitation. Dispersed camp%ng 

use would Increase. with exlst3ng and additional undeveloped camp- 

sites experiencing surface disturbance and trash and hunan was%e 

problems. 

Conflic%s between livestock use and recreation would con%inue to 
increase. Lives%ock use would continue %o reduce the quali%y of 
recreat'ton experiences due to %ramplIng and depletfon of vegetation 
and deposgtton of fecal material. 

Unusual recreation oppor%uni%ies and scenic values identified in the 
wi[ld and scenic rfvers eliglbilf%y and potential classification 

study for %he.San Rafael River, babyrdnlth Canyon (Green River), and 
Muddy Creek (appendix J) could be reduced with resource development 
in or adjacent to %he canyons. 

Concl uslon 

The overall effects of alternative A would be (1) a continued 
declllne iln opportunities for recreatfon associa%ed with undeveloped 
settdngs, and (2) an increase in oppor%unities for recreation 
related %o more developed %ypes of settings. Additional roads and 
informal vehicle rou%es wou3d be the primary %ype of development. 
The P-class would decrease by 48,040 acres %o 69,680 acres; the 
SPPJM-class area would decrease by 58,980 acres to 183,410 acres; the 

SPM-class area would decrease by 78,430 acres %o 662,870 acres; the 
RN-class area would increase by 172,460 acres to 606,720 acres; the 
R-class area would increase by 7,190 acres to 10,670 acres; and the 
U-class area would decrease by 20 acres to 20 acres. 

All of the planning area (1,539,190 acres) would continue to be 
managed as open to ORV use. 

Visual Resources 

Under current management, no visual resource management (VRM) class 
I acreage exists (this is consistent wfth the WPs ELM!, 1977a and 
BL#, 1979aI). Class acreages are based on fnventory data as 
described In the hISA. Acreages are class II, 496,370 acres; class 
111, 383,270 acres; and class IV, 659,550 acres. 

Under continuation of current management (see appendix V for impact 
analysis assumptions), increased development would cause a change in 

the VRM class acreage, as areas shDft to a lower management class 

(higher class number) as they become increasingly developed. I% 



cannot be predllcted when thds shfft would occur, whdch classes would 

change, and to what exteflt. It 4s est'3mated, based on a case-by- 

case analysis through application of VI?!4 objectives, that in 120 
cases the contrast rating score would be found to exceed the VW 
class objective. The number of scores that would exceed the class 
standards for the areas jn whjch they are located could, over time, 
result dn a change to the VW!4 class for a specdfjc area. 

Concluollon 

VW class acreages would remain the same (class I, 0 acres; class 
XX, 496,370 acres; class III, 383,270 acres; and class IV, 659,550 

acres). Kn about 120 cases, the VRM contrast rating scores would 
exceed class objectives. 

Lands 

Rfght-of-way corridors would not be desfgnated under alternative A; 
however, a total of 1,485,600 acres would be available for rights- 
of-wqy under standard conditions (1,412,950 acres in SRRA, and 
72,650 acres rln FPU). Avoidance areas would total 53,590 acres 

(50,890 iln SRRA, and 2,700 4n VU). No areas would be excluded from 
right-of-way grants. 

The lands identffjed for disposal Iln alternative A represent a 
continuation of the exfstfng sftuatiion and could be used by the 
public at large or for conmuniity expansion. A total of 6,820 acres 
are identified for disposal (5,780 acres iln WA. and 1,040 in FPU). 

Onslte cultural resource inventories may prevent disposal of some 
tracts under the laws that protect these resources. Other lands may 
be sold or patented after applfcatfon and assessment, but these 
actllons cannot be predlcted and have not been Included Jn this 

analysis. 

A total of 1,780 acres (all in SRRARA) would remain withdrawn from 
entry under alternative A. Addltfonal acres could be closed to 

entry due to wilthdrawals applied on a case-by-case basifs for 

specifdc lands actions. 

No lands were Identiffed for acqufsdtdon under alternative A. 

Conclusion 

Under alternative A, no corridors for rights-of-way would be desig- 
nated, 1,485,600 acres would be available (standard conditions) for 
rights-of-way, 53,590 acres would be avoided, and no areas would be 
excluded from rfght-of-way use. A total of 6,820 acres would be 
identified for disposal. Lands withdrawn from entry would be 1,780 
acres. MO lands would be acquired. 

The following discussion concentrates on Emery County and the 
Carbon-Emery multf-county area. Econamlc impacts are grouped by 
resource use. Only those anticipated changes of greater than 1 
percent to personal, local, or regfonal revenues, costs, earnings, 
wealth, or employment are discussed. Those resource uses that could 
have an effect of this degree Include minerals, soil and water, 
livestock, recreatfon, and other land uses. The 8LM's budget impact 
on the local economy is also discussed. 

Minerals 

Use restrilctions, such as leasing categories 2 (special condftlons), 
3 (no surface occupancy), and 4 (no lease), can affect the local 
economy by changing either the cost of conducting mineral act0vities 
or the amount of mineral activity. 

Special condftions and the no-surface-occupancy requirement can 
increase the cost of mineral exploratfon and development by (1) 
changfng the locatton, method, or equipment; (2) increasfng the 
amount of coordination required with the BLM; (3) temporarily Odlfng 
'labor and equipment; (4) lengthening the duration of mfneral 
exploratdon and development; and (5) delayllng productllon and hence 
receipt of revenues. 

In addition to fncreasing activity costs, special conditions and the 

no-surface-occupancy requirement can also lower the output value of 
mineral exploration and development. For example, changing the 



method of geophysical exploratgon can reduce the accuracy of %he 

geophysical data obtained. 

Much of the addltional cost of complying with special conditions 1s 
spent in the local econgy, thereby 'Increasing local employment and 
earnings. However, these costs also decrease the amount of mInera 
act4 vi ty # thereby decreasing local employmen% and earnings. The 

relatlonsh4p beltween cost and the amount of mineral exploration and 
development has not been quantified, nor have the added costs 
imposed by most stipulations and specdal conditions. The net effect 
on local employment and earnings ils unknown. 

Excluding oil and gas activity in no-lease areas would result in a 
net decrease in mineral-related economic activity. 

The X-70 Scenic Corridor ACEC would require plans of operation to be 
submitted for locatable mineral actdvtty whenever the surface of the 
ACCEC would be dilsturbed. Any special conditions ilmposed would be 

minor and would not affect the activjty. 

Except for the plans of operation required In the I-70 Scenic Corrf- 
dor ACEC, management of mineral resources would not change. How- 

ever, future oil and gas exploration is assumed to yield producing 
wells tith a total produc%ion of 13,200 barrels of petroleum and 
754,000 K.F of natural gas by the year 2000. Based on this greater 

level of mInera ac%ivS%y in the planning area, the following 

changes would occur. 

Total in Change from 
Current Year 2000 Current 

Emery Employment (jobs) 2,979 3,276 +298 

County Earnings ($1 77,475,700 85,859,400 +8,382,700 

Revenue ($1 16,314,500 16,430,200 +I1 5,700 

Carbon- Employment (Jobs) 4,715 5,185 470 

Emery Earnings ($1 101,497,200 111,847,900 +10,350,700 

county Revenue ($1 21,248,700 21,548,500 +299,800 

So41 and Water 

Most of the sedllmen% %hat orfginates in the planning area enters 
Lake Powell, where ft decreases the lake's electrical productdon, 
flood control, recreation, and water storage values by decreasing 
its useful lffe and by its gradual loss of size and storage 
capacfty. Some sedllment also enters downstream structures, such as 
small livestock reservoirs and diversion pofnts, where it must be 
removed or tn‘e structure abandoned. Sedllment yield resulting from 
the surface disturbance projected under this alternative would cause 
between $218,000 and $1,841,600 damage annually to downstream 
cagltal ilnves&men%s. 

Salt picked up by water originating in or passing through the 
plannilng area increases the municfpal, industrial, and agricul%ural 
costs associated with the use of saline water in the lower Colorado 
River basin. Salt loadilng resulting from the surface disturbance 
projected under alternative A would cause between $1,724,000 and 
$25,208,6OCl damage annually to water users in the lower Colorado 
River basin. 

Livestock Grazing 

One lilvestock opera&or would have more available public rangeland 
forage, and 32 would have less. Changes fn available forage would 
change rancher earnings by affecting herd size, weight gain, calf 
survival rates, or operating costs. (Forage losses and gains under 
each alternative are discussed in the Grazing sections of this 
chapter.) 

She number of operators affected, the degree of impact, and the 
related effects on local employment and earndngs are presented in 
tables 56 and 57. The aggregate effect of the loss in avaflable 
forage would decrease operator returns above variable cost by 
$13,710, a 5 percent decrease. 

Based on the direct effects from the budget analysis and on the 
llndirect and induced effects derived from a county economic model, 
it is estimated that the following changes would occur. 



r ard 

hblllc rangeland forage 

Operators w-lth an Increase Prom Operators wtth a Decrease lfrom 
Ex4sting Use and #et Revenues Operators Exlstlng Use and Net Revenues 

NO-t 

Over 59% 11 to 50% 'Sto10% Affected 1 to10% 13 to 50% Over 50% 

0 0 I 106 25 6 9 

Total feed requirements 

Operator returns above variable costs 0 a I la6 32 0 0 
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Aggregate Economfc 9mpacts to Lfveetosk Op~ators, Alternrtlve A 

Lfvestock Operators Existing Siltuatlon Alternatfve A 

Cross Revenue $2,941,700 $2,920,700 

Total Variable Cost 2,015,800 2,008,400 

Returns Above Varilable Cost 925,900 912,200 
Returns to Labor and Investmenta 166,900 158,100 

Lfvestock Umkrs (cattle) 9,282 9,206 

(SRMg) 3,776 3,761 

Total EarWngs, Emery County 
Total Elnployment, Emery County (jobs) 

$463,200 $459,500 
157 1156 

Total Earnrtngs, Carbon-Emery County 
Total Eql oyment, Carbon-Enmy County 

1,112,800 ; 1,103,900 
244 242 

RIOE: These budgets assme that ranchers have no long-ten outstandlng debt, that all operating capittal 4s borrowed, and that 
exfsting ranchers would not go out of business. 

aWetLsrns to labor and Investment equal returns mfnus variable and faxed costs to management, non-hired labor, mach%nery, equipment, 

and land. 



Total 4n Change from 

Current Year 2000 Current 

@m Wployment (jobs) 157 156 -1 

County Earning5 ($1 463,100 459,400 -3,700 

Revenue ($1 322,000 319,400 -2,600 

Carkn- 244 242 -2 

-w Earnings ($1 l,ll2,800 l,103,900 -8,900 

County Revenue ($1 732,300 726,400 -5,900 

Any grazing permit change could affect ranch value and therefore 
operator wealth, partdcularly if the changes affect the ranch's 
total carry'lng capacfty. The loss ifn available forage could de- 

crease aggregate operator wealth by $35,500, a 0.1 percent decrease. 

hend$ng fnstftutions base loans on a number of factors, Xncludirng 
the rancher's ability to repay the loan. The repayment ability is 
usually measured by the rancher's Illkely future income with the 

loan. Because aggregate rancher earnings are projected to decrease 
under this alternative, ranchers' abilltles to repay loans should 

likewise decrease. 

Base propertfes are used as collateral for some types of loans. 
Sdnce base property values are either not affected or projected to 
decrease under this alternatilve, the level of total fndebtedness 

allowed should decrease. 

Recreation 

Recreation-related Impacts can affect the local economy by changing 

efther (I) the number of people who visjt the area, (2) their length 

of stay, or (3) their expenditure patterns. 

greater vlsftation, longer lengths of stay, or greater expenditures 

per day would Increase visitor expenditures and resulting local 

employment and earn%ngs. Because it has not been possible to 

guantffy the relationship between management actfons and vlsltatfon, 

length of stay, or expenditure patterns, most recreation-related 
economrlc Impacts could not be quantdffed. 

kcreatlon use of the plarinifng area 4s projected to Increase 30 
percent by the year 2000 as a result of Increasing incomes and 
populatfons dn the western united States. Vhis increase in use $s 
projected to Wng the fo~louing changes. 

Current 
Total in Change from 
Ilear 2000 Current 

bv Employment (jobs) 21 27 +6 
County Earnings ($1 182,100 236,700 +54,600 

Revenue ($1 27,200 35,400 +8,100 

Carbon- Employment (jobs) 38 49 +I1 
Emery Earnfngs ($1 387,000 503,100 +316,100 
County Revenue ($1 63,300 62,300 +19,000 

The relative mix of uses may change as a result of a changdng mix of 
recreatjonal opportunities (see Impacts to recreation). The effect 
on total numbers of people, length of stay, or visitor expenditure 

patterns Is unknown. Judging from the projected economic importance 

of recreation in the planning area (less than 0.1 percent of local 
employment, earnfngs, and taxing df strict revenues), the projected 
changes to the opportunfty spectrum would have ljttle effect on the 
local economy. 

Existing coemnercfal outfitters rely heavfly on the P, SP#H, and SW4 
opportunfty settings available in the planning area. The 30 percent 
loss of P and SPNM, and 11 percent loss of SPkll opportunity settlings 
could reduce the existfng demand and/or projected Increased demand 
for outfitter services. However existing and projected demand for 
commercial services in the planning area is small and would comprise 

a small portion of any outfitters business. The projected change in 

opportunity settings would therefore have little economic effect. 
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Desert bighorn sheep, antelope, deer, and elk populations are 

projected to 4 ncrease $1 flghtly. The distance wh%ch hun%ers must 
travel and hunter success ra%es have been found %o be the primary 
detennlnan%s of hun%er pressure on many wfldlilfe speclies ECory and 

Martiin, 1985; Wennergren, et al., 1973; Loomis, et al., 1985; 

Shalloof, 19851. 

Khere 3s also evidence to suggest that pr'8mary nonconsump%ive use ils 
also Influenced by the avallab4lity of wdldlilfe EKrannich and Cundy, 
3987; Yeller% and Berry, 1985; Standard Research, Inc., 1987; 
Fletcher and King, 19871. Since larger w%ldllfe populatjons should 

Increase both succeso rates and opportunities for view%ng, more 
htanters arsd grhary nonconsqtive users should be drawn to the 

area. Assd ng that pogulatilon/harvest, harvest/hunter, and 
populat%on/prfaafy nonconsumptfve use ratios renain constant, 
projected ufldlffe use and related expendiltures would bring %he 
foIlowIng changes. 

Votal In Change from 
Current Year 2000 Current 

E--Y Employment (jobs1 18 20 2 
County Earnings ($1 159,300 174,300 15,000 

Revenue ($1 24,500 26,800 2,300 

Carbon- Employment (jobs) 23 25 2 
-WY EarnlVlngs ($1 232,700 254,600 23,900 
County Revenue ($1 38,700 42,300 3,600 

Other !.md Uses 

The econom%c importance of other land uses in the planning area 

would not change. Khe lands Identified for disposal, widely scat- 

tered through Castle Valley, would represent an increase of 4.3 
percent Qn the existing prfvate land base, havdng 19%%le or no 
effect on nearby land values. Under private ownership, these lands 

would iincrease taxing dfstrtct revenues in Emery County by a% least 

$8,600. 

Plan Budget 

Govermnent personnel would be directlly employed to implement the 
proposed plan. This plan would requfre the purchases of goods and 
servirces from the local econw, and government employees would also 
spend a portllon of %heir Income in the local economy. Khe 10 per- 
cent increased budge% needed to implement %hiis al%ernatdve would 

bring the following changes. 

Current 

Kotal i[n Change from 
Year 2000 Current 

Enm-y Employment (jobs1 8 9 +'I 
County Earnings ($1 96,200 105,700 +9,500 

Revenue ($1 2,100 2,400 +200 

Carbon- Employment (jobs) 33 36 +3 
Emery Earnings ($1 619,900 680,800 +60,900 
Coun%y Revenue ($1 17,300 19,000 +I,700 

c0nc1u540n 

Mineral-related local employment, earnings, and %axing dis%rict 
revenues would increase. Sedfment yjeld and salt loading from 
projected surface disturbance would fncrease. LIvestock operator 
returns above variable cost, ranch value and associated local 
employment, earnfngs, and taxing dfstrict revenues would decrease. 
Due to increases In projected use, recrea%don-related employment, 
earnfngs, and taxiing ddstrict revenues would increase The aggregate 
loss of P, SPM, and SPM acreage could reduce the demand for 
commercial ou%fit%er services fn the area, although this effect 
would be insfgniffcant. Larger big game populations would increase 
consump%llve and nonconsump%ive wildlffe use and increase related 
local employmen% earnfngs and 'taxing dfstrfct revenues. The land 
dfsposals would Increase taxing dllstrict revenues In Emery County. 

Khe IO percent Increased budget needed to implement %h%s alternatfve 
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would Increase local employment, earngngs, and taxing dfstrict 
revenues. 

lone of the managment actions would impact local communftiles so far 
as t43 noticeably affect existing social conditfons. 

Socfa'$ conditions would not be affected. 

o-41 and Gas 

Alternative 5 offers the least restrictive management concernfng 
development of oil and gas resources in the planning area. Under 
this alternative, an additional 119,050 acres would be available for 

lease (an 8 percent increase over alternative A). Fewer areas would 
be closed. Leasing category acreages under alternative B compare as 
follows to those under alternatdve A. 

Change from 

Category Unit Acres Alternative A 

1 SRRA 1,4'16,050 +285,770 

FPU 75,350 +23,580 

Subtotal 1,491,400 +309,350 

2 SRRA 45,730 +2,600 

FPU -18,270 
Subtotal -15,670 

3 SRRA 0 -169,320 

FPU 0 -5,310 
Subtotaal 0 -174,630 

4 SRRA 2,860 -319,050 
FPU 0 0 

Subtotal 2,060 -119,050 

Areas %n category 2 would include one vegetation ACEC and RlPP 
leases, while category 4 would Include the I-70 Pfctographs and two 
vegetatfon ACES. 

The opening of these areas to leasing is not expected to affect 
productIon, since most of the opened areas have low to moderate 

potential for oil and gas. The area remaining in category 4 is not 
large enough to affect oil and gas exploration. 

Under alternative B. with fewer restrictions on geophysical opera- 
tions, seismic work would Increase 25 miles per year over alterna- 
tfve A to a total of 125 miles per year and then remain constant. 

Production would be the same as under alternative A (13,200 barrels 

of petroleum and 754,000 MCF of natural gas1 at year 2000. 

ConclusQon 

Under alternative %, 119,050 more acres would be open to lease than 
under alternative A. Category I would increase from l,l82,050 acres 
to 1,491,4OO acres; category 2 would decrease from 61,400 acres to 
45,730 acres; category 3 would decrease from 174,630 acres to 0; and 
category 4 would decrease from 421,110 acres to 2,060 acres. 

Geophysfcal work would increase from 100 to 125 miles per year. 

011 and gas production would be the same as that projected under 

alternative A, 13,200 barrels of petrolem and 754,000 FBCF of 
natural gas in the year 2000. 

Coal 

Under alternative 8, the no-surface-occupancy requirement would be 

lifted for the I-70 Scenic Corridor, fncreasing the acres avaIlable 
for coal exploration by 3,980 acres fran alternative A to a total of 
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62,290 acres (33,720 in SRRA, 28,570 in FPU). The number of drill 

holes could increase by one per year, which is insignificant. There 
would be no change from alternative A in the acreage available for 

lease. Lifting the no-surface-occupancy requirement from the X-70 
Scenic Corridor area would not affect production of 150,000 tons per 

year, since production is expected only from existing leases (no 

productjon would occur from any new leases before the year 2000). 

While the acres available for lease (58,190 acres) would not change 
from alternative A, 3,980 more acres (a total of 62,290) would be 
avallable for coal exploratton under standard conditions (without 
the no-surface-occupancy requirement). Coal production of 150,000 

tons per year would not change. 

Wheral Materials 

Under alternative 5, the establishment of two vegetation ACECs (both 
In SRRA) would reduce the area open to mineral material disposal by 
2,060 acres from alternative A to 1,461,780 acres in SRRA and 75,350 

acres in FPU (no change), for a total of 1,537,130 acres in the 

planning area. 

Because there is no demand for mineral materials iln the areas that 
would be closed to disposal, productfon would not change. 

The area open to mineral material djsposal would decrease by 2,060 
acres (from 1.539.190 acres to 1,537,130 acres). The annual produc- 
tfon rate wuld rema$n at 320,000 cubic yards by the year 2000, the 
same as under alternative A. 

Under alternative 8, there would be a decrease of 2,060 acres iln the 

area open to mineral entry, with 1,460,OOO acres iln SRRA, 75,350 
acres in FW, and a total of 1,535,350 acres ln the planning area 
b&ig open to mInlng cla%a location. Of the areas tithdrawn from 

entry, 1,860 acres (all in SRRA) have high potential for uranium. 
The remainder of the withdrawn area has moderate, Tow, or no poten- 
tial for uranium. Of the areas with high or moderate potential for 
gypsum, 910 acres would be withdrawn from entry. The remainder of 
the area withdrawn would have low to no gypsum potential. Areas 
withdrawn from entry would include two vegetation ACECs. 

Under alternative 8, standard conditions would be applied to 
l,416,050 acres in SRRA and 75,350 acres in FPU, for a total of 
1,491,400 acres in the planning area; special conditions would be 
applied to 43,950 acres of a vegetation ACEC (all in SRRA). 
Compliance with the special conditions would be required to the 
extent possible without curtailing operators' rights. Ffling plans 
of operation and complying with special conditions would llncrease 
the operators' costs, which could result in an unquantified decrease 
in exploration and development work in those areas to which the 
special conditions apply. No lands were identified for disposal 
under alternative B. 

Conclusfon 

The area open to entry would be 1,535,350 acres, 2,060 fewer acres 
than under alternative A. 

Soils 

Under alternative 9, there would be an estimated decrease i(n soil 
loss from alternative A, because decreases in soil loss resulting 
from lfmftllng ORV use would be greater than increases resulting from 
mineral activitfes. grazing increases, and lands actfons. 

Lfmitilng ORV use may cause a decrease fn soil loss of between 

284,750 and 2,155,250 tons per year compared to between 427,300 and 
3.232.500 under alternative A. However, concentration of ORV use 
may cause greater soil losses 'Bn those speclfk areas due to more 

compaction, more ril'ding and gullying, more vegetation Bosses, etc. 
Itn areas where ORV use is l=imited to desjgnated roads and trails, 



however, the limftation may cause less soil to be lost as the non- 
LsQgnated roads and trafls revegetate. 

Although there is a net decrease in soil loss under this alterna- 
tive, there would be Increases In soil loss assoc3ated with some 
activities. An increase In soil loss of between 1,200 and 9,100 

tons per year could be expect@d from the surface-disturbing actfivi- 
ties assodated with oil and gas and geophyskal activity. An 
increase of between 370 and 2,800 tons per year of so%1 loss could 
be due to mining claims and assessment work. An increase of between 
2,600 and 19,600 tons per year could be expected from 7 ivestock 
related range improvements. 

The loss estimates are based on the amount of public land in the 
planning area. Disposal of public Sands results in less t3LM acreage 
available to contribute to total sol1 1 oss. Retention of public 
lands that would be disposed of under alternative A could account 
for an rncrease of between 26,830 and 216,500 tons of sod1 loss per 

year. 

A 2,000-acre vegetation manfpulation would be done in FPU. The 
value of land treatments, such as chainings, fn reducing erosion and 
sediment yield is not clear. Long-tenn effects appear to be bene- 

ficfal, not only for increasing ground cover (which stabilizes 

soils), but also for ilmprovfng rilllng and gullying on the soil 
types that would be treated in the resource area. Short-term losses 
occur from nearly any treatment technique but this would be balanced 
out by the improvement in cover over the long term [Hansen. 19869. 

PRe sod1 losses contributed by other factors would continue to be as 
described under alternative A. Therefore, soil losses from all 

causes could represent a decrease of between 253,750 and 1,907,250 

tons per year. Total soil loss could be between 7,009,990 and 
59,447,050 tons per year (averag%ng 33,243,520 tons per year) by the 
year 2000. 

Cowlusilon 

xobj sofl loss per year could be between 7,009,050 and 59,447,050 
tons per year (averagIng 33,243,520 tons per year), a decrease of 

m" .I m 
between 253,750 and 1.907.250 tons per year from alternatIve A. 

Water 

Surface water qual%ty should improve slightly under alternatIve 9 

compared to alternative A, a result of the lower rate of soil loss 
under alternatfve 8 (see Soils). This is because decreases fn 
sedtlment and salt yield resulting from l'lmiting ORV use would be 

greater than. Increases resulting from mineral actlvit9es, grazfng 
increases, and lands actions. 

Lllmjting ORV use mqy cause a decrease in sedifment of between 113,900 
and 862,100 tons per year and a decrease 'tn salt of between 1,878 
and 14,470 tons per year. Lfmfting ORV use should help keep 
sediment and salt yfe1d.s at the present levels. Concentration of 
ORV use would occur. #lore sediment and salt may be produced in 
these concentrated areas due to more compaction, rilling and 
gullyfng, greater vegetation Bosses and other effects. In the case 
of limited to deslgnated roads, however, the lllmitatlon may cause 
sediment and salt yields to decline as the nondesignated roads and 

trafls are revegetated. The effect of these 3lmitatdons would be 
greatest where ORV use is heavy. 

Although there is a net decrease in sediment and salt yield under 
this alternative, there could be Increases dn sedfment and salt 
yield associated with some activjties. 

An increase of 86 livestock waters and 56 miles of fence would occur 
under alternatfve % over alternative A. This could account for an 
increase of sediment of between 1,040 and 7,840 tons per year and an 
increase 3n salt of between 17 and 13% tons per year. 

Oil and gas and geophysical activitfes could result fn impacts to 
both surface and ground water. Sediment and salt yield increases 
could be expected from new roads and drillilng pads. Sediment yield 
could increase by between 480 and 3,640 tons per year. Salt yield 
could increase by between 6 and 35 tons per year. Accidental fluid 
discharges during drf’lliing operations could degrade surface water 

quality. Orllling could also cause aquifers to mix, resulting in 
ground water degradatfon. Blasting can alter aquifer characteris- 
tics affectdng existing wells. Although Impacts normally occur only 
from shots closer than 500 feet, a safe worki(ng distance must be 

4 27 determined on a case-by-case basis. 



Actdvitles assodated with mfnfng claims could adversely fmpact 
water resources. Road constructIon and extractton of materials 
could increase sediment by between 150 and 1,120 tons per year and 
%ncrease salt yield by between 2 and 11 tons per year. Drillllng and 
underground mBning could cause aqui[fer mfxing resulting +n ground 
water degradation. 

Manera materlal operatilons in close proxilmfty to perennial water- 
courses could destab%llze and alter natural stream channels and 
djsrupt the benefdcial values of floodplains. These impacts could 
result in changes In the water tables and surface water flows and 
could make floods more destructdve. 

EstOmates of sediment and salt yfeld are based on the amount of 
public land Jn the plannjng area. Retention or acquisition of 
publk lands results Bn more IBM acreage avalllable to contribute to 
sedfment and salt yield. Sediment and salt may increase due to the 
retention of public lands d'Jsposed of under alternative A. This 
could account for an increase in sediment of between 10,730 and 
86,610 tons per year. Xhfs land retention could also account for an 
increase fn salt yield in SRM of between 118 and 1,530 tons per 

year. 

The 2,000-acre vegetatfon manipulation would have a negligible 

effect on water resources. 

Other impacts to surface and ground waters would be as described 
under alternative A. The rate of sediment yield %o the Colorado 
River could decrease by between 101,500 and 762,890 tons per year. 
Total sediment yield could be between 2,804.OOO and 23,407,920 tons 
per year (averagtng 13,297,410 tons per year) by the year 2000. 

The rate of salt yield to the Colorado R%ver could decrease by 
between 1,735 and 12,763 tons per year. Total salt ygeld could be 

between 27,735 and 418,154 tons per year (averaging 229,945 tons per 
year)by theyear2000. 

Concl laaf on 

Surface water qualiw should improve slightly under alternatfve B 

over alternative A. ~0~1 sedlwnt ydeld could k between 2,804,0~ 

and 23,407,920 tons per year (averaging 13,297,410 tons per year). a 
decrease .of between 101,500 and 762,890 tons per year from alterna- 
tive A. Total salt y-!eld could be between 27,735 and 418,154 tons 
per year (averaging 229,945 tons per year), a decrease of between 
1,735 and '12,763 tons per year from alternative A. 

Ground water qualjty could decline slightly but the level of TDS in 
milllifgrams per liter cannot be quantdfded. 

Adr 

Under alternative 8, rmpacts to ailr qua1 
alternative A. 

Conclusfon 

ity would not change from 

Under alternative '5, afr quality In the planning area would remain 
good until the year 2000. 

Vegetation 

Under alternatdve 5, a total of 17,384 acres of vegetatfon could be 
disturbed through the year 2000, a decrease of 37,160 acres from 

alternatfve A. 

Dfsturbance would be short-term on approximately 17,134 of these 
acres and long-tenz on the remainilng 250 (the Green Rilver Scenic 

Loop). No lands have been Identified for disposal under alternative 
8. The remafnder of the decrease i[n vegetatlTon disturbance would 
result from restrdctions on ORV use (30,790 fewer disturbed acres). 
Kost short-term vegetation losses would be regained through natural 
successdon or within 5 years folllowllng reclamation with a site- 

spec%ffc seed mix. Causes and amounts of antkipated disturbance 
were listed by actfvlty In table 54. 

Anticipated changes On ecological conditrfon under alternative 5 are 
shown in table 58. Impact analysts assumptions are given fn 
appendfx S. 



TABLE 58 

Awtitc4pated CRaqes in Ecolog4cal Condftllon, Alternatfve B 

EcoYogical Condiftion Class 

Potential Natural Conssunilty 
Late Seral 

Mid Seral 
Early Seral 
Rock Outcrop/Badlands 

Ecol of&all ConditJon by Percent 
of ResoPrce Area 

Present (19851 Future (2000) 

9 11 
22 22 
47 415 

9 9 
13 13 

Implementation of exgsting AMPS would allow the vegetatjon perllodilc 
rest from grazilng, thus producfng a hllgher densilty of livestock 
forage species and changing more acres to a hilgher seral stage. 

The 8owknot Bend (8,830 acres). North 819 Flat Top (190 acres), and 
San Rafael Reef (43,870 acres) relict vegetation areas would be 
designated as ACECs under this alternative, whereas no such desfgna- 
tfons were ddentifled under alternative A. The Webes Mountafn 

relkt vegetatjon area would not receive special protection under 

alternatfve 5. 

Threatened or Endangered Plants 

The actlvlties under thfs alternatIve that would have the potential 
to dfsturb habitat for X/E plants are uncontrolled ORV use, mining 
actl[vlties that disturb fewer than 5 acres, and the estimated 200 
acres of surface disturbance from mining. The T/E plant habitat 
areas would be monitored and management actfons implemented to 

prevent impacts to the plants. 

Conclus"fon 

250 acres, for a total of 17,384 acres disturbed. Changes to Mgher 

seral stages would result. Three relict vegetation areas would 
receive special protection. .There would be no adverse impact to X/E 
spedes. 

Wild Horses and Burros 

under alternatlve 8, domestic ltvestock numbers would be allowed to 
increase to the maximun number the range could support. Llvestock 
management would be more Intense. Most forage available would be 
used by llvestock. About 2,340 AU& would no longer be available 
for wild equid use. This, added to the fact that no forage was 
reserved for equlds dwrfng adjudicatfon, would limit the capacity of 
the range to support these anfnals. WhQle the habitat area would 
remailn at 475,680 acres, wild horse and burro populat%ons would have 
to be reduced to 1971 numbers. Wild horses would be reduced from a 
range of 200 to 235 head to a range of 20 to 35 head; wild burros 
would be reduced from a range of 70 to 100 head to a range of 10 to 
25 head, when compared to alternative A. 

Conflicts in use between wild eqwjds and livestock would be resolved 
and adjustments iln speclflc forage use levels would be made at the 
actilvSty plan level, dn conjunctdon with grazjng decfsions, or at 
any tfme deemed necessary as a result of rangeland monftoring. 

Concllws4on 

Wild horses would be maintained at a range between 20 and 35 head 
and wild burros between 10 and 25 head. The forage required to 
support these animals at the upper lfmits is 495 AUMs. 

Forage use levels may be adjusted beween wild equrds and lilvestock 
based on monitoring data. 

Wildllife 

Oesert BIghorn Sheep 

Crucial habftat for desert bighorn sheep would decrease from ~50,000 
acres under alternative A to about 120,000 acres, a decrease of 

Short-term loss of vegetation wou?ld decrease from 417.47% acres to 
17,134 acres, and long-term loss would decrease from 7,070 acres to 30,000 acres from alternative A. 
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The desert bighorn sheep population would not reach its full 
po%ential, prfmarlly because of the following factors. 

- The lack of seasonal conditions on oil and gas leases and other 
development actlvtties to protect lambing and rutting on crucial 
habi%a% would result fn the loss of about 50 sheep, primarily 

due to stress. 

- AllowIng ORV use on existing roads and trafls would result in 
the loss of approxfmately 20,000 acres of crucial desert bighorn 

sheep habitat and the loss of about 45 sheep; 

- The allocation of 3,480 acres of Buckhorn Draw to livestock 
would reduce &he number of desert bighorn sheep from 6 assumed 
to be currently using %he area to about 1 sheep; and 

- Livestock grazing at active use would Increase competition for 
forage and space; the increase in livestock numbers would also 

increase the poteneial for disease transmission between domestlc 
lllvestock and desert bIghorn sheep, making possible a disease 
ou'tbreak that could result dn the loss of at least 50 desert 
bighorn sheep. 

Under alternatfve 6, the population of desert bighorn sheep would 
decrease from 500 to about 350, about 150 fewer animals by the year 

2000 than under alternative A. 

AMSlope 

The antelope habitat area would decrease from 507,000 acres under 
alternative A to 506,320 acres, a decrease of 680 acres from 
alterna%fve A. The decrease In antelope habitat and numbers would 
resul% from the following factors. 

- The projected increase In development activitlOes and the lack of 
seasonal or specilal conditions on these actlvltles would result 

iin the loss of 680 acres of antelope habQta% from alternative A. 

_ I#ax'fmdxfng lfvest& use would increase compe%i%+on for spring 
grasses and forbs and for ava'llable water sources in the crucfal 

antelope habd%a% area. 

The population of antelope would decline from 700 to about 400, 300 
fewer anfmals than under alterna%ive A. 

Hule Deer and Elk 

Crucldl habitat for mule deer and elk would decrease to 33,710 acres 

and 17,700 acres respectively, a decrease from alternative A of 
1,790 acres for mule deer and 500 acres for elk. 

The decline in the mule deer and elk habitat would result from the 

following factors. 

- Livestock grazing at full active use would allow the livestock 
numbers on allotments containing crucial mule deer and elk 
winter range to Increase to 32,714 AIM. an increase of 13,671 
AUHs (72 percent); this increase would cause a direct loss of 
forage available to mule deer and elk on the winter and sprfng 
range (mule deer and elk reproductfve success and fawn survfval 

depend largely on this forage); approximately 1,600 fewer mule 
deer and 125 fewer elk would be supported (25 percent of 
populatdon) because of livestock grazing at full active use. 

- Within the Willdllfe Allotment, 630 acres would be allotted to 
livestock, reducjng the number of elk from 70 assumed to be 
currently using the allotment to about 48. The allotment does 
not contain any crucial mule deer winter range. 

- Of the 1,730 acres of unalloted rangeland iln the planning area, 
1,240 acres are crucial mule deer and elk wfnter range. 
Allottfng thfs range to livestock would reduce its capacfty to 

support mule deer and elk. The land currently suppor%s about 62 
mule deer and 16 elk; these numbers would be reduced %o about 16 

mule deer and 4 elk; 

- Assuming that each mule deer needs 10 acres of crucfal Rabd%at 
and elk need 40 acres of crucial habitat, of1 and gas and 
mineral materlal activity on 550 acres would lessen the number 
of anfmals the habitat could support (55 fewer deer and 85 fewer 
elk by the year 2000). 



- The removal of seasonal condftfons from of1 and gas leases, 
righ%s-of-way, and other development actfvftfes on 35,500 acres 
of nrrle deer crucfal winter range and on 18,200 acres of elk 

cruc%al wrnter range would allow surface dfs%urbance related to 
development actfvftfes, resulting in 51 fewer mule deer and 24 
fewer elk. 

- Lfmf%fng ORV use to existing roads and trails uou’ld reduce the 
amount of crucial mule deer and elk habftat affected. (ORV use 

would not be seasonally restrfcted.1 

The populations of mule deer and elk would decline from about 6,620 
and 600 respectively to about 4,870 and 410 respectfvely, a decrease 
of about 1,750 mule deer and 190 elk from alternative A at year 2000. 

Wdparfan and Aquatfc Hab’Btat 

Protection from ORV use would favor riparfan and aquatic habitat; 
however, the increase fn livestock grazfng would prevent any 
sfgnfffcant Improvement. Rlparfan and aqua%fc habftat would remain 
at its current saze and condftfon (11,430 acres in SRRA and 3,350 
acres in FPU, for a total of 14,780 acres in the planning area). 

Threatened or Endangered AnGnaWs 

Mafntafnfng the current size and condition of rfparfan habitat would 
ensure reproduction of cottonwood trees for bald eagle roosts. 
There would be no Impact to the bald eagle under thfs alternatfve. 

The restriction on development actavftfes and Sfmfieiing ORV use to 
exisrtfng roads and trails would limit any potential impact to the 

peregrfne falcon's nest and the ferrugfnous hawk nests. Mining 

claim work (if less than 5 acres1 would have the potential to impact 
these birds, but habitat would be monitored and management actions 
Implemented to prevent such impacts. The prairie dog towns, 

potential black-footed ferret habitat, would be protected from 
potential disturbance from ORV use in this alternative. 

Concllusfon 

Habitat‘ for desert blghorn sheep would decrease to 120,000 acres. 

Desert bighorn sheep popula%fons would decrease to 350 animals. 

Habitat for antelope would decrease to 506,320 acres. Antelope 
populations would decline to 400 animals, 300 fewer than under 
aT%ernatfve Ai 

Crucial habftat for mule deer and elk would decrease to 33,710 acres 
and 17,700 acres respectively. Mule deer and elk popula%fons would 
decline 'to about 4,870 mule deer and 410 elk. 

Rfparfan and aquatfc habitat would remain at 14,780 acres; related 
habitat for T/E wfldlffe species would remain unchanged. There 
would be no adverse Impacts to T/E animals under thfs alternative. 

HMW USES 

Grazing 

Under alternative 8, all available public land would be allotted for 
grazfng except Bowknot Bend (1,830 acres) and the North Rig Flat Top 
(190 acres). However. since these areas are inaccessible to live- 
stock, the exclusions would not represent a decrease in grazing 

area. Grazing would be allowed on 1,620,820 acres (8,700 more than 
In alternative A), fn a total of 101 allotments. An additional two 
allotments would be created by licensing previously unallotted 
public lands. Two allotments would be combined with other allot- 
ments for fmproved management. 

Livestock AUWs could increase under alternatfve R due to the con- 
struction of livestock water developments whfch would enable cur- 
rently unusable areas to be grazed by livestock. The 5 year average 
licensed use could Increase to 96,006 AUMs, an increase of 39,845 
AUMs over alternative A. Active preference could also increase to 
96,006 AUMs, an increase of 8,464 AUMs over alternative A. 



. 

The increase fin actl[ve AU#s wou%d result from the constructjon of 
1118 'Jivestock water developments (7,182 AU!&), and a reduction fn 
disturbance from ORVs (8,721 AU&%. 

Grazing durllng the crftfca'l spring growth period without perfodic 
rest would continue on 32 allotments, as compared to 77 a%%otments 
in alternative A. In addDtXon to the 6 exAstIng a%%otment manage- 
ment plans IAMPs) fmplemented, 97 prevIous%y written plans would be 
modified before ilmp%ementatllon and 44 new plans would be implement- 

ed. These 67 AMPS would provide for periodic winter and sprfng 
seasonal rest to a%%ow an increase -fn vfgor and density of livestock 
forage specdes. Range improvements in the allotments covered by 
these AMPS would also he%p correct problems of uneven livestock 
distribution. The constructfon of Ilvestock waters would aid 'live- 
stock distributfon as well as enabling previously unusab'le acres to 
be grazed by lfvestock. 

avaflable for campfire use., What area would be exciluded for 

cu% tural ACECs and developed recreation site restrictions. 

The area used for harvest of woodland products would be increased by 
a 2,000-acre vegetatlon mandpulatjon, which uou%d remove pinyon and 
junfper trees and replace them with grasses, forbs, and shrubs. The 
total area of use would be 2,000 acres more than alternative A, but 
sti%% less than 9 percent of the forested area. 

Conc%usilon 

As fn alternative A, based on past use and present harvest, an 
adequate supply of dead and give forest products should be avaflable 
through the year 2000, or 437,450 acres, an fncrease of '1,790 acres 
from alternatlve A. 

Cu%tura% Resources 

The area available for %jvestock grazing would increase to %,620,820 
acres, an fncrease of 8,700 acres compared to a%ternative A. 

klvestock forage cou%d increase to 96,006 AU&, an increase of 
39,845 AUMs from Syear average Sfcensed use and an increase of 

8,464 AUMs from actfve preference. 

Forest Product We 

Of the 451,270 forested acres, the area avail%ab%e for designation 
for private and conenrercial forest product harvest would increase by 
1,790 acres from alternative A to 437,450 acres because of re%lfct 
vegetation and cultural ACCECs and developed recreatfon sfte restrfc- 

&iOflS. A P,OOO-acre vegetatjon manllpulation in FPU would allow 
these areas to be better uti%Oted for woodland harvest but wou%d not 

increase acreage avall%ab%e for harvest because the areas were 

a%reaQ considered avaI%ab%e. These changes in acreage would not 

affect the avaglable supply to meet the demand for dead wood and 
forest product harvest. Under a%ternative 5, a%% of the areas 
excJ&td from harvest (33,820 acres) except 590 acres would 'be 

Under alternative G, about 6,712 of the estilmated 70,000 cultural 
resources wou%d be damaged or destroyed, a decrease of 23 from 
alternative A. Although more sites wou%d be damaged by increasing 
mineral exploration and grazifng, the overall Impact would be sma%%er 
because no si[tes would be affected by %and disposa’l actions. 

She number of cultural resources avai%ab%e for use would ilncrease to 
2,530, an increase of 4% over alternative A. Host of these slates 
would be recorded in inventor9es requ%red by the standard operating 
procedures for increases in mineral and grazing activities. 

Cone% us~on 

Under alternatdve G, about 6,712 cultural resource sites wou%d be 
damaged or destroyed (a decrease of 23 from alternative A). About 
2,530 cu%tura% resource sites (4% more than under asternative A) 
wou%d be avaa%ab% e for use. 

Under alternative B, 
T 

portunities to engage iin activities In 
undeve%oped settjngs wou d decrease, and opportunit%es to engage On 



activities in more developed (roaded) types of settings would 
increase. The current ROS classes would continue to shift toward 
the RWO class. The P-class would total 18,650 acres, a decrease of 

5l,Q30 acres from alternative A. The SPNM-class area would total 

194,650 acres, a slight gain of 11,240 acres over alternative A. 
The SPM-class area would total 629,060 acres, a decrease of 33,810 

acres from alternative A. The RR-class area would total 684,580 
acres, art increase of 77,860 acres over alternative A. The R class 

areas would total 12,210 acres, an increase of 1,540 acres over 

alternative A. The U-class area would total 40 acres, an increase 
of 20 acres over alternative A. 

Alternative R would virtually eliminate P-class areas, leading to a 
reduction in the availability of primitive recreation opportunities 
and displacing visitors to other locations. Intensive mineral and 

grazing development and the resultant support facilities, rights- 

of-way, utility corrfdors, pipelines, and roads would permanently 

change primitive and semiprimitive class areas. Restrictions and 
constraints on recreation activities would increase as both recrea- 
tion use and development of other resources expanded, displacing 
some users to other locations. The decrease in scenic quality 
resulting from the adddtional Increase in development activities 

would negatively affect commercial recreation visitor days. 

Cross-country recreational ORV use would be constrained under alter- 

native B. Opportunities for cross-country travel would be fore- 

gone. ORV use would be limited to existing roads and trails on 

1,493,230 acres to protect land leases, the I-70 Pfctographs, and to 
eliminate conflicts with livestock grazing. ORV use would be limit- 
ed to designated roads and trails on 43,940 acres to protect relfct 
vegetation areas. A total of 2,020 acres would be closed to ORV use 
to protect relict vegetation on Rowlcnot Bend and the North Big Flat 

TOP. The increased recreation use would damage undeveloped camping 
locatilons. 

The large increase in livestock numbers would reduce the quality of 

the recreation experience due to trampling of vegetation and 

increased deposition of fecal matter in dispersed campsites. The 
increase in livestock numbers would reduce wildlife populations. 

creating a negative secondary jmpact to recreatfon by reducfng 
wildlife viewing and hunting opportun9tfes. 

Unusual recreation opportunit%es and scenic values identifiled in the 
wild and scenic rivers eligibility and potentfal classgficatDon 
study for the San Rafael River, Labyrinth Canyon (Green River), and 
Muddy Creek (appendix Y) could be reduced with resource development 
in or adjacent to the canyons. 

Conclusion 

Opportunities for activities fn undeveloped settings would decrease, 
and opportunities for actiivities rTn a facfflfty-dependent setting 
would increase. The P-class would total 18,650 acres, a decrease of 
51,030 acres; the SPRslCclass area would total 194,650 acres, a 
slight increase of 11,240 acres; the SPkclass area would total 
629,060 acres, a decrease of 33,810 acres: the RR-class area would 
total 684,580 acres, an Increase of 77,860 acres; the R-class area 
would total 12,290 acres, an increase of 1,540 acres; and the U- 
class area would total 40 acres, an increase of 20 acres over 
alternative A. 

Opportunities for ORV exploration and cross-country travel would be 
reduced by the limitation of ORV use to existing roads and trails on 
1,493,230 acres, the limitation to designated roads and trails on 
43,940 acres, and the closure of 2,020 acres to ORV use. 

Visual Resources 

Alternative B Impacts to the visual resources would be stmilar to 
those described under alternative A. VRM class acres would remain 
the same with class II, 496,370 acres; class III, 383,270 acres; and 
class IV, 659,550 acres. However, because of the increased level of 
development under this alternative, in 850 cases, the VRlrl contrast 

rating scores would exceed class objectives. This is an Increase of 
30 over alternative A projections. 



Com~l us4 on 

WWW class acreages would remain the same, with 496,370 acres fn 
class I%; 383,270 acres 4n class 119; and 659,550 acres fn class XV. 

It Is projected that by the year 2000, Jn 150 cases (an increase of 
30 cases from alternative A), vllsual contrast rating scores would 
exceed the VWl class objectives for that area. 

Lands 

Under alternative B. 27,340 acres would be deslgnated as right-of- 
way corridors (22,870 acres in SARA, and 4,470 in FPU, all fncrease 
over alternatdve A). Lands available (standard conditions) for 
7-l ghts-of-way outside corridors would total 1,464,060 acres 

(1,393,180 in SARA (a decrease of 19,770 acres), and 70,880 acres ifn 
FPU (a decrease of 1,770 acres)). A total of 45,760 acres (all iln 
SRRA) would be avoided (a decrease of 7,830 acres from alternatilve A 
(5,130 fewer acres In SWRA, and 2,700 fewer fn FPU)). Exclusion 
areas would total 2,030 acres (all rJn SRRA and all increase from 

alternative A). 

i&cause parcels that may be valuable for grarlng would be el%m;lnated 
from consfderatdon for dtsposal, no lands would be available for 

dfsposal under alternatdve B (a decrease from alternative A of 5,780 
acres In SRRA. and 1,040 acres in FPU). 

bands withdrawn from entry would dncrease by 2,060 acres to total 
3,840 acres (all SRM). Bowknot Bend and Worth Big Flat Top relict 

vegetation ACECs would be withdrawn. 

No lands were fdentffded for acquBsft8on under alternative B. 

CmclusQon 

Corridors for riights-of-way would be desilgnated on 27,340 acres; 
lands avaflabJe (standard cond4tdons) for rights-of-way would 

decrease; avoided areas would be decreased to 45,760 acres; and 
excluded areas would be increased to 2,030 acres. MO lands would be 
available for disposal (a decrease from alternative A), and lands 

withdrawn from entry would increase to 3,840 acres. No lands would 
be acquired. 

Prlinerals 

The area covered by specilal conditions would decrease 15,670 acres 
(25 percent) relative to alternative A, which should reduce mIneral 
exploration and development costs in these areas. The 293,680-acre 
(99 percent) reduction in area closed to surface occupancy or 
permanent resource use or production would essentjally Increase the 
area available for milneral actilvity. Overall, the reduced cost and 
added available area would encourage increased oil and gas and 
locatable mineral actfvlty. The 'lower cost would also reduce 
m%neral-related expenditures wilthSn the local -now, while 
activity in newly opened areas would increase mineral-related 
expendftures. The net effect on the local econonly 1s unknown. 

Based on the assumed ifncrease 4n 011 and gas exploration and on 
Increased locatable mineral exploratfon and mineral-related 
employment, the following economilc changes are antfclpated. 

Change from 
Votal Alternative A 

Emery Employment (jobs) 3,284 8 

County Earnings ($1 86,057,700 +198,316 
Revenue ($1 86,436,OOO +5,800 

Carbon- Employment (Jobs) 5,197 12 
Emery Earnings ($1 112,095,100 +247,200 
County Revenue ($1 2'8,560,300 +11,800 



bfl aard Water 

Sedimnt yield resu'ltflng from the surface disturbance projected 
under th$s alternative would decrease annual damage to downstream 
capital investments by $7,700 to $57,200 over alternative A. Salt 

loading resulting from the surface disturbance projected under this 
alternatlve would decrease annual damage to water users Iln the lower 
Colorado River baslln by $101,500 to $746,600 from alternatfve A. 

L9vestock Graz$ng 

Of the 139 llvestock operators, 134 would have more forage, 1 would 
have less, and 4 would not be affected. (Forage losses and gains 
under the alternatives are discussed in the Grazing sectfons of this 
chapter.) Changes in available forage would change rancher income 
by affectiing herd size, weight gain, calf survival rates, or 

operating costs. 

The number of operators affected, the degree of ilmpact, and the 
re9ated effects on local employment and earnings are presented in 
tables 59 and 60. 

These changes would aggregate to an average 77 percent Increase in 
pub-l f c rangeland forage available to 54 livestock operators. 

Because a determllnation on how to divide the forage from the new 
areas among operators, al1 forage was analyzed as belonging to a 

single hypothetrlcal operator. None of the livestock operators would 
have less available forage. The aggregate effect of the additional 

available forage would increase operator returns above variable cost 
by $846,700, a 93 percent Increase. 

Based on the direct effects from the budget analysis and on the 
indirect and induced effects derived from a county economic model, 
local employment, earnings, and taxing district revenues would 
Increase as follows. 

Total 
Change from 
Alternative A 

Emery Employment (jobs) 228 +72 
County EarnQngs ($1 671,600 +212,lOO 

Revenue ($1 466,900 +147,500 

Carbon- Employment (jobs) 354 +112 
Emery Earnings ($) 1,693,500 +509,700 
County Revenue ($1 1,061,800 +335,400 

Any grazing permit change could affect ranch value and therefore 
operator wealth, particularly ff the changes affect the ranch's 
total carrying capacity. The increase 'In available forage would 
jncrease aggregate operator wealth by between $423,200 and 
$l,992,200, a 1.6 to 7.6 percent increase. 

tending institutions base loans on a number of factors, including 
the rancher's ability to repay the loan. The repayment ability is 
usuaYly measured by the rancher's likely future income with the 
loan. Because aggregate rancher income Is expected to increase 
under this alternative, ranchers' abillltiles to repay loans should 
likewise Increase. 

Base properties are used as collateral for some types of loans. 

Since base property values are @Ither not affected or projected to 
Increase under this alternative, the level of total Indebtedness 
allowed should increase. 

Recreation 

Most recreation-related economic impacts could not be quantified 

because it has not been possible to quantify the relationship 
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Operators ~4th an Increase from Operators wtth a Decrease from 

Exllstlng Use and Met Revenues Operators Existilng Use and Net Revenues 
Id0t 

Over 51% 11 to 50% I to 10% Affected 1 to 10% 11 to 50% Over 51% 

PubWlc rangeland forage 54 58 22 4 I 0 0 

Total feed requdremnts 11 50 73 4 1 0 0 

Operator returns above variable costs 33 45 56 5 1 0 0 



Lilvestoek Operators Al ternatlve A 

Gross Revenue $2,920,700 

Total Variable Cost 2,006,400 

Returns Above Var%able Cost 912,200 
Returns to Labor and Investmenta 156,100 

Al ternatfve B 

$4,193,700 
2,434,700 
A ,759,ooo 

707,300 

LiDvestock Mmbers (cattle) 9,206 13,500 
(ShM$l 3,761 5,645 

Total EarwIngs, Emery County 
Total E~~lg~oymmt, Emery County [gobs 1 

$459,500 $671,600 
1156 338 

Total EaarnBngs. Carbon-Enwery County 1,103,900 1,613,500 
Total Eraeployamt, Carbon-Emery County 242 353 

WE: These budgets assme that ranchers Rave no long-term outstanding debt, that all operatlJng capr?%al ifs borrowed, and that 
exlstlrq ranchers would no& go out of busilness. 

aReturns net 04 variable and filxed costs to managenent, non-hfred labor, machinery, equipment. and land. 
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between management actilons and vi'sitatjon, length of stay, and/or 
expenditure patterns. The relative mix of uses may change as a 
result of a changing mix of recreational opportunities. Eliminating 
recreational cross-country travel would probably reduce overall ORV 
use of the area. However, Judging from the projected economic 

%aportance of recreation in the planning area (less than 0.3 percent 
of local employolent, earnings, and taxing district revenues, the 16 

percent area loss of P and SPNM settlings and corresponding increase 
of other recreation settings, and the reduced level of ORV use, 

would have little effect on local economic conditions. 

Existing comnercial outfiltters rely heavily on the P, SPNIMI, and SPM 
opportunity settings available in the plannfng area. The 10 percent 

loss of P and SPMM, and 16 percent loss of SPM opportunity settings 
from alternative A could reduce the existllng demand and/or projected 

increased demand for outfitter services. Because projected demand 
for cousaercia'l services is small and would comprise a small portion 
of any outfitter's business, these changes in opportunity settings 
would have little economic effect. 

Desert Mghorn sheep, antelope, deer, and elk populatjons are 
projected to decrease from alternative A. Assuming that population/ 
harvest, harvest/hunter, and population/primary nonconsumptive use 
ratgos remain constant, projected wildlife use and related expendi- 
tures would decrease local employment, earnings, and taxifng distr3ct 
revenues as shown here. 

Total 

bry Elsaployment (Jobs1 

County Earnings ($) 
Revenue ($1 

14 6 
124JQo -50,000 

19,100 -7,700 

Carbon- Employment (Jobs) 18 -7 

wry Earnings ($1 181,500 -73,100 
County Revenue ($1 30,200 -12,100 

Change from 
Alternative A 

Other Land Uses 

Other land uses are affected by special conditions, no surface 
occupancy, and closed to resource use and production zones Xn a 
similar manner to mineral activities. The less restrictive nature 
of alternative B is not expected to affect these other land uses and 
the%r related local economic importance. Some actlvdties, withiin 
areas of restricted ORV use would require add'ltfonal coordfnation 
with the BLM through a lands action. 

'She lack of land disposals relative to alternative A would not 
affect nearby land values, but would decrease local taxing revenues 
by at least $6,820. 

The cost of environmental review of magor utality lines is typfcally 
$8,000 to $15,000 per mile. This revfew would cost only an estimat- 
ed $1,500 to $2,000 per mile in the 27,340 acres of utility corri- 
dors proposed for designation under this alternative CPacifdc Gas, 
198111. 

PBan %Mdget 

The 3% percent increased budget over alternatfve A needed to imple- 

ment this alternative would bring the following economic changes. 

Total 
Change from 
Alternatlve A 

Emery Employment (jobs) 12 +3 
Colanty Earnings ($1 138,ooo 32,3tM 

Revenue ($1 J,i100 +700 

Carbon- Employarent (jobs) 47 +I1 
Emery Earntings ($1 889,000 +208,200 
County Revenue I$) 24,800 +5,800 



Wdmeral-related llocal employment, earmfmgs, amd tax-fmg dilstrlct 
revewes are proJected to fncrease. Sedimemt- am8 salinfty-related 
costs would decrease. Livestock operator retarrns above variable 
COSTS, ramch value, and acsocc9ated local employment, earnings, and 

tax4ng d'istrict revemm would ilncrease. The aggregate loss of P, 
SW, and SW acreage could redluce the demand for rcial out- 

f11tter servfces Sm the area, although thJs effect be %nsig- 

dflCb?& bHldllfe-related locall emloynoent, earnllngs, and taxing 
dllstrfct revenues wolald decrease. Fewer management restr%ctifons 

~uld reduce the cost of surface-ddllsturblmg act'3vities iin some 
areas; but the net effect would be Insignificant. The fewer land 
dBsposals would decrease taxing district revenues. The envlronmen- 
tal revJew cost of major utility lines would decrease wJthQn the 

Wlity corridors. fhe ilmcreased budget needed to implement this 
alternative would sl'Oghtly 'increase employment, earnings, and taxing 
dd strict revenues. 

$40~~ of the management act3ons would Impact local conrmndties so far 
as to noticeably affect ex'lsting social condltfons. 

Comcl us9on 

Social conddtifons would not be affected. 

Hineral Components 

Oil and Gas 

The establfshment of scenfc ACECs would reduce the area open to 
lease by 351,710 acres from alternative A, but thils decrease would 

not affect production, since most of the closed area has low to 
moderate odl and gas potential (appendix Q). Leasing category 
acreages under alternative C compare as follows to those under 
alternatlve A. 

Category Unft 

3 !iRRA 
FPU 
Subtotal 

2. SRRA 784,020 +740,890 
FPU 58,270 +40,000 
Subtotal 842,290 +780,890 

3 SRRA 28,250 
FPls 2,920 
Subtotal 30,370 

4 SRRA 470,120 
FPU 2,700 
Subtotal 472,820 

AClW 

383,450 
12,260 

193,710 

Chamge frotu 
Alternatfve A 

-948,830 
-39,510 

-988,340 

-141,070 
-3,190 

-344,260 

+349,010 

+2,7OO 
+351,710 

The decrease %n acreage under category I and the Increase under 
category 2 would result from the addiltion of seasonal restrfct4ons 
for wildlife habitat (desert bighorn sheep, elk, mule deer, and 
antelope) and restrictions on ROS class areas. Such restrict%ons 
would Increase operatfng and productilon costs, but are not expected 
to affect productlon. fhe category 2 area Includes high, moderate, 
and low oil1 and gas potenti[al (appendfx 9). 

RestrictIons on surface occupancy (category 3) would ilnclude 
riparBan and aquatilc habitat and cultural ACECs. These areas mostly 
have low to moderate of1 and gas potentfal. 

The closures to leasing (category 4) would affect developed recrea- 
tion sites, prilmitdve areas, and scenfc ACECs. Most of the areas 

that would be closed have low and moderate oil and gas potential. 

ProtectTve condltlons would be llmposed on geophys4cal operations dn 
the primitdve areas and ACECs, but as in alternative A, 100 miles of 
seismic ldne are expected. 



OfI and gas production would be the same as %n alternative A, 13,200 
barrels of petro'lekla and 754,000 MS of natural gas. 

Under alternatfve C, the area open to Ieasfng would decrease by 
35’6,710 aCres. The acreage iln category 1 would decrease from 
1,130,280 acres %o 193,710 acres; the acreage fn category 2 would 
increase from 61,4QQ acres to 842,290 acres; the acreage fn category 
3 would decrease froar 174,630 acres to 30,370 acres; and the acreage 
%n category 4 would increase from 121,110 acres to 472,820 acres. 
The &Yes of seiswk 14ne run per year would be 100, the same as 
under alternatfve A. The annual oil1 and gas production rates would 
be the same as under al%erna%%ve A, 13,200 barrels of petroleum and 
754,ooO MY of natural gas In the year 2OOQ. 

Under aW%erna#lve C, 58,310 acres (32,440 acres %n SRRA, and 25,870 
acres in FPU) would be ava9lable for coal exploration (no change 
frm alternative AID. Horever, the coal lease area would decrease by 
3,980 acres from alternatfve A %o a %otal of 54,210 acres because of 
the I-70 Scenilc Corridor no-lease-or-pennIt requirement. Since coal 
leasing wolald not be allowed in the scenic corrildor, there would be 

no fn%erest in ob%alnfng coal %nforma%fon from %hat area. 

far addltion, coal exploratfon would be precluded on 210 acres %n 
SRll\Bl and 70 acres fn VU by no-surface-occupancy requfremen%s %o 
protect riparian lands. However, these requirements would no% 

affect coal drllliing, because (1) coal exploration companies would 
not drXll fn stream areas, siince the ground Is prone to dr%ll hole 
sloughage; and (2) coal drilllBng regulations already require 
protection of riparfan zones. 

Special condft4ons would ‘be Imposed to protect wildllffe habitat and 
SRW 90s class areas. The rest of the KRCRA would be avaIlable for 
coal exploration under standard condftfons (Il.900 acres fn SW'tA, 
and 7,580 fn FPU). 

Under alternatfve C, &he areas avatflable for leasfng would be 3,980 
fewer acres than under alternative A (1,280 in SRRA, and 2,700 fn 
VW) because of the no-lease requirement inside the 1[-7Q Scenic 
CorrBdor. A %o%al of 54,216 acres (28,340 in SWRA, and 25,870 4n 
FPU) wouY'd be availtable for leasfng. Of these areas, soWal 
condf%ions would be applied %o leases on 20,330 acres In SARA and 
18,220 acres in Fipll %o protect wlldlffe habitat and ROS class areas. 

Xhe specfal condi%Vons would not affect coal productifon (150,000 
tons per year), since current production 1s from exfstilng leases 
where underground milning methods are used exclusively. lo new 
surface fac311tfes are planned for coal operatilons on public lands, 
and no new leasing iis pro$zcted fn the Emery Coal Field by the year 

2000. Should leasfng Interest occur, stfpula%%ons can be attached 
%o the lease to mitigafe or elim%na%e dmpacts to resources 

i[dent%ftled for protectiton under alternative C. 

ho-surface-occupancy res%rfc%lons %o protect riparian areas would 
cover 210 acres In SRM and 70 acres fn FPU. This action would not 
affect coal production, since underground-mdning-only stdpulations 
can be attached to the lease. and because surface facflities would 
no% o%herwlse be allowed in rlparfan areas. 

ConcaMs%on 

Under alternative C, 58,310 acres would be available for coal 
exploration. The area avaflable for leasing would be 3,980 fewer 
acres than under alternatIve A. Coal produc%iton (150,000 tons per 
year) would not change from alternative A. 

mneral Materials 

Under alternatfve C, the area open for disposal of milneral materials 
would be reduced to protect ACECs, rfparian and aquatfc habitat, and 
ROWS classes P and SPW. The area avarllable for disposal of mineral 
materials would total 1.032,150 acres (961,620 acres fn SARA and 
70,530 acres In FPU); this represents a decrease of 507,0$0 acres 
from alternative A (502,220 fewer acres in SWM, and 4,820 fewer 

acres in WU9. 



i . 

The reduction In disposal area would not affect production of 

320,000 cubic yards because the areas closed to mineral materfal 
dfsposal are generally roadless areas, where there is no demand for 
mineral materilais. 

Under alternative C, the area open to mineral material dllsposal 
would decrease to 1,032,150 acres, a decrease of 507,040 acres from 
alternative A. Annual productjon rate would be 320,000 cubic yards, 
the same as projected under alternative A. 

Lmtable Minerals 

Under alternatIve C, 1.064.590 acres would be open to mineral entry 
(991,940 acres In SRRA. and 72,650 iln FPU) This would be a decrease 
of 472,820 acres (470,120 fewer in SRRA, and 2,700 fewer in FPU) 

from alternative A. Of the areas withdrawn from entry, a total of 
177,270 acres (all tin SWRA) have Mgh potentfal for uranium. The 
remainder of the withdrawn area has moderate, low, or no potentfal 
for uranium. Of the areas with high or moderate potenti[a'l for 
gypsum, 133,440 acres (all in SRRA) would be wlthdrawn fran entry. 
The remailnder of the area wdthdrawn would have low to no gypsum 
potential (appendix Q). Areas withdrawn from entry would include 

scenrc ACECs and ROS classes P and SP#o(I. 

Under alternative C, standard condlttlons would be applied to 377,140 
acres in SRRA and 55,480 On FPU, for a total of 432,620 acres fn the 
pl annil ng area. Special conditions would be applifed to 614,800 acres 
in SRM and 17,170 in FPU, for a total of 631,970 acres in the 

planning area. The special conditilons would apply to vegetatjon and 
cultural ACES, developed recreatRon sites, r$parilan and aquatic 

habitat, and SW ROS class areas. Compljance with the special 

conditions would be required to the extent possible without curta+il- 
ring operators' rights. Filing plans of operation and complylng with 
the special conditions would increase the operators' costs, which 
could result in an unquant%fied decrease in exploration and develop- 
ment work. If 6,970 acres identified for land disposal are sold, 
the area open for mjneral entry would be reduced. 

Conclus'lon 

The area open to min;Yng claim location would decrease by 472,820 
acres to 1,064,590 acres. 

Soils 

Under alternative C, there could be a decrease in soil loss over 
alternative A. This is because decreases in soil loss from ORV 

designations, changes In livestock management and mineral activities 
would be greater than increases resultfng from lands actions. 

ORV use designations may cause a decrease in sot1 loss of between 
267,750 and 2,026,500 tons per year under this alternatlve (see 
alternative A). Contjnuing to leave a portion of the resource area 
open to ORVs could allow continued Increase in soil loss because of 
the increased surface disturbance (destruction of vegetation, sofl 
compaction, and djsturbance of the sol1 surface). These impacts 
could be stopped ,in areas closed to ON use. The effects should 
gradually taper off to pre-ORV levels as vegetati[on and so%ls 
recover to natural levels. 

Limiting ORV use in the rest of the area (seasonal closures, exist- 

ing roads and trails) may help keep sol1 loss at present levels. In 
the case of limIted to des-tgnated roads, the limitatfon may cause 
soI1 loss to decldne as the nondesignated roads and trails are 
revegetated. The effect of these limitations would be greatest 
where ORV use is heavy. 

Another decrease in soil loss under this alternative may be due to 
changes in livestock grazing management. These changes are either 
closing areas to livestock grating or changfng the season of use. 
Soil loss due to livestock changes could decrease by between 
1,200,500 and 9,897,500 tons per year. Soil loss due to surface- 
disturbtng actfvities associated with livestock-related range 
improvements could decrease by between 750 and 5,600 tons per year. 
RiparIan and aquatic area closures to livestock grazing could 

decrease sol1 loss by between 17,230 and 156,000 tons per year, 



Coal operatfons could decrease soil loss from between 50 and 320 
tons per year %n the [planning area. 

Reducttons iln mining claim activity and related assessment work 
could result In a decrease in soil loss of between 180 and 1,400 
tons per year from alternative A. 

Although &here is a net decrease in sofl loss under this alterna- 
t9ve. there could be an increase 3n soil loss associated w%th some 
activftfes. Soil loss may Sncrease because public lands are 
retal[ned that would be disposed of under alternative A or because of 
land acqufsitions that would not have occurred under alternative A. 
Estimates of soil1 loss are based on the amount of public land in the 
planning area. Disposal of Qublic lands results dn less BhM acreage 
available to contribute to to&al soil loss. Retention or acquisi- 
talon of Qubldc lands results In more DM acreage available to 
contribu%e to total soil loss. Land disposals could account for a 
decrease fn soil loss of between 7,500 and 44,380 tons per year frcnn 
alternative A. Land acquisition could increase soil loss by be%ween 
50,850 and 328,300 tons Qer year. 

A 2,000-acre vegetation manipulation would be done in FPD. The 

value of land 'treatments such as chainings in reducing erosdon and 

sediment yield is not clear. Long-term effects appear to be 

beneficial, not only for increasing ground cover (which stabilizes 

soils) ( but also for improvdng rilling and gullylng on the soil 

types that would be treated in the resource area. Short-term losses 
occur from nearly any treatment technique but this would be balanced 
out by the improvement in cover over the long term [Hansen, 19863. 

The so11 losses contributed by other factors would continue to be as 

described under alternative A. Therefore, sol1 losses from all 

causes could represent a decrease of between 1,443,1110 and 

11,803,450 tons per year of so-Xl loss. Total soil loss could be 

between 5,820,630 and 49,580,850 tons per year, averaging 27,700,740 
tons per year (a decrease of 6,623,280 tons per year) by the year 
2ooo. 

Concl uslon 

To&al sofl loss could be between 5,820,630 and 49.580.850 tons per 

year, a decrease of between 1,443,110 and 11,803,450 tons per year. 
The average soil loss ds estimated at 27,700,740 tons per year, a 
decrease of 6,623,280 tons per year. 

plater 

Surface water qualfty should improve under alternatfve C compared to 
alternative A, a result of %he lower rate of soil loss that would 
occur under thfs alternative. Decreases In sediment and salt yield 
from ORV use designations and changes in livestock management and 
mInera activities would be greater than increases resulting from 
lands aceions. 

ORV use desfgnatfons may cause a decrease in sedllment yjeld of 
between 107,100 and 810,600 tons per year and a decrease in salt 
yield of between 9,766 and 13,610 tons per year under this alterna- 

tdve. Continuing to leave areas open to ORV use may allow continued 
increases dn sediment and salt yield because of increased surface 
disturbance (destructron of vegetatdon, soil compactfon, and 
disturbance of the soil surface). The effec%s would be greatest in 
those areas of salfine soils receiving heavy use. 

Closing some areas to ORV use should stop the impacts to water 
resources in those areas where ORV use has been a problem. The 
effects should gradually taper off to the Qre-ORV 'levels as vegeta- 
tion and soils recover to natural levels. 

Limiting ORV use jn the rest of the plannilng area (seasonal 

closures, existing roads and trails) should help keep sediment and 
salt yjelds at present levels. Xn %he case of limfted to designated 
roads and trails, the lilmi(%a%ion may cause sedtment and salt yield 
to decline as the nondesignaeed roads and trails are revegetated. 



Another decrease in sediment and salt yield under this alternatjve 
results from lfvestock grazing management. These changes are eqther 

closfng areas to livestock grazing or by changing the season of 
we. Sediment yield due to changes in livestock grazfng management 
may decrease by between 480,200 and 3.959.000 tons per year. Salt 
yield could decrease by between 4,900 and 69,600 tons per year. A 
decrease of 24 water developments and 24 miles of fence would be 
constructed under this alternative compared to alternatfve A. 
Sedilment yield, therefore, should decrease by between 300 and 2,240 
tons per year and salt yield should decrease by between 5 and 38 
tons per year. Riparlan and aquatic area closures to livestock 
grazing could decrease sediment by between 6,890 and 62,400 tons per 

year. Salt yield could decrease by between 50 and 1,030 tons per 

year. 

Less coal activity would take place under this alternative than 
under alternatjve A. This should result Vn a decrease of between 20 

and 130 tons per year of sediment and up to 1 ton per year of salt. 
Less ac%Ivity would take place on mdning clafms and assessments 
which should result in a decrease of between 70 and 560 tons of 
sediment per year and between 1 and 5 tons of salt per year. 

Mineral material opera%ions in close proximity to perennial water- 
courses could destabtl%ze and alter natural stream channels and 

disrupt the benefilcilal values of fJoodpla%ns. These impacts could 
result in changes In the water tables and surface water flows and 

could make floods more destructive. 

Although there is a net decrease in sediment and salt yield under 
%hJs alternative, there could be Increases in sediment and salt 

yield assoc%ated with some activitdes. Est-lmates of sediment and 
salt yield are based on the amount of publfc land in the planning 

area. 01Tsposal of public lands results in less 8LM acreage 
available to contribute to seddment and salt yield. Retention or 
acqudsition of public lands results in more DLW acreage available to 

contribute to sediment and salt yield. Sediment and salt could 
increase due to the retention of public lands disposed of under 

alternative A or additional acquisitions of land. Land disposal 

could account for a decrease of between 3,000 and 17,750 tons per 

year of sediment and between 48 and 315 tons per year of salt over 

alternative A. Land aquisdt-lon could account for an increase of 
between 20,340 and 131,300 tons per year of sediment and between 303 

and 2,260 tons per year of salt. 

A 2,000-acre vegetation manipulation would be done in FPD (see 
Soils9, but thfs would have a negligible effect on water resources. 

Other impacts to surface and ground waters would be as descrfbed 
under alternative A. Total sediment loss could be between 2,328,260 
and 19,832,33‘0 tons per year, averaging 17,080,295 tons per year by 
the year 2000. The rate of sediment ylel d to the Colorado Silver 
could decrease by between 577,240 and 4,721,380 tons per year, an 
average decrease of 2,649,310 tons per year. Total salt yield could 
be between 23,003 and 348,578 tons per year, averagfng i185.791 tons 
per year by the year 2000. The rate of salt yield to the Colorado 
River could decrease by between 6,467 and 82,339 tons per year, an 
average decrease of 44,403 tons per year. 

ConcWarsXon 

Surface water quality should not degrade as rapildly under alterna- 
tive C as under alterna%ive A. Total sediment yield per year could 
be between 2,328,260 and 19,832,330 tons (averagfng 11,080,295 tons 
per year), a decrease of between 577,240 and 4,721,380 tons per year 
(average decrease of 2,649,310 eons per year). Total salt yield per 
year could be between 23,003 and 348,570 tons (averaging 185,791 

tons per year), a decrease of be%ween 6,467 and 82,339 tons per year 
(average decrease of 44,403 tons per year) in the planning area. 

Ground water quality would probably remain as i[n alternative A. The 
level of TDS in m%lllgrams per liter cannot be quantified. 

Vege%atf on 

Under this alternative, about 25,699 acres could be disturbed 
through the year 2000, 28,845 fewer than under alternative A. 
Disturbance would be short-term on 18,479 acres, long-term on 7,220 
acres. In addftion, 8,550 acres would be gained from aqufsltfon of 
state lands withdn ACEC boundaries. 
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Yhe decrease in vegetaeion d’i sturbance from alternative A would 
result prdmarily from decreases In OWV disturbance (28,950 fewer 

acres). This loss of vege%ation 4s short-%erm. Most shor%-term 
losses would be regained wfthin 5 years folIowIng reclamation (with 
a s0te-specific seed mix) or natural succession. Appendilx S 
presents dmpact analysis assumptions, and acres of anticipated 
disturbance were lis%ed by activ'lty in %able 54. 

Yhe long-term loss from land disposals would Increase (150 acres 
more than under alternative A). 

Anticipated changes in ecological condition under alternatfve C are 
shown In table 61. 

AntWpa%ed Changes %n Ecological CondXtllon, Al%ernative C 

Ecological Condition Class 

Ecological Conddtion by Percent 
of Resource Area 

Present (1985) Future (2000) 

Potential Natural Comnuni%y 9 11 
Late Seral 22 22 
Mid Seral 47 46 
Early Seral 9 8 
Rock Outcrop/Badlands 13 13 

Changes to higher seral stages would result from iimplementation of 
existing AMPS and elimdnation of continual spring grazing. AMPS and 

elimination of continual spring grazing would allow periodic rest of 
vegetation to recover from grazing thus producing a hjgher density 

of lives%ock forage, and changes in plan% composftfion, thus result- 
ing in more acres moving to a higher seral stage. 

The Bowknot Bend 11,830 acres), North 819 Flat Top (190 acres), and 
San Rafael Reef (43,870 acres) relict vegetation areas would be 

desjgnated as ACECs under thlls alternative, whereas no such designa- 
%ilons were ibdentffied under alternative A. The Hebes Mountain 
reldct vegetation area would not receive special protection under 
alternative C. 

Threatened or Endangered Plants 

There would be no impact to Y/E species from controlled activities. 
T/E plants would be protected from potential ON impacts on 12,420 
acres of the 18,500 acres of Y/E plant habdtat in the planndng 

area. The plants would also be pro%ec%ed from potential mining 
disturbance by requiring plans of operation on any mlnilng operations 
within 1,810 acres of Y/E plant habitat. There would be no impact 
to Y/E plants under alternative C. 

ConclusQon 

Short-term vegetation loss would be reduced by 28,995 acres to 
18,479 acres. Long-term loss of vegeta%ion would Increase by 750 
acres to 7,220 acres. In addftilon, 8,550 acres would be gained 
through aqujsition of state and private lands. Changes to higher 
sera'l stages would result. Three relict vegetation areas would 
receive special protec%ion. There would be no adverse fmpact to Y/E 
species. 

Mid Horses and Burros 

Under alternative C, 475,680 acres would be available for wild horse 
and burro use. There would be some reductllon in livestock use to 
accommodate nonmotorized recreation use and big game management. 
Oesert bighorn sheep are projected to increase to 860 head by the 
year 2000. Xn some areas there may be a conflict between wild 
burros and bighorn sheep. Wild burros apparently graze rather than 
browse more than bighorn sheep, so some forage made available for 
big game (by livestock reductions) may be available for the wild 
burros. 

Under %his alternatlve it is considered that wjld horses would be 

maintained a% a range of 70 to 100 head and wild burros between 25 

and 60 head. By managing for this range of wild burros the conflict 



wU%h desert bfghom sheep should be reduced. These animals would 
pmv4de a posWve value for nomotorired recretittonal users. 

Forage reqradred %o Wntain these animals a% %be maxim nwaber Us 
AH% for wdld horses and 435 AU% for wdld burros, for a total 

of 1,345 AIMS. 

Co~lPlilc%s in use between wtld equids, ltlvestoct and b0g game would 
be resolved and ad@staaents In speccilfiic forage use would be made at 
the ac%4vi%y plan level %n coajunct%on ~4th graztng decisions or at 
any the deerned necessary as a result of rangeland monftoring. 

Comcl usiom 

Wild horses would be maBn%ajned a% a range of 70 to 700 head and 
roild burros between 25 and 60 head. Forage requrOremen% for these 

mUmslo a% &he maxiwtia nmber 9s 1,345 AWs. 

Forage use levels may be adjusted between willd equids. livestock, 
and big game based on mnittorilng data. 

When the hifgh level of nlanbers Xs reached, the wild equjds would be 
reduced to the lower level of nmbers. 

Crucial desert blghom sheep habiltat would %ncrease Pram 150,000 
acres to 200,000 acres. abou% 50,000 acres more than under al%erna- 
the A. Because of habI%at restrictions on other resource uses and 

actlv-!tles, the herds would be expected %o expand Into protected 
BIWS. Deserlt bOghera sheep would not reach pr%or stable numbers by 
the year 2000. The following are specific habitat changes: 

- Seasonal conditions to 011 and gas leases on 85,690 acres would 
protect the deser% bighorn sheep RabiJtat. 

- Management of six ACECs and ROS classes would keep large tracts 
of 1an.d in relatively undisturbed cond%tlon and preserve vegeta- 

tlon used by the sheep for food and cover, ifncreaslng crucial 
habitat by about 30,000 acres and allowing populatfons to 

jncrease by about 3QCl ai!mels. 

- Throughout the habiitat area, offsjte mIti[ga%lon would be 
requllred Of more than IO acres of habltat were disturbed, so as 
to replace food and cover lost. Offsite IPB%fgation would 
dncrease cruc4al habitat by 1150 acres and result in a gain of 
about 15 anlaals. 

- LJves%ock grazing In desert bdghorn sheep habitat would be 
reduced by 2,050 ALMS, provild4ng more forage for the sheep and 
re&cjng the potentlaW for d%sease tranualssfon. This would 
allow sheep popula%lon to increase by about 250 animals. 

- ORV use and developwwt activi%ies wola‘id be prevented on 335,670 
acres of desert bfghom sheep habdtat, dncreasfng crucial 
habItat by 5,000 acres and allowdng desert bighorn sheep to 
increase theilr nlrrrbers by 75. 

- Bhe conflkt between desert bighorn sheep and wild burros would 

increase wl%h the increase 'Qn wild burros and sheep fin thOs 
al ternatfve. The acres involved In %Ms conflict would Increase 
frm 150 to 58,410 acres of crucial Rabirtat and would reduce the 
poten%lal increase dn sheep numbers by about 380 anlwels. 

The population of desert bighorn sheep would increase from 500 under 
alternatIve A to aboue 860 andmals by the year 2000, an increase of 
360 animals. 

Ante1 ape 

Antelope habitat would remain at 507,OOO acres, the same as Iln 
altermatfve A. However, a net gai(n of about 360 animals would 
result prlmari'ly from the folIowIng fac%ors: 

- Apply;Qng pro%ec%flve seasonal conditilons to all develpamnt 
actJvitIes and 'lJRaft%ng OWV use to deslgnated roads and trails 
would reduce stress and Improve habdtat cond9tIons on aboue 

360,000 acres, allow4ng an approxfmate 95 percent Increase fin 

4-45 the antelope populat8on. 



- Asslsmlng that there would be an fncrease of one antelope for 
every 40 acres treated under the offsite mftilgation requfrement, 
applkatlon of the requdrement to 660 acres of crucilal habftat 
would result in a gafn of about 16 antelope. 

- The change In season of livestock use on 504,900 acres of 
habdtat and reductfon of lIvestock AWo%s by 1,200 would decrease 
competftton for forage, partkularty for spring grasses and 
forbs, and would result In an increase of 250 antelope. 

The populatfon of antelope would Increase from 700 to about 1,060 
animals by the year 2000. Phds 4s 360 andmalls more than under 
alternative A. 

M.nle Deer and Elk 

Crucial winter range habItat would increase from 35,510 acres to - E1QminaMon of losses now occurring on rfparfan and aquatic 
70,000 acres for mule deer and from 18,200 to 28,000 acres for elk habltat by restrfcting OWs and development activdtles to desig- 
(an fncrease of 34,490 acres for mule deer and 9,800 acres for elk nated roads and trails or exc'ludfng from riiparfan and aquatic 
over alternatIve A). areas would allow a loo-acre increase in rjpariah habitat. 

The Increase in mule deer and elk crucaal wfnter habitat would 
result prfmarily from the following factors: 

- AnplyIng protectitve seasonal condftlons to all development 
actlvftfes and l%mItfng ORU use to designated roads and trails 
would reduce stress and improve habiltat condftfons on about 
4,860 acres of mule deer habftat and 2,440 acres of elk habftat 
(until the year 2000). Assumdng a 2 percent per acre population 
Increase. there would be a gafn of about 430 mule deer and 50 
elk. 

- Assuming an Increase of one deer for every IO acres and one elk 
for every 40 acres treated under the offsfte mftfgatlon requfre- 
merit, appllcatfon of the requfrement of 660 acres of crucfal 
habitat would result fn a gaf n of about 60 mule deer and 15 elk; 

- The changle of season of liivestock use on 15,800 acres of mule 
deer habdtat and 16,500 acres of elk habitat and elfm9nation of 
ffvestock grazing on 41,690 acres of mule deer winter range and 

6,750 acres of elk wiinter range would decrease competilt'ion for 
winter and sprfng forage, allowing an increase -of 2,500 mule 
deer dnd 85 elk. 

Populations would increase from 6,620 to 9,200 mule deer (prior 
stable) and from 600 to 750 elk. This is 2,580 mule deer and 150 
elk more than under alternative A. 

Rfparfm and Aquatfc Habitat 

The area of rfparian and aquatic habitat would increase from 14,780 
acres to 14,980 acres, an Increase of 200 acres from alternative A. 
Vigor and densfty of riparllan vegetation would fmprove or jncrease. 
The "Increase dn rlgarfan and aquatfc habitat would result pr;lmarfly 
from the following factors: 

. 

- Livestock exclusions withfn riparfan areas and reduced stocking 
rates for livestock would allow for complete rest through the 
growing season and increase rfparfan and aquatfc habitat by 100 
acres. 

Threatened or Eadangered Animals 

The bald eagle and peregrfne falcon would benefft from the dmproved 
managment of rfparfan habftat w4t.h arts improved condftfon and 200- 
acre increase to a total of 14,980. Uncontrolled actfvitles that 
have the potentdal to affect T/E species habitat would be controlled 
under alternative C. The known peregrfne falcon nest and the 
prafrle dog towns that provdde potential habitat for black-footed 
ferrets would be protected from development acttvities, ORV use and 
mRnfng clailm work under tMs alternative. 

COlUClUSfOnt 

Crucial habitat for desert bIghorn sheep would fncrease to 200,000 
acres (50,000 acres more than under alternatIve A), allowfng desert 



bfghorn sheep populatfons to grow to 860 anfmals, about 360 more 
than alternatfve A. 

Although habftat for antelope would remafn at 507,000 acres, 
fmproved habitat condftfon would allow antelope populations to grow 
to 1,060 animals, about 360 more than alternative A. 

Crucfal wfnter habitat would fncrease to 70,000 acres for mule deer 
and 28,000 acres for elk Ifncreases of 34,490 acres for mule deer 
and 9,800 acres for elk from alternative A). Mule deer and elk 

populations would increase to about 9,200 mule deer and 750 elk, 
about 2,580 more mule deer and 150 more e'lk than under alternative A. 

Rfparfan and aquatfc habitat and related Y/E wildlife specfes 
habitat would increase to 14,980 acres, a 200-acre increase over 
alternatfve A. There would be no adverse fmpacts to T/E wildlife 
specfes under alternatfve C. 

Grarl ng 

Grazfng would be allowed on 76,640 fewer acres than in alternative 
A, fn a total of 73 allotments (appendfx I). EfgRt allotments would 
be lost to land disposal and two allotments would be combined for 
ilmproved management. Under thfs alternative, Bowknot Bend ACEC 

(1,830 acres) and Morth Bfg Flat Xop ACEC (180 acres) would be 
excluded from 'ifvestock grazing. Sfnce these areas are inaccessible 

to livestock, the exclusion would not represent a decrease in 

grazdng area. Additiona areas excluded from grazing would include 

16 allotments with crucial deer and elk winter range (52,720 acres) 
*ant+,deve%oped recreatfon sftes (60 acres). An additional 150 acres 
would be lost to land disposals, for a total of 6,970 acres. 

Currently, livestock grazing occurs at approximately the level of 
the past &year average licensed use (56,871 AU&); operator demand 

fs not‘equal to the allowable active preference of 88,252 AUMs. It 
ds assumed that operator demand for livestock forage will remain at 
the 5-year average use level, but may fncrease to allowable active 

preference. Therefore, a range is used for analysis purposes. 

Livestock AU& would decrease fn thfs alternative prfmarfly because 
of potential conflfcts between lfvestock and wlldllfe (deer, elk, 
antelope, and bfghorn sheep).. The 5-year average licensed use could 

decrease by 10,781 AU&, and actfve preference could decrease by 
14,784 AWMs. Thfs licensed use would be within the range of 45,380 
to 72,758 AU!&, dependfng upon operator demand. 

Spring grazfng on 69 allotments would be changed to winter use to 
protect the P, SPNM, and SPM ROS class areas durfng times when 
visitor use is greatest. In areas where forage conf‘lfcts could 
occur in wfnter, livestock AU& would be reduced to allow for wfld- 
lffe (AU& were reduced by subtracting wildlife AUkIs from 5-year 
average licensed use and active preference AUMs of each allotment). 
In some allotments with heavy deer and elk use, livestock AUMs would 
be reduced to zero (appendix I). This would result fn a long-term 
loss of 11,743 5-year average lfcensed use AUMs and 15,746 active 
preference AUMs. 

Changes fn kind of.lfvestock from cattle to domestfc sheep would not 
be allowed on 24 allotments contafnfng crucfal bighorn sheep 
habftat. Allotments currently being grazed by domestfc sheep would 
not be required to change to cattle (see Appendix I for allotments). 

Land disposals (160 AUMs more) would account for additional long- 
term loss of AUMs. The only increase would be from a decrease In 
disturbance from ORVs (1,447 AU&). ORV dfsturbance would cause a 
short-term vegetatfon loss, since most vegetation would be regained 
through natural succession. MO additional AUMs would result from 
the aqufsftfon of state and private lands (35,430 acres) because 
most of the state land already has exchange-of-use agreements and 
private lands are minimal. 

This alternative would allow fmplementatfon of 25 new AMPS, modfff- 
catfon and fmplementatfon of 7 existing AMPS and the continuation of 
6 existing AMPS. These AMPS would be managed to maintain ROS 
classes and to protect wildlife habftat, particularly crucial deer 

and elk winter range. The elimination of sprfng grazing In allot- 

ments would aBlow for fncreased vigor and density of cool season 
grasses. 
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Sprring use wi%hou% perlodlfc res% from grattng would con%%nue on 
time allo%men%s. 

cm1uruom 

The area avai(lable for grazing would decrease %a 1,5X,480 acres. 

L%ves%ock forage use could decrease &o 76,640 5-year average 
13censed use AU!& and %o 72,758 ac%llve preference ALMS. Khe 
IUcensed use would be wQ%Rln %he range of 45,380 %o 72,758 AU!&, 
drpendilng upon opera&or demand. 

UnLr al%erna%lve C, I.100 acres would be excluded from collec%lon 
of wood for campfilre use because of relic% vege%a%fon and cul%ural 

&XC& and deve’doped recreaction srl%e res%rlc%lfons. Designa%Xon of 
prfva%e and c rclal fores% produce harvest areas would be exclud- 
ed on 245,850 acres because of rel k% vege%a%lon and cul%ural ACECs. 
developed recrea%lon sites, ROS classes and rdparian and acquatic 
habfta% restriclt8ons. A 2,000-acre vege%a%ion mandpula%fon in FFW 

would allow these areas to be be%%er utdlized for woodland hawes% 
bu% would no% Increase the avallable acreage because It was al ready 

evaViable for Rawest. Wh9le %he change dn acreage would affec% tie 

avaflable supply, adequate area would remajn available %o mee% %he 

desrearad for dead wood and fores% product hawes%. The area excluded 
from campfIre use would Increase 610 acres over alternative A, while 

tie area excluded from pr(va%e and cotmnercial use would be 230,240 
more than al%erna%ive A. 

The area used for Rarves% of woodland products and 2,000 acres of 
vege%a%lon manipula%ton would affect less than I percent of %he 
451,270 forested acres. 

C@mcl wruom 

As In alternaefve A, based on pas% use and present harvest, an 
adequa%e supply of dead wood and l%ve fores% produc’ts would be 

available on 205,410 acres, a decrease of 230,250 acres from 

algerna%fve A %hougb the year 2000. 

Cul %enral iT&wwces 

Under al%erna%ive C, abou% 6,Q60 of tie es%iaa%ed 70,000 culitural 
resources would be damaged or des%royed, a decrease of 675 fran 
al%erna%dve A. fhds decrease %n sl%es damaged or des%royed would 
resul% from fewer areas being affec%ed by ORV use, grazing, and 
mineral ac%ilvf'%ies. 

The number of cultural resources available for use would decrease %o 
2,477, 12 fewer %han under a%%erna%fve A. Thfs decrease would 
result from reductions 9n requftred inven%ories. 

Abou% 6,060 cul%ura% resources would be damaged or destroyed under 
al%erna%dve C. The number of cul%ural resources available for use 
would decrease %o 2,477. 

Recr@a%Qon 

Alternative C would Increase prM%ive and semiprimitllve recrea%ion 
oppor%uni ties, while decreasing ORV-user access and oppor%uni%ies 
for cross-coun%ry rtravel. The P-class would total 114,220 acres, an 
Increase 44,540 acres from al%erna%live A; the SPMM-class area would 

Itotal 233,140 acres, an ilncrease of 47,730 acres; %he SW-class area 
would total 603,400 acres, a decrease of 59,470 acres; %he RN-class 

area would total of 581,420 acres, a decrease of 25,300 acres; and 
the R-class area would %o%aal 10,500 acres, a decrease of 170 acres 
from al%erna%ive A. The U class (20 acres) would no% change. 

The increased demand for nonmotorized ac%fvi%fes would probably be 
acc&a%ed in exfs%ing se%%ings; however, managemen% acrtions to 
encourage dfspersed use could be requiired in a few areas. Comer- 
c4al vdsd%a%ion would Increase under alternative C because natural 
and scenic values assocla%ed with cotnnerclal recreation ventures 
would be preserved. 

A large increase in wllldlilfe numbers under al%erna%ive C would 
reslallt Bn a beneficial secondary Impact %o recrea%don by Increasfng 
wfldlife vieulng hunting oppor%unl%fes. 



Cross-country ORV recreatfon use would be conserained under al%erna- 
%9ve C; however, scenic values importan% to ORV recreationfsts would 
be pro%ec%ed. Only 194,640 acres would be open to ORV use, decreas- 

9ng access and oppor%uni%ies for cross-country travel. ORV use 

would be limited by seasonal restrictions on 246,700 acres to 
protec% mule deer, elk, desert bighorn sheep, and antelope. ORVs 

would be llmi%ed to designa%ed roads and trails on 606,110 acres to 
protect riparian and aquatic habqtat, SPM class areas, and developed 
recrea%ion sites. The remaining 491,740 acres would be closed to 
protect P and SPIN class areas and ACES. Limiting and closing 

these areas would help to retain the nonmotor4zed se%%ings and focus 
management at%ention on recrea'tion use, maintaining natural, scenic, 

and cultural values. 

The development and expansion of recreation facilities would help %o 
meet %he increased demand for motorized and nonmotorized recrea- 

tion. Recrea%ion sites would be developed or expanded at the San 
Rafael Campground, Jus%ensen Flats, Tomsich Butke, the Wedge, and 
Swasey Cabin, reducing user conflicts, human waste, and trash. 

Adjus%men%s in the season of use for livestock (eliminating spring 
and fall use) and overall reduction of livestock numbers could 
increase the quali%y of the recreatjon experience. 

Yanagement objec%ives would help assure %he retention of unusual 

recreation opportunities and scenic values iden%ified in the wild 
and scenic rfvers eligibili%y and poeential classification study 
(appendix J) for %he majority of the San Rafael River, the lower 

portion of Labyrinth Canyon (Green River), and Muddy Creek. 

Conclurion 

Compared %o al%erna%ive A, alternative C would shift the ROS class 
acreages toward the resource-dependent (primi%ive) end of the spec- 
&rum, increasing the acreage available for activities in undeveloped 
settings and decreasing ORV access and opportunities for cross- 

country exploration. The P-class would increase to 114,220 acres; 

&he SPWclass area would increase to 231,140 acres; the SPM-class 
area would decrease %CI 603,400 acres; the RR-class area would 

decrease to 581,420 acres; and %he R-class area would decrease to 
10,500 acres. The kl class (20 acres) would no% change. 

Areas open to ORV use would decrease to 194,640 acres, reducing 
access and oppor%uni%ies for cross-country travel. Areas limited by 
seasonal restrictions would increase %o 246,700 acres; areas lfmited 
to designated roads and trails would increase %o 606,110 acres; and 
areas closed to ORV use would 'increase to 491,740 acres. 

Visual Resources 

Al%erna%ive C would place 472,130 acres in VRM class I (a19 4ncrease 
from alternaeive A). The increase includes all P and SPNM ROS class 
areas (401,950 acres total). and 8owknot Bend, North Big Flat Top, 
I-70 Scenic Corridor, Gilson But%es, Muddy Creek, San Rafael Canyon, 
San Rafael Reef, Segers Hole, and Sids Woun%ain ACECs (some overlap 

with P and SPNM class areas). 

VRM class 11 acreage would increase to 725,940 acres (an increase of 
229,570 acres over alternative A). The increase jncludes SPM class 
areas (603,400 acres). 

Other VRM class areas would remain the same as under alternaeive A, 
except where acreage was shifted in%0 classes X and II. Class XII 
would decrease 216,420 acres to 166,850 acres, and class IV would 
decrease 485,280 acres to 174,270 acres. 

It is projected that by the year 2000, in 106 cases, visual contrast 
ra%ing scores would exceed the VRM class objectives for that area (a 
decrease of 14 from aleernative A). 

Conclusion 

?he area in VRM class I would increase to 472,130 acres (all 
increase over alternative A); VRM class II acreage would increase to 
725,940 acres. The area in other VRFS classes would decrease a 
corresponding amount: class KXI would decrease %o 166,850 acres; 
and class IV would decrease to 174,2 0 
con%ras% rating scores would exceed b 9fiCec'rasfnoh~~c~~~~~~ visua1 t e 



Lands 

Under alternative C, no right-of-way corridors would be designated 

(no change from alternative A). Lands availlable (standard condi- 

tions) for rights-of-way would total 193,710 acres (181,450 in SRRA 
(a decrease of l,233.500 acres)) and 12,260 in FPU (a decrease of 
60,390 acres). A total of 872,660 acres would be avoA ded (812,270 

fn SRRA (an increase of 761,380) and 60,390 in FPU (an increase of 

57,690~~. Exclusion areas would total 472,820 acres (470,120 in 

sRRA (all increase) and 2,700 In SW (all jncrease) I. 

A total of 6,970 acres would be managed for drlsposal (6,140 in SRRA 
(an increase of 360 acres) and 830 iln FPU (a decrease of 210 
acres)); there would be a net increase of 150 acres in 'lands managed 
for disposal over alternative A. 

The amount of land withdrawn from entry would total 474,600 acres 
(471,900 acres in SRRA (an increase of 470,120 acres over alterna- 
tive A3 and 2,700 acres %n FPU (all Increase)). Withdrawn areas 
would include the Bowknot Bend, Tomsich Butte, Gdlson Buttes, I-70 
Scenic Corrtdor, Muddy Creek, San Rafael Canyon, San Rafael Reef, 
I-70 Pictographs, Segers Hole, and Sids Mountain ACECs, developed 

recreatJon sites, and P and SPWM ROS class areas. 

State lands withiln the X-70 Scenfc Corridor ACCEC are identified for 

possible acqufsftfon under alternatJve C. These areas would total 
8,680 acres (7,160 In SRRA and 1,420 in FPU, all increase over 
alternatlve A). Actual acreages acquired may be adjusted for ease 

of management. 

Corlcl usion 

MO right-of-way corridors would be designated (no change). Lands 
available (standard conditions) for rights-of-way would total 

193,710 acres. A total of 872,660 acres would be avoided. Exclu- 

salon areas would total 472,820 acres. 

A total of 6,970 acres would be managed for disposal. 

The amount of land withdrawn from entry would total 474,600 acres. 

State lands ddentified for possjble acqufsitlon would total 8,580 

acres. Actual acreages acquired may be adjusted for ease of 
management. 

Ml neral 0 

The proposed specfal condltlons, and no surface occupancy would 
increase the cost and lower the output value of mltneral exploration 
and development over alternative A by (1) changing the location, 
method, or equipment used in mdneral exploration and development; 
(2) increasing the amount of coordination required wath the NM; (3) 
temporarily IdBXng labor and equfpment; (4) lengthening the duration 
of mjneral exploration and development; and (5) delaying productjon 
and hence delaying receipt of revenues. 

The effect on milneral exploration and development would vary by type 
and locatfon of stipulation and special condftion. Appendix Q 
descrabes the mineral potentials by type of special condftlon for 
locatable and leasable minerals. 

The area covered by specjal conditions would increase 780,890 acres, 

a 1,172 percent increase relative to alternatdve A. 

Exploration technfques required in no-surface-occupancy areas can be 
four times more expens%ve than standard techniques, and sometfmes 
yield poorer quality data, which can reduce drfllllng success rates 
and decrease production. The no-surface-occupancy stipulation would 
not affect exploration costs in areas where access is poor and 
special technilques such as directlonal dr-X)lJng would be used 
regardless of management. However, under standard conditfons, 
directional drfllfng and productfon cost about 20 to 30 percent more 
than standard drrlllllng and production. The added production costs 
would also render production uneconomical at an earlier date, and 
thereby decrease total production. Current economics and technolo 
restricts slant drflling in the area to less than 1 horizontal mi e gY 



from the drU1 sifte. Areas further away would essentially be closed 

to groduct~on. 

The special condftiion in SW class areas requiring revegetation to 
blend with surroundfng condjtilons within 1 year would essentially 
eliminate mineral activity in some vegetation communities, and would 
Qncrease reclamation cost by over 20 percent iln other areas. 

Wth effectfve coordtnation of manpower and equipment, seasonal 
specdal condiltilons would not add to activity cost. However, the 

seasonal conditions could be costly (more than a 1 percent cost 
Increase) if they idle equipment and labor. Seasonal conditions 
could also force demobilizrlng and remobjlizlng equipment when an 
exploratory we1 I is foil owed up with development wells, adding more 
than 5 percent to developnmnt cost. This has rarely been a problem 

with existing seasonal stipulations. 

Oil and gas drilling costs would increase an average of 1 percent 
where bdg game offsite mitigation would be required. Other stipula- 
tfons and special conditions would have little or no effect on oil 

and gas actlvfty. 

Locatable mlneral exploration and development which disturbs 'less 
than 5 acres and is not within an ACEC or an area of restrfcted ORV 

use would not be affected by special conditdons. Special conditions 
would be required to the extent QOSSible without rendering the 

actfv%ty uneconomic. Many of the more stringent conditions could 

not be enforced. On the average, these more strjngent requtrements 
would increase reclamation costs by over 20 percent and total 
activity costs by less than 5 percent. 

The proposed special conditions would edther increase the cost of 
developling mfnera'l materials or cause the development to be 
relocated to a site farther away from the po9nt of use. The T-70 

Scenk Corrfdor exclusion would have the greatest effect on develop- 
Ifng and stockpfling of mlneral materials. Increased two-way hauling 
d%stances would average 5 misles, addfng an average $2.50 per cubic 

yard, or approxVmately 25 percent, to the cost of getting mineral 

materials to the point Of use. Other specfal condjtions and exclu- 

sfons would not be located in areas with a demand for deVelOpilng and 

stockpiling of mineral materjaBs. 

under thlls alternatfve there would be a much larger area where, 
because of special conditions, mineral exploration and/or develop- 
ment would be more costly. Much of these increased exploration and 
development costs would be spent in the local economy, thereby 
IncreasIng local employment and earnings. However, the Increased 
costs wou'ld also decrease the amount of mineral activity, thereby 
decreasing local employment and earnings. The net effect on the 
local economy cannot be quantffiled 

The large increased acreage where mineral activities would be 
excluded, eltber outright or by special conditions so strifngent that 
mineral activities cannot comp’ly, would result in a net decrease in 
economic activity. The resulting local employment and earnings 
decrease cannot be projected. 

Based on the assumed decrease in oil and gas activity, and locatable 
mineral exploration and development, it is estimated that mineral- 
related employment, earnings, and taxing diistrict revenues would 
decrease as follows. 

Total 

Emery Employment (jobs) 3,275 -1 
County Earnings ($) 1,007,430 -18,800 

Revenue ($1 56,428,400 -1,800 

Carbon- Employment (jobs) 5,183 
Emery Earnings ($1 111,823,500 
County Revenue ($1 21,545,400 

-1 
-24,400 

-3,100 

Change from 
Alternative A 



So13 and Water 

Seddment yield resulting from the surface ddsturbance projected 
under thds alternative would decrease annual damage to downstream 
capftal Investments by $43.400 to $354,200 over alternative A. Salt 
loading resulting from the surface disturbance projected under this 
alternat9ve uou?d decrease annual damage to water users dn the lower 
Colorado River baslln by $378,300 to $4,816,800 over alternative A. 

LQvestock Grazing 

Altogether, 6 operators would have more forage, 112 would have less, 
and 21 operators would not be affected. (Forage losses and gains 

under the alternatives are explained in the Grazing sectdons of this 
chapter.) Changes in avaIlable forage would change rancher income 

by affecting herd size, weight gain, calf survival rates, or 

operating costs. 

The number of operators affected, the degree of impact, and the 
related effects on local employment and earnings are presented fn 
tables 62 and 63. 

The spring (April and May) livestock exclusions would affect 120 of 
the 139 livestock operators. Most operators would have few options 

wfth which to respond to these exclusions. They would have to 

e3ther purchase feed to replace the lost forage, shift to forage 
that is normally used during other months, or reduce herd sizes so 
that the forage produced from base properties would last longer. 

Replacing forage lost through sprilng exclusions with hay would 
represent a worst-case analysfs Feeding hay during the spring may 

adversely affect lilvestock weight gaiins and reduce gross revenues. 
If the feeding were to be done on alfalfa-producing property during 
the spring, alfalfa yfelds could be affected, and bloating problems 
could arise. The analysis assumes that operators would respond to 

the spring exclusions by feeding hay. 

The combined effect of spring exclusions and changes in available 
forage would reduce operator returns above variable cost by 

$556,500, a 61 percent decrease. 

Based on the ddrect effects from the budget analysts and on the 

indirect and induced effects derived from a county economfc model, 
It rJs estimated that local employment, earnings, and taxing district 
revenues would decrease as shown here. 

Change from 
Total Alternative A 

Emery Employment (gobs) 124 -32 
County Earnings ($1 365,900 -93,600 

Revenue ($1 254,400 -65,000 

Carbon- Employment (jobs) 193 -49 
Emery Earnings ($1 879,100 -224,800 
County Revenue (16) 578,500 -147,900 

Any grazing permilt change could affect ranch value and therefore 
operator wealth, particularly if the changes affect the ranch's 
total carrydng capacity. The decrease in available forage would 
decrease aggregate operator wealth by $539,100, a 2.1 percent 
decrease. 

Lending institutions base loans on a number of factors, including 
the rancher's, abrlity to repay the loan. The repayment ability is 
usually measured by the rancher's likely future income with the 
loan. Because aggregate rancher income is expected to decrease 
under thjs alternative, ranchers' abillltSes to repay loans should 
likewise decrease. 

Base properties are used as collateral for some types of loans. 
Since base property values are either not affected or projected to 
increase under this alternative, the level of total indebtedness 
allowed should increase. 

The analysis accounts for those projects that either would not be 
allowed or would be abandoned due to stipulations and special 



. . 

Operators ~4th an Increase Pram Operators ~4th a Decrease from 
Exfsting Use and #et Revenues 

Over 51% ill to 50% I to 10% 

Operators Exfstdng Use and #et Revenues 
RlOlt 

Affected 1 to 10% 11 to 50% Over 51% 

Rarbllc rangeland forage 0 5 t 21 22 47 44 

Total feed requirements 0 2 4 21 69 42 if 

Operator returns above variable costs 0 II 0 91 21 77 39 
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Rgjregate Economfc hpacta to krlvediock Operatora, Alternrtfve C 

Lfvestock Operators Baselfne Situatfon Al ternatfve C 

Gross Revenue $2,920,700 $2,357,000 
fatal Variable Cost 2,008,mO 2,001,300 
Returns Above Varjable Cost 912,200 355,700 
Retarms to Labor and Invesf3tenta ‘I 58,000 -267,800 

Lfvestock Mumbers (anfmals) 9,206 7,315 
#%red Labor (Jobs) 3,761 2,864 

Total Earnings, Emery County 
%otal Employmnt, Emery County (jobs 9 

$459,500 $365,900 
156 124 

Total Earwilngs, Carbon-Emery County 
Total E~sploymen%, Carbon-Emery County 

1,103,900 879,100 
242 192 

UOTE: These budgets assume that ranchers have no long-term outstandfng debt, that all operatfng capftal fs borrowed, and that 
existfng ranchers would not go out of business. 

aReturns net of varfable and fixed costs to management, non-hfred labor, machinery, equfgment, and land. 



coadt %lOM . Saw stfpuYatfons and specfall condltlons, such as chose 
%hrs% liunl% OR\1 use or require iprojleclts %o blend wl%h the natural 
ewIromen%, would no% prevend ‘BBves%oct use and rangeland projec%s, 

bu% wou’l d gncrease their cost. 

The Yleltat%ons on range Wprovements nay fncrease the cost of 
mdn%afn%ng and repp'lacing range f~rov~~%s. These Yfaitatfons 
cannot ren6r exis%fng kprovemen%s uneconcnic %a maintain or 
replace; homver these lfnl%a%fons nay prevent new fmprovmn%s from 
be%ng %ns%alled by eQ%her outrilghe exc$us%ons or by renderdng the 
gro&c%s uneconodc %hrough spectal condf%ions. 

Recreat9on use of %he planning area and Its rela%ed YocaY ilmportance 
(lo projeclted %o iincrease as described In aY%ernatllve A. The 
relr%fve mdx of uses may change because of changes dn recreatlonaY 
opporWn4tXes fro@ all%erna%ive A (see Ilmpacts %o recreation9. The 
Yarge area closed to recreational cross county O$V travel could 
reduce %otaY OWV use of the area. The locaY economic effec% of thfs 
decrease in ORW use and changfng mtx of oppor%unity settdngs is 

UdSRW9l. However, jladgfrag from %he existing economic iRpor%ance of 
recreation In the plann%ng area (less than 0.1 percent of YocaY 

laymen% and earnfngs9, %hese changes would have little effec% on 
%be local economic conditfons. 

Existing comercllal ou%ff%%ers rely heavily on %he P, SW!, and SPH 
oppor%unity settings available in the p'fannfng area. The 36 percent 
gafn of p and SPkM, opportunilty se%%ings from aY%ernative A could 
increase the demand for outfi%%er services in these areas. The 9 
percent loss of SW opportunity settings could decrease the demand 
for outfitter servdces in these areas. Because progeccted demand for 
carmerclal servjces is small and would comprise a small portfon of 

any outfitter's business, these changes In opportunity settings 
would have lit%le economic effect. The additional developed recrea- 

tion sites should have little to no effect on use and related local 
expendftures. The services offered shou'fd not compete with, and 
therefore not affect, privately owned recreation developments or 

cofmnercfal outfitters. 

There %s no known reYa%fonship between specfal managemen% desdgna- 
%fons and recrea%fon use. Plablfcl%y folYow4ng desilgnaltion could 
fmrease publilc awareness 04 these lesser known areas, and therefore 
increase vfsltetlon and related local expendil%ures. Even 118 vfsi%a- 
tifon to these special designa%lon areas were doubled, the local 

econaa%c effect would be fns9gnifkant. This effeclt, however, couYd 
be sfgrr?fican% %o outtfitters who might use these areas. 

Desert bIghorn sheep. antelope, deer, and elk populatfons are 
projec%ed to increase from al%ernatlve A. Assuning tha% populatfon/ 
harvest, harvest/hunter, and popuYa%ion/primary nonconsuaptfve use 
ratios remadn cons%ant,. projected w4ldlife use and related expendtl- 
%ures would bring the following increases. 

To%aY 
Change from 
Alternative A 

Eatery EmpY oyment (jobs 9 28 
County Earnings ($9 2511,700 

Revenue ($9 38,700 

+9 
t77.400 
tlY.900 

Carbon- EmpYoyment (jobs9 
Emery Earnqngs ($9 
County Revenue ($9 

36 *I1 
367,700 +71%3,900 
61,100 +88,800 

Other Land Uses 

SpecXal conditions, the no-surface-occupancy stipulation, areas 
closed to resource use or production would affect other land uses in 
much the same way as they affect mlnera’l actfvities. Some actfvi- 
ties wjthin areas of restricted ORV use would require additional 
coorddnation with BLM through a lands action which would not other- 
wjse be requfred. Much of the increased costs associated with 
activities in special-condition and no-surface-occupancy zones would 
be spent in the local econo 

"sy* 
thereby increasin local employment 

and earnings. However, the ncreased costs woul 2 also decrease the 
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amount of other land use actilvf%y, %hereby decreasing local employ- 
ment and earnings. The net effect on 'the local economy cannot be 
qaan%i[filed 

The proposed land d%sposals would be widely scattered through Castle 
Valley and would represent a 0.1 percen% tncrease from %he priva%e 

%and base rela%ive %o al%ernathe A. TMs increase in priva%e land 
base would no% affect nearby land values, but wok41 d increase 1 ocal 
%rxlng district revenue5 by a% leas% $200 from al%erna%ive A. 

The large area avoilded and excluded from major u%fll%y lines could 
force %he relocation of new fac918%ies, %kreby IncreasIng %hejr 
COO%. 

taxing dis%riic% revenues would decrease. The aggregate increase of 
P, SPMW, and SPM acreage could Increase the demand for comnercjal 
ou%fSt%er services in the area, although this effect would be insdg- 
nl f icant. MldlQfe-related local employment, earnings, and %axing 
df s%rlc% revenues would 4 ncrease. Increased management res%rilc%l[ons 
would Increase %fie cost of Band dJ sturbfng actlvl tjes 1 n some areas, 

but the net @ffec% on the econoslg( 90 unknown. The Band dfsposalls 
would Increase taxing d% s%r%c% revenues fin Emery Coun%y. The large 
area avoided and excluded from major u%flfQ lines could rlncrease 
%hei r cons%ruc%ion cos%. The Increased budget needed to Implemen% 
&MS al%erna%ive would ilncrease local employment, earnings, and 
taxing dds%rdc% revenues. 

TM 30 percen% ilncreaoed budge% over al%erna%fve A needed to 
imphen% %Ms alterna%ive would br%ng %he following increases. 

Wry Employaen% (Jobs% 
Couney Earnings ($1 

Revenue ( $1 

POeal 

12 
137,500 

3,100 

Change from 
Al%erna%ive A 

+3 
+31,800 

+700 

Carbon- Empl oymen% (jobs) 47 +'I1 

mnilngs ($a 885,400 +204,600 

Revenue ($1 24,700 +5,700 

Mneral-related local employmen%, earn%ngs, and &axing dis%rk% 
revenues are projec%ed %o decrease. Sediment- and sallni%y-related 
costs would decrease. k%veo%ock opera%or re%urns above varflable 
coo&s, ranch value, and assocla%ed local employmen%. earnfngs, and 

None of %he management actrlons would Bmpact local coamuN%des so far 
as to no%iceably affec% %heir socXal condftdons. A number of Ir(ve- 
stock operators would be slgndficantly affected. Some operators may 
be forced %o seek a second job, and opera%ors who are forced to sell 
%hefr operatilons would have to change their way of lllfe entirely. 
Some ranchers do no% have the training and skills to enter new Job 

markets. 

Concl Won 

Soc%al conditfons of nearby cormaunrlt%es would no% be affected. The 
lifestyles of some ranchers would change. 

Under al%erna%ive 0, establ%shnen% of scenk ACECs and closure of 
criltical watershed and rilparlan habdtat areas and RdPP leases to 
leasing would reduce %he area open %o lease by 1,160,160 acres 
compared to al%erna%ive A. fhjs decrease would cause a decrease In 
production from %ha% described in al%ernative A, as %he closed areas 



have high, moderate, and low potentiial for oil and gas (appendix 

0’). Leasing category acreages under alternatIve D compare as 
follows to those under alternative A. 

Change from 

Category Unit 

1 SRRA 168,510 -961,770 

FPU 3,820 -47,950 

Subtotal 172,330 -1,009,720 

SRRA 77,990 +34 ) 860 
FPU 7,600 -10,670 
Subtotal 85,590 +24,190 

SRRA 
FPU 
Subtotal 

SRRA 
FPU 
Subtotal 

Acres Alternative A 

0 
0 

1,217,340 +1,096,230 
63,930 +63,930 

1.281,270 +1,160,160 

-Y 69,320 
-5,310 

-174,630 

The increase In category 2 acreage results from addition of seasonal 
restrictions to protect MPP leases and haMtat for wildlffe such as 
desert bighorn sheep, elk, mule deer, and antelope. These restric- 
tions would Increase operating and production expenses, but are not 
expected to affect production. The category 2 area has high, 

moderate, and low potential for oil and gas. 

Category 4 areas would dnclude critical watersheds, aquatic and 
rjparjan habitat, P and SPNM ROS class areas, and ACECs. Because 

these occur in areas wfth high, moderate, and low oil and gas poten- 
tial, the annual production rate for oil and gas would be reduced. 

the average annual rate of oil1 and gas productdon would decrease to 
1,500 barrels of oil (a decrease of 5,300 barrels per year% and 
169,000 &CF of natural gas (a decrease of 255,000 MT per year). 
Production at year 2000 is expected to be 3,000 barrels of oDl and 
244,000 Kf of natural gas. 

Hn most of the planning area, project conditions would be ilmposed on 
geophysical operatlons wRIch would reduce the mfles of tellsmilc line 
to 25 mfles per year (a decrease of 75 miles per year). 

Conclusion 

The area open to lease would decrease by 1,160,160 acres, to 172,330 
acres in category 1; 85,590 acres fn category 2; and no acres in 
category 3. The area 4n category 4 (no leasfng) would increase to 
1,281,270. Production rates would be reduced to 3,000 barrels of 
petroleum and 244,000 KF of natural gas at year 2000. The number 
of mfles of seismic line would be reduced from 100 miles per year to 

25 miles per year. 

Coal 

Under alternative D, 18,470 acres would be available for coal 
exploration ('15,930 acres Sn SRRA, and 2,540 in FPU), a decrease of 

39,840 acres from alternative A. This equals a 60 percent reduction 
from alternative A in the amount of land available for exploration. 
It is estdmated that two fewer drill holes would be drilled per year. 

Alternative D would close to coal leasing 43,820 acres (17,790 in 
SRRA, and 26,030 in FPU), leaving 14,370 acres (11,830 in SRRA, and 
2,540 in FRU) avaIlable for coal leasing. These closures to leasing 
are not expected to affect coal production by the year 2000, since 
all production would come from existing leases. However, continued 
production from existing leases at present levels would exhaust the 
currently leased coal reserves by the year 2010, Actions under 
alternative 0 would effectively withdraw an estimated 400 milllion 
tons of coal (60 percent of the Emery Coal Field’s available 
resources). 

Because of the amount of area closed to leasing under alternative U, 
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ConclusQon 

Under alternatfve D, 18,470 acres would be available for exploration 
(39,840 fewer than under alternative A), and 14,370 acres would be 

avaflable for leasing (43,820 fewer acres than under alternative 

A). The acreage reductions wou3d not affect coal production 
(150,000 tons per year). 

Under alternatfve 0, 246,500 acres would be open to mineral material 
disposal in SRRA (a decrease of 1,217,340 acres) and 11,420 would be 
open in FPD (a decrease of 63,930 acres), for a total of 257,920 
acres open in the planning area (a decrease of 1.281.270 acres) 
(appendix 9). Reductflons in the area open to mineral material 

disposal would be due to criltical watershed designations and protec- 
tBon of SPNM RDS class areas. These reductions would cause produc- 

tDon to drop as free use permits in closed areas expired and could 

not be renewed. Production would average 80,000 cubic yards per 

year, rilsfng until 1992 and then beginning to decrease in 1994, 
leveling off in 1999 at 50,000 cubic yards per year, 270,000 less 
than alternatIve A. 

Concl rasion 

The area open to mineral material disposal would decrease to 257,920 
acres. The average annual production rate would decrease to 50,000 

cubic yards at year 2000. 

Wnder alternative D. 245,700 acres would be open to entry in SRRA (a 
decrease of 1,216,360 acres from alternative Al and 11,420 acres 
would be open in FPU (a decrease of 63,930 acres from alternatIve 
A), for a total of 257,820 acres open in the planning area (a 
decrease of 1,280,290 acres from alternative A). Xn SRRA, 328,150 
acres with high potential for uran%us would be withdrawn from 

tallneral entry, and 6,710 acres %n FPU wPth high potent'ial for 
urandm auld be withdrawn. for a total of 334,860 withdrawn acres 

of high potential in the planning area. The remafnder of the wfth- 
drawn area falls into moderate, low, and no potential areas. Of the 

areas with high and moderate potential for gypsum, 669,010 acres in 
SRRA would be withdrawn from entry, along with 17,860 acres in FPU, 
for a total of 686,870 acres in the planning area. The remainder of 
the area withdrawn would be in areas of low to no gypsum potential 
(appendix 91.' ACECs, critical watershed, riparian and aquatfc 
habitats, and ROS class SPMM make up the area withdrawn from entry. 

IIn alternative 0, standard conditions would be applied to areas open 

to leasing. Special conditions would not be applied. Closure of a 
large part of the planning unit would decrease exploration and 
development work. If 1,420 acres identifiied for land disposal are 
sold, the area open to mineral entry would be reduced. 

Conclusion 

The area open to mining claim location would decrease to 257,120 

acres. 

IHOTIC COwoNE#TS 

Soils 

Under alternative 0, there should be a decrease in soil loss from 
alternative A because decreases In soil loss resulting from ORV use 
designations, changes Iln ldvestock management, and mineral activf- 
ties would be greater than increases resulting from lands actions. 

ORV use designations as discussed in alternatives A and C may cause 
an estimated decrease of between 368,750 and 2.790.000 tons per year 
of soil loss. 

Another decrease in sofl loss under thils alternative may be due to 
changes in livestock grazSng management. These changes are either 
closing areas to livestock grazing or changing the season of use. 

Soil loss due to livestock changes could decrease by between 
1.227.250 and 10,255,OOO tons per year. Soill loss due to surface- 
dilsturbing activilties assoc'lated ~4th livestock related range 



Improvements could decrease by between 750 and 5,600 tons per year. 
Closure of rtlpar9an and aquatic areas to livestock grazang could 
decrease sod1 loss by between 16,420 and 149,400 tons per year in 
either area. 

A decrease of between 5,100 and 38,500 tons per year of sod1 loss 
could occur because of a decrease fn the surface-disturbing activif- 
ties associated ~4th oil and gas and geophysical activItdes. Accl- 
dental fluid discharges during oil and gas dr1113ng operations could 

contaminate so%1 s. A decrease of between 50 and 360 tons per year 
could be expected due to the decrease In surface-disturbing activi- 

t%es associated with coal. A decrease of between 1,500 and 11,180 
tons per year of sod1 may be expected from the decrease iin mtneral 

materjal activftdes. A decrease %n soil loss of between 180 and 
1,400 tons per year may be expected due to the decrease in mln3ng 
c%a%as and assessment work. Fewer rights-of-way woulld be issued, 
whkh could decrease $031 loss by between 400 and 3,000 tons per 

year. 

Although there would be a net decrease iln soil loss under this 
alternative, there could be an fncrease in soil loss associated with 

some actfvitfes. Soisl loss may increase because publilc lands 
reta%ned would be disposed of under alternat%ve A or because of land 

acqu8sitfon that would not have occurred under alternative A. 
Estimates of soil loss are based on the amount of public land in the 
planning area. Retention or acqujsftion of public lands results in 
more %LM acreage available to contrilbute to total soil loss. soi 1 

loss may increase due to the retentdon of public lands disposed of 
under alternatIve A. This could account for an additjon of between 
20,780 and 363,280 tons per year. Land acquisition could account 

for an increase in soil loss of between 8,100 and 90,000 tons per 
year. 

A 2,000-acre vegetatlon manipulation would be done In FPU. The 
value of land treatments such as chainings in reducing erosion and 
sediment yield is not clear. Long-term effects appear to be 
beneficial, not only for increasing ground cover (which stabilizes 

soils), but also for improving rjlling and gullying on the soil 
wpes that would be treated ‘in the resource area. Short-term losses 

occur from nearly any treaQnent techn?que but this would be balanced 
out by the improvement in cover over the long term [Hansen, 19861. 

The $011 losses contributed by other factors would continue to be as 
described under alternative A. Therefore, total soill loss could be 
between 5.672.220 and 48,383,140 tons per year (averaging 27.027.680 
tons per year! by the year 2000. The decrease in soil losses from 
all causes could be between 1,591,530 and 13,009,170 tons per year 
(average decrease of 7.296.350 tons per year). 

Conclusion 

Total soil loss per year could be between 5,672,220 and 48,383,140 
tons (averaging 27,027,680 tons per year). 

Water 

Surface water quality should improve under alternative D compared to 
alternative A. The improvement would correspond to the decreased 
rate of soil loss compared to alternative A (see Soils). Decreases 
in sediment and salt yfeld resulting from ORV use designations, 
changes in livestock management and minerals activities would be 

greater than increases resulting from lands actions. 

ORV use designations as discussed under alternatives A and C may 
cause an estimated decrease of between 147,500 and 1,116,OOO tons 
per year of sediment and between 2,432 and 18,740 tons per year of 
salt. 

Another decrease in sediment and salt yield under this alternative 
could be due to changes in livestock grazing management. These 
changes are either closing some areas completely to livestock 
grazing or changing the season of use. Sediment yield due to 
changes in livestock grazing may decrease by between 490,900 and 
4,102,OOO tons per year. Salt yield may decrease by between 4,920 
and 72,100 tons per year. Construction of 24 fewer water develop- 
ments and 24 fewer miles of fence would take place under this 
alternative than under alternative A. Thus. sediment ield should 
decrease by between 300 and 2,240 tons per Year an J salt yield 



should decrease by between 5 and 35 tons per year. Closures of 
rlgarian and aquatic habIta% to livestock grazing could decrease 
sedimnt by between 6,570 and 59,760 tons per year and decrease salt 
yield by between 56 and 980 tons per year. 

Less olol and gas and geophysical actlvlty would take place under 
thjs alternative than under alternatfve A. Xhifs could account for a 
decrease in sedfment of between 2,040 and 715,400 tons per year and a 
decrease in salt of between 25 and 150 tons per year. 

Less coal activity would take place, which could result iln a 
decrease of between 20 and 150 tons per year of sediment and about I 
ton per year of salt. 

Less surface-disturbing actllvity would take place due to mineral 
materfal d3 sposal. Sediment could decrease by between 600 and 4,470 

tons per year and salt could decrease by between 7 and 43 tons per 
year. Fewer min;rng claims and less assessment work would take 
place, which could result in a decrease %n sediment yield of between 
70 and 560 tons per year and a decrease in salt yield of between J 
and 5 tons per year. 

Mdneral material operations in close proximity to perennial water- 
courses could destabflire and alter natural stream channels and 
dilsrupt the benefk%al values of floodplains. These impacts could 
result in changes in the water tables and surface water flows and 

could make floods more destructive. 

Fewer rdghts-of-way would be Issued whkh could decrease sediment by 
between 160 and 1,200 tons per year and decrease salt yjeld by 
between 2 and 12 tons per year. 

Although there would be a net decrease In sediment and salt yield 
under this alternative, there could be increases in sediment and 

salt yileld associlated with some activities. Estfmates of sediment 

and salt yfeld are based on the amount of publllc Band Jn the 
planning area. Retention or acquisition of public lands results in 
more 5LM acreage availlable to contr+bute %o sediment and salt 

yield. Sediment and salt yield may fncrease due to the re%en%ion of 

RublIc lands dfsposed of under al%ernative A. This could account 

for an increase in sediment of between 8,310 and 65,310 tons per 
year. Salt yield could increase by between 2 and 1,149 tons per 
year. Land acqufsition could account for an increase of between 
3,240 and 36,000 tons per year of sediment. Salt yield could also 
increase by between IO and 636 tons per year. 

A 2,000-acre vegetatfon manjpulation would be done in FPU (see 
Soils) but this would have a short-term negligible effect on the 
water resources. 

Other impacts to surface and ground waters would be as described 
under alternative A. 

Total sediment yileld per year could be between 2.268.890 and 
19,353,240 tons per year (averaging 10,811,065 tons per year) by the 
year 2000. The rate of sediment yield to the Colorado River should 
decrease by between 636,610 and 5.200.470 eons per year (average 
decrease of 2,938,540 tons per year). Total salt yield could be 
between 22,034 and 340,636 tons per year (averaging 181,335 tons per 
year) by the year 2000. The rate of salt yield to the Colorado 
River should decrease by between 7,436 and 90,281 tons per year (an 
average decrease of 48,859 tons per year). 

Ground water quality would probably remain the same. The level of 
TDS in milligrams per liter cannot be quantified. 

Conclusion 

Surface water quality should improve under alternative D over 
alternative A. Total sediment yield could be between 2.268.890 and 
19,353,240 tons per year (averaging 10,811,065 tons per year), a 
decrease of between 636,610 and 5,200,470 tons per year (average 
decrease of 2,918,540 tons per year) from alternative A. Total salt 
yield could be between 22,034 and 340,636 tons per year (averaging 
181,335 tons per year), a decrease of between 7,436 and 90,281 tons 
per year (an average decrease of 48,859 tons per year) from 
aleernative A. 



VH%a%fon 

ill&r this alternative, a total of 8.416 acres of vegetatilon could 
be dIsturbed (short-term dqsturbance on 6,746 acres and long-term 
disturbance on 1,670 acres). This would be 46,128 fewer acres than 

under alternatilve A. 

The decrease In vegetation disturbance would result prfmarjly from 

fewer acres of land dfsposal (5,400 fewer acres). Short-term 
vegetatdon djsturbance from ON use wola‘ld decrease by 39,870 acres. 
Host of thds vegetation loss would be regafned withlln a 5-year 
period through reclamat4on (with a site specdftc seed six) and 
natural success9on. Agpendlx S presents vegetation Impact analysis 
assumptions. and acres of anticipated disturbance were llsted by 

acttvtty In table 54. 

An add$tlonal 2,400 acres of vegetation would be gatned through 

aquisitfon of state lands within ACECs. 

Antkipated changes in ecological condition under alternatIve 9 are 
shown in table 64. 

TALE 64 

Antllcftgated Changes rin Ecologfcal Condition, Alternative D 

Ecological Condition Class 

Ecological Condftion by Percent 
of Resource Area 

Present (1985) Future (2000) 

Potential Natural ConmmMty 9 13 
Late Seral 22 22 
Wd Set-al 47 45 
Early Seral 9 7 

Rock Outcrop/Badlands 13 13 

Changes to higher seral stages wou'8d result from implementation of 
existfnql AMPS and el%mfnatfon of continual spring gratfng. AM% and 
eliminatfon of conttnual sptilng grazing would allow perlodlc rest of 
vegetatgon to recover from grazing, thus producing a higher density 
of livestock forage, and changes In plant composltlon, thus result- 
In9 9n more acres moving to a higher seral stage. 

The 5owknot Bend (1,830 acres), North Bdg Flat Top (190 acres), San 

Rafael Reef 193,870 acres), and Hebes Mountal9n (960 acres) relict 
vegetatdon areas would be designated as ACES and would rece%ve 

special protection under alternative D. No such designations were 
identiffed under alternative A. 

Threatened or Endangered Plants 

There would be no impact to T/E species from controlled activities. 
T/E plants would be protected from potential ORV Impacts on 14,170 

acres of the 18,500 acres of T/E plant habitat in the plannang 
area. The plants would also be protected frw potential mining 
dfsturbance by requiring plans of operatlon on any mllnllng operations 
within 2,120 acres of X/E plant habItat. There would be no impact 
to f/E plants under alternatfve C. 

conclusion 

Short-term vegetatfon loss would decrease to 6,746 acres. Long-term 

vegetation loss would decrease to 1,670 acres. An addr9t9onal 2,400 
acres would be gafned through acqufsdtion of state lands. Changes 
to hfgher seral stages would result. All relict vegetatilon areas 
would receive specral protection. There would be no adverse Impact 

to T/E species. 

W3ld Horses and Burros 

Under alternatdve 0. the area available for wdld horses and burros 
would remain the same as alternative A, which rls 475,680 acres. 
Because of the need to protect the crftlcal soils, wfld horse 

numbers would range between 90 and 11115 head and wdld burros between 
50 and 70 head. 
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Forage requfrements for the wild equids and livestock would be 
resolved and adjustments in specific forage use would be made at the 
actilvity plan level In conjunction ~4th grazing decisions or at any 
tdme deemed necessary as a result of rangeland monitoring. 

Conclusion 

The forage requlfred to maintain the wild equids at the upper limit 
of the numbers would be 1,540 ALMS. When the equids reach the upper 
limits of numbers, they would be reduced to the lower limits. 

Forage use levels may be adjusted for wild equids and livestock 
based on monjtordng data. 

Wf3dlffe 

Desert Bighorn Sheep 

Crucial habiltat for desert bIghorn sheep would increase to 175,000 
acres. Thfs is 25,000 acres over alternative A. This expansion 
would result from offslite mitigatilon and restriction of other 
actilviltfes that impact the sheep. The following are specific 

changes to the sheep habitat. 

- Seasonal conditions appllted to 011 and gas leases on desert 
bighorn sheep habitat would also protect the crucial habitat 

area. 

- Throughout the habrltat area, offsite mitigatjon would be 
requared If more than 10 acres of crucial habitat were 

disturbed, so as to replace food and cover lost. Off si te 
mift%gatlon would increase crucjal habitat by 77 acres to support 
an addlltXona1 e'lght animals. 

- Livestock grazing (5-year average lfcensed use) in desert 
bighorn sheep habitat would be reduced by 4,518 ALMS, making 

more forage available for sheep and reduc'Qng the potential of 

disease transmission. This would allow the sheep to increase by 
about 300 animals, and Increase crucial habitat by 17,000 acres. 

- ORV use and development activities would be prevented on 373,560 
acres of desert bighorn sheep habitat and llimited to designated 
roads and trails on 40,330 acres of desert bighorn sheep 
habitat. Whys would allow the desert bighorn sheep to increase 
their numbers by 82 (16 percent) and increase their crucial 
habitat by.8,000 acres; 

- The conflict between desert bighorn sheep and w-ild burros would 
Increase with the increased sheep in this alternative. The 
acres involved in this conflict would increase from 150 to 
29,200 acres of crucial habitat and would reduce the potential 
increase in sheep numbers by about 140 anjmals. 

- WllldlXfe developments would be restrlTcted on 156,350 acres of 
critiical watersheds to those needed to better distribute the 
desert bfghorn sheep. These would reduce the rate of increase 
for these animals by about 1 percent. 

The population of desert bighorn sheep would increase from 500 to 
about 750 animals by the year 2000. This is an Increase of 250 from 
alternative A. 

Ante3 age 

All of the antelope habiltat would remain available /507,000 acres). 
Antelope populations would increase, primarily because of the 
following factors: 

- Livestock grazing in the habiltat areas w’8thfn criltical water- 
sheds would be elilmllnated from spring grazing (approximately 

329,100 acres) and their Al&Is reduced 50 percent (reductJon of 
17,260 AUHs actfve use or 10,064 AIMS 5-year average use). 
These AU&Is would be avail able to antelope. The antelope would 
increase about 250 animals by the year 2000; 

- Wildlife developments would be restrilcted on 329,100 acres of 

critlca) watershed to those needed to better dllstribute the 
antelope. This would reduce the rate of increase for the 
antelope by about 8 percent (50 animals by the year 2000); 



- Applyllng pro%ec%lve seasonal condiltions to all development 

activities and closing 287,720 acres of antelope hab4tat to ORV 
use would reduce s%ress and improve habdtat cond4%4ons, allow4ng 

the population %o increase by IO0 anifmals. 

The pronghorn antelope populatdon would 4ncrease from 700 to about 

1,000 animals, abou% 300 more than alternative A. 

Ie Deer and Elk 

The cruc4al bab4%a% would 4ncrease from 35,510 %o 75,500 acres for 
@ale deer (an dncrease of about 39,990 acres over alternative A) and 
Fran 18,200 to 28,400 acres for elk (10,200 acres more than under 

al%erna%Dve A). 

Changes So deer and elk would resul% prdmar4'ly from the follow4ng 

factors. 

- L4vestock grazing 4n the crucial habitat areas within critical 
watershed areas would be eliminated during the spr4ng and 
reduced to 50 percent of AUMs on 43,679 acres of mule deer 
winter range and on 45,300 acres of elk w4nter range. A total 
of 7,885 AUMs on mule deer and elk winter range would be 
reserved for watershed. These AUMs would be availlable %o wild- 

Yife. The mule deer numbers would be expec%ed to 4ncrease by 
2,080 animals and the elk would 4ncrease by 135 animals over 
alternative A, by the year 2000, 

- Wildlife developments would be res%r%cted on 40,160 acres of 
crl%%cal watersheds %o those needed %o be%%er distr4bute the 

mule deer and elk. These would reduce the rate of increase for 

these an4mals by about I percent. 

- Woodland products collection and ORV use would be restrfcted on 
critical watersheds. This would protect 75,000 acres of mule 

deer and elk wilnter range from dfsturbance and hab4tat loss from 

%hese uses. The mule deer numbers would be expected to increase 
by 350 animals and the elk would increase by 50 animals. 

- ORV use and deve'4opment drsturbance would be excluded from 

40,160 acres of mule deer and elk wifnter hab4%a%. Seasonal 
restrfcttons would protect an addirtional 11,560 acres (90,370 
acres for mule deer and 1,190 acres for elk) durfng a critical 
time. Mule deer and elk numbers would be expected to 4ncrease 
by 140 mule deer and 15 elk. 

The mule deer'and elk populations would dncrease from 6,620 Lo about 
9,200 deer (prior s&able) and from 600 to 750 elk. This 4s an 
increase of about 2,580 mule deer and 150 elk by the year 2000 
compared to al%erna%%ve A. 

Rilparlan and Wqua%lOc Habil%a% 

The area of rllparlan and aquatic habltat would increase from 14,780 
acres to 15,030 acres, 250 acres more than under alternative A. 
There would be an undetermined anoun% of improvement in the vigor 
and densfty of riparlan vegetat4on. 

The net 4ncrease of about 250 acres of rllparian and aquatic habltat 
would result prlmar4Yy from the following factors: 

- Elim4nation of Josses now occurring on riparian and aquatic 
habitat by exclusion of ORVs and development activdtfes would 
allow a IOO-acre increase in rltparian hab%ta%. 

- Livestock exclusions from ripar4an areas and reduced stockfng 

rates for livestock would allow for complete rest through the 
growing season and allow r4parian and aquatic hab4tat to 
increase by 150 acres. 

Threatened or Endangered Anfmals 

The bald eagle and peregr'lne falcon would benefit from the improved 
condit4on of r4par4an habltat and from its 250-acre increase to a 

total of 15,030 acres. 

The known peregrine falcon nest would be protected from development 
activities, recreation use, and mining claim work under this 

alternative. 
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The prairie dog towns, which are po%ential black-footed ferret 

LaMtact, would be protected from potential disturbance from ORV use 
%n this alternative. 

csaacl uruors 

Crucial habi%a% for desert bighorn sheep would increase to 175,000 
acres, allowing populations to 750 animals. 

HaMtat for antelope would be 507,000 acres, but improved management 
would allow antelope popula%%ons %o grow %o 1,000 anllmals. 

Crucial habDta% for mule deer and elk would ilncrease 00 75,500 acres 
for mule deer and 28,480 acres for elk, allowing populations to 
Ilrwease %o 9,200 mule deer and 750 elk. 

Wiparian and aqua&k habftat would increase 250 acres %o 15,030 
acres. There would be no adverse impacts to T/E species. 

Grazl sg 

Grazilng would be allowed on 18,490 fewer acres in %RQs alternative 
than 'In alternatfve A, on 91 allotments. The decrease in acres of 

1Xvestock forage would result fran exclusion of livestock grazing in 
the 8owknot 8end ACEC (1,830 acres), the North 8ig Flat Top ACEC 

(190 acres), and the Hebes Mountain ACEC (960 acres). However, 

these areas are mos%ly Inaccessible to livestock. Eight isolated 
allotments nould be lost through land disposal, and two alloanents 
would be combined for improved management. Additional areas exclud- 
ed from livestock grazing would include Ury bake Archaeological 
Dfstrict ACE (16,990 acres), Temple Mountaifn Historic District ACEC 
(2,660 acres), Tomsich Butte Mstorlc Dfstrict ACEC (2,040 acres), 
and Swasey Cabin ACEC (220 acres). 

Currently, livestock grazing occurs at approximately the 5-year 

average li[censed use level of 56,871 Auks; operator demand is no% 
ewal %o the alllowable active preference of 88,252 AUMs. It 3s 

rssuR@d %ha% operator demand for 1 iivestoct forage w'lll remain at the 

5-year average use level, but may increase to allowable ac%ilve 
preference. Therefore, a range is used for analysis purposes. 

Hn thifs aI%ernatdve, livestock AU#s could decrease 27,479 (49 per- 

cent less than alternative A) for 5-year average lfcensed use. 
Active preference could decrease by 43,284 AUMs (52 percent less). 

The licensed use would be within the range of 28,682 %o 44,258 AUWs. 
depending upon operator demand. 

This decrease would result primarily frcnn licensing AUYs at 50 

percent of active preference and 50 percent of 5 years average 
lkensed use %n crftfcal watershed areas (appendixes II and T). It 
is assuned that this reduced licensing fn conjunctdon wi%h elimina- 
tion of sprilng grazfng (85 allo%men%sl would aid fn protection of 
critical wa%ershed areas. The only increase in AUpBs would result 
from less ORV dis'turbance (3,993 fewer AUF&). 

Mneteen new AWs would be implemented, 4 existing AWs modified and 
implemented, and 6 existing AWs continued. Thege AMPS would be 
managed to protect critkal watershed areas and sensiltive sofls. 

Spring use would be eljminated on 85 allotments to protec% critical 
watershed areas from March 1 through May 31. This would decrease 
surface disturbance during high runoff periods. Cool season grasses 
would increase lin densf%y and vigor. An Increase in vegetation cover 
would decrease erosion as well. Spring grazfng without periodic 
res% would continue on four allo%men%s. 

Conclusion 

The area avalable for livestock grazing would decrease 18,490 acres 
%o 1,592,630 acres. 

Livestock forage use may decrease from 56,161 to 28,682 5-year 
average licensed use AIMS and from 87,542 to 44,258 active prefer- 
ence AU&. The licensed use would be withfin the range of 28,682 %o 

44,258 AIMS, depending upon operator demand. 



Forest Product Use 

Under alternatfve 0, of the 451,270 forested acres, 6,800 would be 
excluded from campfire wood collection; use would decrease by 6,800 
acres from alternatfve A to 444,470 acres because of cultural ACECs 
and developed recreation silte restrIctions. Acres available for 
designation for private and commercial forest product harvest would 
decrease by 133,840 acres to 301,820 acres because of relict vegeta- 
tlon, cultural and scenllc ACECs, developed recreatjon sites, ROS 
class areas, critical watershed, and riparlan and aquatic habftat 
restrictions. While this change in acreage would affect the availl- 
able supply, adequate area would remain available to meet the demand 
for dead wood and forest product harvest. 

COftCl USdOll 

As In alternative A, based on past use and present harvest, an 
adequate supply of dead wood and live forest products would be 
available fn 303,820 acres through the year 2000. 

Cwl twal Resources 

Under alternative D. 1,507 of the plannilng area's 70,000 cultural 
resources would be damaged or destroyed (a decrease of 5,228 from 
alternative AI. Th'ls reduction Jn the number of si[tes damaged or 
destroyed would result from fewer areas being open to ORW use and 
less pro.ject development, fewer grazing anfmals, and land ddsposal. 

Cultural resources inventoried and avaiilable for use would decrease 
to 2,385, a decrease of 104. Because of reduced development activf- 

ties, fewer requrred inventories would be conducted; consequently. 
fewer sites would be identified. 

Conclusion 

Under alternative D, about 1,507 cultural resources would be damaged 
or destroyed (a decrease of 5,228 from alternatfve A). About 2,385 
cultural resources would be avai[lable for use (104 fewer than under 

alternative A. 

Recreatl on 

Alternatfve g would increase.prImftive and semlprfmItlve recreation 
opportunftles whifle decreasing ORV user access and opportunjtles for 
cross-country travel. The P-class area would increase 44,560 acres 
from alternatlve A to a total of 114,240 acres; the SPNM-class area 
would increase 49,540 acres to a total of 232,950 acres; the SPM- 
class area would increase 53,380 acres to a total of 716,250 acres; 
the RN-class area would decrease 135,280 acres to a total of 471,440 
acres; and the R-class area would decrease 5,410 acres to a total of 
5,260 acres. The U-class area would Increase by 70 acres to a total 
of 30 acres. 

The Increased demand for nonmotorIzed actllvitiles would probably be 
accommodated in existing settilngs; however, management actions to 
encourage dispersed use could be required in a few areas. Cofmner- 
cifall vfsltation would increase under alternatIve x) because natural 
and scenic values associrated ~4th camercilal recreation ventures 
would be preserved. 

A large increase iin tildlife numbers under alternative I) would 

result In a benefWcXa1 secondary impact to recreation by llncreasdng 
willdlife vlrewing and hunting opportunities. 

Cross-country recreational ORV use would be constrained under alter- 
native 0; however, scenic values important to ORV recreatlonists 
would be protected. Only 172,360 acres (1,366,830 less than alter- 
native A) would be open to ORV use, decreasing access and opportuni- 
ties for cross-country travel. ORV use would be lfmited by seasonal 
restrictions on 84,770 acres to protect mule deer, elk, desert 
bighorn sheep, and antelope. ORV use would be limited to designated 
roads and trails on 840 acres (all increase from alternative A); the 
remainfng l,281,220 acres (all jncrease from alternative A) of the 
planning area would be closed to OffV use to protect SPNM-class 
areas, ACES, critilcal watershed areas, and riparian and aquat-ic 
habitat. Closure of these areas would help to retaiin the non- 
motorized settlings and focus management attention on recreation, and 
maintainjng natural, scenic, and cultural values. 



Adjustments in the season of use for 'livestock (eliminatjng spring 

use) and overall reduction of livestock numbers would increase the 
quality of the recreation experience. 

Management objectives would help to retain unusual recreation oppor- 
tunitfes and scenic values identified in the wild and scenic rivers 
eligibility and potential classiffcation study (appendix J) for the 
mlagoriity of the San Rafael Rtver, the lower portion of Labyrinth 
Canyon (Green Rilver), and Muddy Creek. 

Conclusion 

Hn relation to alternative A, the ROS class acreages would shjft 
toward the resource-dependent (primitive) end of the spectrum, 
increasing the acreage available for activities fn undeveloped 
settings and decreasing ORV access and opportunities for cross- 
country exploratjon. The P-class area would increase to 114,240 
acres; the SPNKclass area would increase to 232,950 acres; the 
SPKclass area would Increase to 716,250 acres; the RN-class area 
would decrease to 473,440 acres; and the R-class area would decrease 

to 5,260 acres. The U-class area would Increase to 30 acres. 

Areas open to ORV use would decrease to 172,360 acres, reducing 
access and opportunities for cross-country travel. Areas limited by 
seasonal restrictions would increase to 84,770 acres; areas llmlted 
to designated roads and trails would increase to 840 acres; and 
closed areas' would Increase to 1,281,220 acres. 

Vtsolal Resources 

Alternatfve D would place 430,450 acres in VR84 class I (all increase 

from alternatIve A). The class I area would include ROS SP##-class 

area (232,950 acres); f-70 Scenic Corridor, Gdlson 3uttes, Muddy 
Creek, San Rafael Canyon, San Rafael Reef, Segers Hole, and Sids 
Mounta'fin ACECs. Class I objectives would be required to be met 
within the scenic ACECs; this could cause some projects to be denied. 

Other VRM class areas would decrease as acreage shifts into class 
I. Class II would decrease 325,150 acres to 168,220 acres; class 
1111 would decrease 37,730 acres to 345,540 acres; and Class IV would 
t-e -_lr- ~4 r7n -psIqc +n r;on aan ,,-rn+ 

It is projected that by the year 2;jOO, in 67 ,:dses, visual contrast 

rating scores would exceed the VHM class objectives for that area (a 
decrease of 53 for alternative A projections). 

Conclusion 

The area jn VRM class 1 would increase to 430,450 acres. The area 
In other VRM classes would decrease a corresponding amount: to 
168,220 acres in class II; to 345,540 acres in class III; and to 
594,980 acres in class IV. In 67 cases, visual contrast rating 
scores would exceed the VRM class objectives. 

Lands 

Under alternative 0, no right-of-way corridors would be designated 
(no change). Lands availlable (standard conditions) for rights-of- 
way would decrease by 1,313,270 acres to a total of 172,330 acres 
(168,510 acres In SRRA (a decrease of 1,244,440 acres) and 3,820 
acres fn FPU (a decrease of 68,83C acres)). Avoided areas would 
Increase by 32,000 acres to a total of 85,590 acres (77,990 acres fn 
SRRA (an increase of 27,100 acres) and 7,600 acres in FPU (an 

increase of 4,900 acres)). Excluded areas would increase to a total 
of 1,281,270 (1,217,340 In SRRA and 63,930 in FPU (all Increase)). 

Lands avaflable for disposal under alternative B would decrease by 

5,400 acres to total 1,420 acres (710 acres fn SRRA (a decrease of 
5,070 acres) and 710 acres In FPU (a decrease of 330 acres), a 

result of eliminating parcels consfdered to have rfparian and 
watershed values. 

The amount of land withdrawn from entry would increase by 8,280,290 
acres to total 1,282,070 acres (1,2'18,140 acres in SRRA (an increase 
of 1,216,360 acres) and 63,930 acres in FPU (all increase)). Lands 
would be wdthdrawn from entry within the Swasey Cabin, Pfctographs, 
Dry Lake, Temple Mountafn, Tomsich Butte, Gflson Butte, I-70 Scenic 
Corridor, Muddy Creek, San Rafael Canyon, San Rafael Reef, Segers 
Mole, and Sfds Mountain ACECs, as well as cr%tfcal watersheds, 
rdparian and aquatic habitat areas, developed recreation sites, and 

ROS SPNfrl-class areas. 



Lands tdentlfded for possible acqutsition under alternative D total 
2,4OQ acres of state lands (all Increase and a19 3n SRRA) within Dry 
Lake (1,320 acres), Little Black Mountain (560 acres), and Tomsich 
Duo%@ (520 acres) ACECs. Actual acreages may be adjusted for ease 
of managment. 

Alo right-of-way corridors would be designated (no change). Lands 
available (standard conditions) for rights-of-way would decrease to 

172,330 acres. Avoided areas would fncrease to 85,590 acres. 
Excluded areas would increase to 1,281,270 acres. 

Lands available for disposaY under alternative D would decrease to 
1,420 acres. Lands withdrawn from entry would increase to 1,282,070 

acres. Lands identified for possible acquisition under alternative 
D total 2,400 acres of state lands (all increase and all in SRRA). 

ECOWOMIC CowIDERATXow 

Mfnerals 

The area covered by special conditions would increase 24,190 acres 
(39 percent) relative to alternative A, which would increase the 

cost and lower the output value of mineral exploration and develop- 

ment in these areas. 

With effective coordination of manpower and equipment, the proposed 

seasonal specjal conditions would not add to activity cost. Mow- 

ever, the seasonal conditiions could be costly (more than a 1 percent 

cost increase) if they idle equipment and labor. Seasonal condi- 
tions could also force demobilizing and remobilizing equipment when 

an exploratory well lis followed up with development wells, adding 
more than 5 percent to development cost. This has rarely been a 

problem with existing seasonal stipulations. 

Under thfs alternative there would be a large increase in acreage 
where mineral exploration and development would be excluded in areas 
closed to resource use or production and essentially be excluded 
beyond a l-mile buffer around no-surface OCCUpanCY zones. 

Mineral materials hauling distances would exceed 20 miles, doubling 
the cost of gettBng these materials to the pojnt of use. Major 
roads would still be maintained with the greater expense; mai'nten- 
ante of 'lesser roads may not continue. 

The large decrease in area available for new maneral activity would 

be far more significant than any Increased local expendftures due to 
the special donditions. Based on the assumed decrease -In ofI and 
gas act9vity, mineral material and locatable mineral exploration and 
development, mfneral-rela ted employment, earnings, and taxing 
djstrict revenues should decrease as shown here. 

Total 
Change from 
Alternative A 

Emery Employment (jobs) 2,999 -277 
County Earnings ($1 78,080,800 -7,778,600 

Revenue ($1 16,320,OOO -110,200 

Carbon- Employment (jobs) 4,748 -449 
Emery Earnings ($1 102,239,800 -9.855.252 
County Revenue ($1 21,265,600 -294,700 

Soil and Water 

Sediment yield resulting from the surface disturbance projected 
under this alternative would decrease annual damage to downstream 
capital investments by $47,800 to $390,100 over alternative A. Salt 
load'fng resulting from the surface disturbance projected under this 
alternative would decrease annual damage to water users in the lower 

Colorado River basin by $435,000 to $5,281,400 over alternative A. 

Livestock Grazing 

All 139 operators would have less available forage. Chan es in 
available forage would change rancher income by affecting her % size, 
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weight gains, calf survival rates, or operating costs. Of the 139 

livestock operators, 529 would be excluded from using public range- 
land forage at some point in the spring. The spring livestock 
exclusions would be of par%icular concern as most operators have few 
options with which to respond to these exclusions. Replacing forage 

lost through spring exclusfons with hay would represent a worst-case 
analysils. 

Vhe number of opera%ors affected, the degree of impact. and the 
related effec%s on local employment and earnings are presented in 
tables 65 and 66. The combined effect of spring exclusions and 
changes in available forage would reduce operator returns above 
variable cost by $798,400, an 88 percent decrease. 

Based on the dilrece effects from the budge% analysis and on the 
Indirect and induced effects derived from a county economic model, 
it is estimated that local employment, earnings, and taxing dislrfct 
revenues would decrease as shown here. 

Change from 
Total Alternative A 

Emery Employment (jobs) 57 -99 
County Earnings ($1 166,700 -292,700 

Revenue ($1 775,900 -203,500 

Carbon- Employment (jobs) 88 -265 

Emery Earnings ($) 400,600 -1,212,900 
County Revenue ($1 263,600 -798,200 

Any grazing permit change could affect ranch value and therefore 
opera%or wealth, partjcularly ff the changes affect the ranch's 

total carrying capaci%y. The decrease in available forage would 

decrease aggregate opera%or wealth by $1,374,000, a 5.2 percent 
decrease. 

Base properties are used as collateral for some %ypes of loans. 
Since aggregate base proper%y 'values are projected to decrease under 
this alternaeive, the level of Itotal indebtedness allowed should 
also decrease. The operators' abilities to obtain and repay loans 
would change in proportion to their projected incomes. 

The IImitations on range Improvements may dncrease the cost of 
maintainjng and replacing range fmprovements. These lfmitations 
cannot render existing improvements uneconomic to maintain or 
replace; however these limitations may prevent new improvements from 
being installed by ei%her outright exclusions or by rendering the 
projects uneconomic through special conditions. 

Recrea%%on 

Recreation use of the planning area and Its related local importance 
is projected to increase as described fn al%ernative A. The 
relatllve rnjx of uses may change because of changes in recreaeional 
opportunities from alternative A (see impaces to recreation). The 
large area closed %o recreational cross-country ORV travel could 
reduce to%al ORV use of %he area. The local economic effect of this 
decrease in ORV use and chang-ing mix of opportunjty settings is 
unknown. However, judging from the existing economic importance of 
recrea%ion in the planning area (less than 0.1 percent of local 
employment and earnings), these changes would have little effect on 
the local economic conditions. 

Existing conmnercial outfitters rely heavily on the P, SPNM, and SPM 

opportunity se%tings available in the planning area. The 37 percent 
gain of P and SPNM, and 8 percent gain in SPM opportunity settings 
from alternative A could increase the demand for outfftter 

services. Recause projected demand for commercial services is small 
and would comprfse a small portIon of any ou%fitter's business, 
these changes in opportunity settings would have little economic 
effect. 

There is no known rela%ionship between special management designa- 
tions and recreation use. publicity fol'lowing designation could 
increase public awareness of these lesser known areas, and therefore 



Publilc rangeland forage 

Operators wf%A an hcrease 0-m QperaQors wi%R a Decrease fra 
Exis%iing use and Yet Revenues @erators Exfst%ng Use and He% Wevewes 

410% 
Over 51% 11 %O 50% I %o 10% Wffec%ed I %o 10% 11 %o 50% Over 51% 

0 0 0 0 0 19 120 

To%al feet! requfmmts 0 0 0 0 34 101 2 

Ogera%or re%wns above variable cos%s 0 0 0 0 6 46 87 
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HAdikE 66 

Aggrega%e Econdc Impacts %o bfves%ock Bgera%ors, A'1%erna%lfve D 

Lfvestock Operators Base1 i ne Situation Al ternatlve D 

Gross Revenue 
To%al Varifable Cost 
Re%urns Above Varlebl e Cost 
We&urns to Labor end Xnves%aen%a 

@*9~,7~ $l,~77,500 
2,008,400 1,063,6CKI 

912,200 ll3,900 
158,cmo -732,600 

k9ves%ock kmibers (cattle1 

(Sk++) 

9,206 3,422 
3,761 '6,185 

%o%al Earalngs, b?ry CourntJ 
Pa%al Eq.~lopn%, E ry County rl.jobs) 

Igsr59,sf.m $166,700 
156 57 

Oo%aB Dnrndngs, Carbon-Wry County 
To%al E~loyem%, Carbon-Em-y County 

WE: These bw.lge%s assme %ha% ranchers hew no long-tern outs!tanddng debt, that all operating calpIta %s borrowed, and that 
exilsftlfreg ranchers bioaalld not go ou% of bsrsQness. 

a~eturns net of var%able and fixed costs to manageren%, non-hIred labor, machdnery, equlplent, and land. 



ilncrease visItatlon and related local expend4tures. Even if vislta- 
t$on to these special designation areas were doubled, the local 

economic ePfec% would be insIgn4ftcant. This effect, however, could 
be s8gnlffcant %o outfitters who migh% use these areas. 

Desert btghorn sheep, antelope, deer, and elk populattons are pro- 
jected to increase from alternative A. Assumllng tha% population/ 
harvest, harvest/hunter, and popula%ion/prilmary nonconsumptlve use 
ra%ilos remaltn constant, projected w‘ildlffe use and' relalted expendil- 
tldres would dncrease employment, earnings, and %axjng d3str10ct 
revenues as shown here. 

Total 

Change from 
AlternatOve A 

Emery Employmant (jobs1 30 +10 

County Earnings ($1 261,300 +87,000 

Revenue ($1 40,100 +13,400 

Carbon- Employment (jobs) 38 +20 

Eamry Earnings ($1 381,600 +200,100 
County Revenue ($1 63,500 t33.300 

Other Land Uses 

Special conditions, the no-surface-occupancy s%ipula%ion, and 

closures to resource use and productfon would affect other land uses 
4n much the same way as they affect mdneral activities. Some 
ac%$vilties wllthin areas of restricted ORV use would requilre addi- 
tlonal coordIna%lon with BLM through a lands actjon which would not 
otherwise be required. kch of the increased costs assocfiated wi%h 
ac%ivrf%ies In specjal-condit9on and no-surface-occupancy zones would 
be spent in the local economy, thereby increasing local employment 

and earnings. However, the large decrease in area effectively open 
to other land uses would be far more significant than any Increase 

in local expenditures due to the added stipulations. The resulting 

local employment, earnings, and taxfng revenue loss cannot be 
projected. 

Based on %he assumed decrease, lands acltlons and other land-use- 
relarted employment, earnilngs, and taxing district revenues should 
decrease as follows. 

Change from 
Total Alternative A 

Emery Employment (jobs) 9 -27 
County EarnJngs ($1 1118,700 -376,000 

Revenue ($1 10,800 -34,300 

Carbon- Employment (jobs) 12 -36 
Emery Earnings ($1 154,700 -490,000 
County Revenue ($1 18,300 -57,900 

The proposed land dlTsposals would be widely scattered through Castle 
Valley and would represent a 2.7 percent decrease from the private 
land base relative to alterna%Ive A. This decrease in private land 
base would not aPPec% nearby land values, bu% would decrease local 
taxfng revenues by at least $5,400 from alternative A. 

The large area avoided and excluded from major utilirty lines could 
force the relocation of new facilities, thereby ilncreasfng their 
cost. 

Plan Bwdaet 

The 14 percent increased budget over alternaeive A needed %o imple- 
ment this alternative would bring the followilng economic changes. 



Total 
Change from 
Alternative A 

wry Employment [Jobs) IO +I 
Coun%y Earnings ($1 120,300 +14,600 

Reveraue ($1 2,700. +300 

Carboa- Euqloymen% (Jobs) 41 t5 

Emery Earnings I$) 774 # 600 +93,800 
Coun%y Revenue I$1 21,600 +2,600 

Wdneral-related local employment, earnings, and taxiing distrfct 
revenues are prdec%ed to decrease. Sedhent- and salt ni %y-rel a%ed 
costs would decrease. Livestock operator returns above vardable 

costs, ranch value, and associfated local employmen%. earnings, and 
taxllng dfstrfct revenues would decrease. The aggregate increase of 
P, SPWM, and SPM acreage could fncrease the demand for commercial 
outfftter services fn the area, although thas effect would be insig- 

nlflcant. Wllldlffe-related local employment, earnfngs, and taxing 

dls%rlc% revenues would lacrease. Increased managemen% res%rlc%+ons 
would decrease o%her land use activity and local related employment. 

earnings, and taxfng district revenues. The fewer land dlsgosals 

wolald decrease taxfng dfstrict revenues 4in Emery County. The large 
area avo9ded and excluded from major utll8ty lines could increase 

%heir cons%ruc%Ion cos%. The increased budge% needed %o impIemen% 
%his al%ernatlve would Increase local ~ployment, earnings, and 

eaxing district revenues. 

Actfvf%y exclusitons and res%rictions could affect exlstlng social 
condI%jons. The mineral and l~vestoct fndustrfes would be most 

affec%ed; however, the economic ‘Impacts would be spread over mos% 
Indus%ries excep% manufac%urifng and fndus%rfes rela%ed PO recrea- 

%lon. The loss of e#pBoymen% oppor%unf%y would cause both a reduc- 

&Ion of living standards and possl bly some ou%Mgra%ion from %he 
area. Lfvestock operators would be mos% affected. Some operators 
would be forced to seek a second job, and opera%ors who are forced 
%o sell their operactions would have to change their way of lilfe 
en%frely. Some ranchers do no% have the %raDnDng and skflls to 
en%er new job markets. 

Conclusion 

Social conddtions of some nearby carmunltles could be affected and 
the lIfestyles of many ranchers would change. 

0119 and Gas 

Under alternative E, the area open to lease would increase by 
119,200 acres from alternative A. However, this Increase would not 
affect produc%ion, since most of %he opened areas have low and 
moderate potential for 011 and gas (appendix Q). 

Leasing category acreages under alternative E compare as follows to 
those under alternative A. 

Change from 
Category unit Acres Alternative A 

1 SW4 442,730 -687,550 
FPU 29,080 -22,690 
Sub%o%al 471,810 -710,240 

2 SRRA 
FPU 
Subto%al 

864,990 +821,860 
43,570 +25,300 

908,560 +847,160 

3 SRRA 
FPU 
Sub%o%al 

J54.210 -15.110 



4 SRRA 1,910 -119,200 
FPU 0 0 
Sub%o%a'l 1,910 -119,200 

The category I and category 2 acreage changes would result from the 
addlition of seasonal res%ric%%ons to protect habiftat for wlldlilfe 
such as an%elope and bIghorn sheep and restrictilons to pro%ec% R&W 
leases and ROS SW-class areas. These restrIctions would increase 

operating and production expenses, but are not expected to affect 

productllon. The area in category 2 includes h!gh, moderate, and low 

po%en%lal for of1 and gas. 

Areas with no-surface-occupancy res%rictJons (category 3) Include 

ACECS. 

The closures %o leasing (category 49 would be attrlbueable primarifly 
to developed recreation slOtes and motorcycle &rails. The closed 
areas are In areas of low potential for oil and gas, while the 
category 3 areas have mostly low to moderate potentilal for oil and 
gas. 

Pro%ec%ive conditfons would be 9mposed on geophysical operations iln 
the ACECs, bu% these condlltions would not affec% the 100 miles of 

seismic lilne comple%ed, whfch wou’ld be the same as for alternative A. 

Productdon of 031 and gas would be the same as in alternative A, 
with productdon reachllng 13,200 barrels of petroleum and 754,000 MY 
of natural gas per year at year 2000. 

Conclurlon 

The area open %o oil and gas leasing would increase by 119,200 acres 
to 471,810 acres In category 1, Increase to 908,560 acres In cate- 
gory 2, decrease to 156,910 acres in category 3, and decrease to 
1,990 acres iln category 4. The number of mDles of selsmfc Jane run 

per year would be the same as In alternatfve A (100 miles). The 
annual production rates for oil and gas would be the same as In 

alternatdve A, with product’8on reaching 13,200 barrels of petroleum 
and 754,000 WCF of natural gas per year at year 2000. 

Coal 

Under al%erna%lve E, the area available for coal exploration would 
be 62,290 acres, the same as in alternatjve A. The 13,680 acres of 
#RCRAs (5,360 in SARA and 8,320 in FRU) would have specilal condi- 
tions to proftect recreation values which are %he same as exllstfng 
regulations governing coal exploration, leasing, and produc%lon. 
Therefore, the impacts to coal resources would not change from those 
descrf bed under alterna%ive A. Coal production would remain at 

150,000 tons per year. 

Concl usdon 

Under alternative 5, impaces to coal resources would not change from 
alternative A: 62,290 acres would be available for explora%ion; 
58,190 acres would be available for lease; and productilon would 
remafn at 150,000 tons per year. 

Under aleernative E, areas open to disposal of mfneral materlals 
would decrease by 158,820 acres to a total of W,380,370 acres 
(1,307,720 acres fn SRRA (a decrease of 156,120 acres) and 72,650 
acres FPU la decrease of 2,700 acres)). The reduction fn area open 
to disposal of mineral materials can be attri[bu%ed %o ACECs. Phls 
decrease would no% affect productlon, because the closed areas have 
lifttle demand for mlneral materials, and the small demand can be 
supplied from adjacent open areas. Production of milneral materials 
would be the same as alternative A at 320,000 cubk yards per year 

at year 2000. 

Conclusfon 

'under aleernatlve E, the area open to materfal disposal woulld 
decrease by 158,820 acres to 1,380,370 acres. The annual mfneral 
material productdon ra%e would be 320,000 cubic yards a% year 2000 
(no change from alternatIve A). 



Under alternative 5, the area open to tinera entry would decrease 
by 1,910 acres to total 1,535,500 acres (1,460,150 In SRM Ia de- 
crease of 1,910 acres) and 75,350 acres in FPU (no change)). IIn 

areas with high potential for uranium, 30 acres (all In SIRRAW would 
be wlthdrawn from entry. The rema%nder of the withdrawn area falls 
3nto areas of moderate, low, and no potentilal. Kn areas with high 
and moderate potential for gypsum, 720 acres (a.11 fn SRRA) would be 
rilthdrawn from entry. The rema%nder of the area withdrawn would be 

In areas of low to no potentilal for gypsum (appendix Q). Areas 
tithdrawn from entry include motorcycle trafls and developed 

recreatilon sites. 

In alternative 5, standard condltlons would be applied to 1.305.940 
acres In SARA and 72,650 acres In FPU, for a total of 1,378,590 
acres in the planning area. Special conditions would be applied to 

scenk, vegetation, and cultural ACECs coverdng 154,210 acres in 
SWM and 2,700 acres fn FPU, for a total of 156,910 acres dn the 
planning area. Compliance wfth the special conditions would be 
required to the extent possirble tithout curtafling operators' 
r8ghts. F414ng plans of operation and complying with special cond%- 
trJons would increase operators' costs, whi3ch could result in an 
unquantffied decrease In exploration and development work. If 7,810 
acres identif4ed for land d4sposal are sold, the area open to 
mIneral entry would be reduced. 

ColmBus%on 

Under alternative 5, the area open to m9neral entry would decrease 
to 1,535,500 acres. 

klls 

Under alternatfve 5, there should be a decrease in sol1 loss over 

Aiternatlve A. This ils because of decreases In sol1 loss from OAV 
use deslgnatfons, changes %n livestock manageRlgn%, minerals actM- 

tfes and land disposal. 

ON use des4gnat%ons as dfscussed under alternatives A and C may 
cause an estfmated decrease 4n sofl loss of between 68,550 and 
518,750 tons per year. ihe motorcycle trafll would be closed to 
grazing under th%s alternatdve. However, thlls ORV use may show a 
greater increase IOn the so41 loss than graz'fng would cause, but the 

potential change cannot ibe guantdf1ed. 

A decrease in sofl loss under this alternative may be due to changes 
In livestock grazl[ng management. These changes are either closfng 
areas to livestock grazdng or changiing the season of use. So11 loss 
due to livestock changes could decrease by between 1,133,750 and 
9,435,OOO tons per year. 

A decrease Qn so41 loss of between 190 and 1,400 tons per year ils 

expected due to the decrease In mfnjng cl aams and assessment work. 

Estilmates of sogl loss are based on the amount of publdc land in the 
planndng area. Disposal of public lands results fn less BL)rr acreage 
avadlable to contribute to total sod'l loss. Land djsposal could 
account for a decrease in ~041 loss of between 11,800 and 34,780 
tons per year over alternatlve A. 

A 2,000-acre vegetatjon manipulation would be done In FPU under this 
alternative. The value of such land treatments In reducing erosllon 
and sediment yield is not clear. Long-term effects appear to be 
beneficial, not only for increasing ground cover (which stabilizes 
soils), but also for ilmprovjng rilling and gullying on the soil1 
types that would be treated in the resource area. Short-term losses 
occur from nearly any treatment technique but this would be balanced 
out by the improvement In cover over the long term [Hansen. 1986). 

The so%1 losses contrfbuted by other factors would contanue to be as 
descrjbed under alternative A. Therefore, total soil loss could be 
between 6,053,250 and 51,394,370 tons per year (averaging 28.723.810 
tons per year) by the year 2000, a decrease of between 1,210,490 and 
9,989,930 tons per year (average decrease of 5,600,210 tons per 

year). 



COWCltiSiOW 

Total soil loss could be between 6,053,250 and 51,394,370 tons per 
year (averaging 28.723.810 tons per year). 

blaber 

Surface water quality should improve under alternative E compared to 
al%ernatlve A. XRe fmprovement would correspond %o the lower rate 

of sol1 loss %hat should occur under al%ernative E (see Soils). 
This is because of decreases in sediment and Sal% yield from ORW use 
designatfons, changes in livestock management, mjnerals actilvl[ties 

and land disposal. 

OR! use designation may cause an estimated decrease of between 
27,420 and 207,500 tons per year of sediment and a decrease of 
between 452 and 3,488 %ons per year of salt (see alterna%fves A and 
Cl. The motorcycle trail would be closed to grazing under thi[s 
alternatfve. The surface-disturbilng activities associated with this 
activity may add more salt and sediment to the system than graz4ng 
would, but the potential change cannot be quantified. 

A decrease Bn seddment and salt yileld under this al%erna%fve could 
be due to changes fn livestock grazing management. These changes 
are either closfng some areas to livesLock grazing or changfng the 
season of use. Sedfment yiield due to changes Iln livestock grazing 
may decrease by between 453,500 and 3,774,OOO %ons per year. Sal t 

yield may decrease by between 4,600 and 66,400 tons per year. 

Less activity would take place on mining claims and assessments 
which could result in a decrease in sediment yield of between 70 and 
560 tons per year and a decrease in salt yield of between 1 and 5 
%ons per year. 

Estimates of sediment and salt yield are based on the amount of 

public land in the plannrjng area. When land is disposed of, less 
BLM acreage is available to con%ri bute to sediment and salt yield. 
Land disposal could account for a decrease in sediment of between 
3,200 and 13,910 tons per year over al%erna%ive A. Sal% yield COUld 

&crease by 65 and 239 tons per Year. 

A 2,000-acre vegetartion manipulatfon would be done in FPU (see 
Soi[‘ls) but Ws would have a negll%g%ble effect on the water 
resources. 

Other impacts to surface and ground waters would be as descrilbed 
under alpernatlve A. Total sediment yfeld to the Colorado River 
could be betwen 2,421,310 and 20,557,740 Oons per year (averagfng 
11,489,525 tons per year) by the year 2000, a decrease of between 
484,190 and 3.995.970 %ons per year (average decrease of 2,240,080 

tons per year). 

Total salt yileld could be between 24,352 and 360,785 tons per year 
(averaging 192,569 tons per year) by the year 2000, a decrease of 
between 5,118 and 70,132 tons per year (average decrease of 37,625 
tons per year). 

Surface water quality should improve under alternative E over alter- 
native A. Total sedimen% yield could be between 2,421,310 and 
20,557,740 tons per year (averaging 11,489,525 tons per year), a 
decrease of between 484,190 and 3,995,970 tons per year (average 
decrease of 2,240,080 tons per year) from alternative A. To%al salt 
yield could be between 24,352 and 360,785 tons per year (averaging 
192,569 tons per year), a decrease of between 5,118 and 70,132 tons 
per year (average decrease of 37,625 tons per year) from alternatfve 
A. Ground water qua1 i%y would probably stay the same. The level of 
TDS 9n milligrams per Ilter cannot be quantified. 

Vege%a%f on 

Under this alternative, approximately 48,164 acres of vegetation 
could be disturbed by the year 2000 (short-term disturbance on 
40,104 acres and long-term disturbance on 8,060 acres). This would 
be 6,380 fewer acres than jn alternative A. The short-term decrease 

would primarily be due %o less disturbance from O#Vs (6,380 fewer 
acres). Vegetation should be recovered through natural succession 
or reclamation (with a site-specific seed mix) within 5 years. 
Long-term vegetation loss would be 990 acres more than under alter- 
na%Ive A because of land dfSpOSal§. Vegetation dmpac% analysis 



assumptions are presented In appenddx S. Acres of antkfpated 
surface disturbance were Irlsted by actilvfty 9n table 54. Antlci- 
pated changes in ecological condlitqon under alternative E are shown 

in table 67. 

Changes to higher seral stages would result from Implementation of 
exfsting AM% and ellmInation of contfnual spring grazing. These 
actions would allow vegetation to recover from grazing through 
period%c rest, producing a Mgher density of lfvestock forage and 
changes %n plant compos9tton. Thus, more acres would change to a 

higher seral stage. 

9AIE 67 

Antkipated Changes Iln Ecologkal Condftfon, Alternative E 

Ecological Condition by Percent 
of Resource Area 

Ecologfcal Condiftion Class Present (1985) Future (2000) 

Potential Natural ComnunlTty 9 10 

Late Seral 22 22 
Mid Seral 47 46 
Early Seral 9 9 

Rock Outcrop/8adlands 13 13 

The Bowknot Bend (1,830 acres), North Big Flat Top (190 acres), and 
San Rafael Reef (43,870 acres) relict vegetation areas would be 
designated as ACECs under this alternatfve, whereas no such 
designations were made under alternative A. The Mebes Mountain 

refrct vegetation area would not receive special protectlon under 
alternative E. 

Threatened or Endangered Plants 

There would be no impact to T/E species Prom controlled activftfes. 
me uncontrolled actlviltles that have the potentilal to damage 

habftat for T/E plants are ORV use and minilng activfties that 
disturb fewer than 5 acres. ,However, BLPI would monitor the habitat 
and apply mitigatifng measures to prevent impacts to f/E plant 

speccies. There would be no ilmpacts to T/E plant species habitat 
under alternatdve E. 

ConclusBon 

Short-term vegetation loss would decrease 7,370 acres to 40,104 
acres. Long-tens vegetation loss would Increase 990 acres to 8,060 

acres. Changes to hilgher seral stages would result. Three relict 
vegetatlron areas would receive specilal protection. There would be 
no adverse impact to T/E species. 

Wltild Horses and Burros 

Under alternative E, the area available for wild horses and burros 
would be 475,680 acres, the same as alternative A. It Ys expected 
that enough AUMs would be available wIthin the to%al wild horse and 

burro area to accoamtodate from 250 to 325 head of wild horses and 
from 110 to 140 head of wllld burros. These aniimals would add to the 
recreational experience of ORV users. 

Forage requirements would be 3,935 AUMs. 

Conflicts in use between wild equids and livestock would be resolved 
and adjustments In specjfic forage use would be made at the activfty 
plan level in conjunction with grazing decisions or at any time 
deemed necessary as a result of rangeland monitoring. 

Conclusdon 

The wild horse and burro range would be 475,680 acres. Wild horse 
numbers would range betgween 250 and 325 head. Wild burro numbers 
would range between 110 and 140 head. The forage requirement for 
these animals at the hilghest number would be 3,935 AUMs. Wild 
equids would be removed when they reached the hilgher numbers to 

approxdmately the 1 ower numbers. Forage use levels may be adjusted 
for equids and lilvestock based on monltorilng data. 



Cruc’Jal AabOtat would decrease fran 150,000 to 340,000 acres for 
desert bdghorn sheep. This ils about 10,000 fewer acres than 

wlkrnative A. Oeser% bjghorn sheep habiltat changes would result 
prdmarlgly from the folIowIng factors: 

- Lives%ock use would not be changed more than 2 percent; competi- 
tfon 4th desert bighorn sheep would continue, as would the 
potential for dfsease transmission; 

- ORVs would be restricted to exilsting roads and trails over the 
entire deser% blghorn sheep habIta% during the critical 
periods. However, OWV use would not be 94mited duri[ng the rest 

of the year and would cause some loos of forage and stress, 
espedally If the use occurs in crucial habita% at the level 
possible under %hQs alternative. The desert bighorn sheep would 

no% increase to theifr full potential, bu% would fncrease by 
about 50 sheep. 

The population of deser% biighorn sheep would increase from 500 to 
about 550 andmals, about 50 more than alternatfve A by %he year 2000. 

An%elope habiltat would decrease to 505,580 acres, 320 acres less 
than under alternaelve A. Changes %o the antelope numbers would 
result primarily from the fol70wIng factors: 

- OWV use would be limated to des%gnated roads and trarlls and 
develogmmt activsltles %n cruci[al habitat areas would be 
restrlcted during the critical period; however, ORV use durfng 
other times would reduce the forage available to anklope on 
appproximately 360,000 acres and reduce their potentilal increase 
to 50 anllmals. Development actlvltlles would remove 360 habitat 

acres. 

- El1m9natdon of sprQng and fall I~vestoct grazfng Iln crucfal 
an%elope hablltat areas would reduce canpetitfon bertween antelope 
and lldvestoch for sprdng grasses and forks, allowlng antelope 
population to llncrease by abou% 200 animals. 

The population of antelope would Jncrease from 900 %o aboue 950 
animals, a net increase of 250 an9mals over alternatfve A. 

Mule Deer and Elk 

Crucial habitat would decrease to 35,000 acres for mule deer and 
decrease to 19,900 acres for elk (5'10 fewer acres for deer and 500 

fewer for elk %han under al%erna%fve A), a net loss of about 190 
mule deer and 10 elk from alternative A. The following fac%ors 
explain the changes to animal populatdons: 

- Lack of seasonal restrictions on mule deer and elk winter 
hab'ltat would allow as much as 500 acres of disturbance during a 
cr%%ical perlod. Assumfng that each deer needs 10 acres of 
crucifal wfn%er range and that each elk needs 40 acres, the 
surface disturbance allowed under thds alterna%ive would result 
in a loss of 50 mule deer and '12 elk. 

- The change On season of livestock use from sprBng and faYl to 
winter would increase 14vestock competiltlon w%th mule deer and 
elk for the limited wfnter forage, causing mule deer and elk 
populations to decrease by 80 and 9, respectfvely. 

- Unrestrdc%ed ORV use over the entjre mule deer and elk wfnter 
habitat would s%ress the animals and cause a direct loss of 
forage. Mule deer could decrease by 40, and elk could decrease 

by 3. 

The population of mule deer and elk would decrease to about 6,450 
mule deer (190 fewer than under alternaefve A) and 590 elk (10 fewer 
than under alternative A). 

Ut-ipar5aum and Aqucstllc HaMtat 

The area of rJparlan and aquatic habltat would remain the same as in 
al%ernatlve A, at 14,980 acres. Conddtfon would no% change, because 



Improved conditllons from restricted llvestock grazdng would be 
offset by the lack of restrfctfons on ORV use. 

Threa~ned or Endangered Anfmals 

Riparfan management would be required to ensure sufficient reproduc- 

%lon of co%tonwood %rees for bald eagle roosts. Any loss in the 
rlparian haba%a% would affect po%entfal habita% for f/E animals. 
?he restrfctfon on development ac%ivi%ies iln rBparian and aquatfc 
habiitat areas would limft potential impaces, and BLM would monitor 
%he habitat and apply mitigation measures to prevent other potential 
impacts from mlnjng cla%m work (on fewer than 5 acres) and from ORV 

use. Monitoring and mitigation would also pro%ect the prallrfe dog 
towns, which are po%en%ial black-footed ferret habltat. There would 
be no jmpact to T/E animals under thils al%ernatlve. 

Conclusion 

Cruc%al habitat for desert bighorn sheep would decrease to 140,000 
acres; however, populations are expected to increase to 550 by the 
year 2000. 

AM&lope habitat would decrease %o 506,680 acres; however, antelope 
population OS expeccted to increase to 950 by %he year 2000. 

Crucial habl%a% for mule deer would decrease %o 35,000 acres, and 
crucial habitat for elk would decrease to 17,700 acres. The deer 
population would increase to 6,450 animals, and %he elk populatdon 
would dncrease to 590. 

W%parIan and aquatic habjta% would remain at 14,780 acres (no change 

from al%ernatIve AI. There would be no adverse Impact to T/E animal 

species under alternative 2. 

ng 6raPd 

6razlng would be allowed on 3,070 fewer acres than 'Bn al%ernatlve A, 
on 91 allo%ments. E'ight dsola'ted allotments have been fdentilfiled 

for df sposal , and two allotments would be combined for improved 
manageman%. Under this alternatfve %he Bowknot 5end ACEC (1,830 
acres) and the !dor%h Big Flat Top ACEC (190 acres) would be excluded 
to livestock grazing. However, these areas are inaccesslble %o 
llvestock and exclusion from grazltng in these areas would not reduce 
grazifng areas: Addi%ional areas excluded from grazing would include 
developed recrealtion ssT%es (60 acres) and 'the Temple Ffountaln Motor- 
cycle Trail (1,900 acres). 

Currently, lfvestock grazfng occurs at approximately the 5-year 
average licensed use level of 56,871 AUMs; operator demand is not 
equal to the allowable active preference of 88,252 ALMS. It Is 
assumed that operator demand for IDvestock forage will remailn a% the 
5-year average use level, but may increase to allowable active use. 
Therefore, a range 1s used for analyslls purposes. 

In %hils alternative, 5-year average licensed use could decrease 
8,059 AIMS (2 percen%) and active preference could decrease 1,014 

AIMS (1 percent). The licensed use would be within the range of 
55,102 to 86,528 AWs, depending upon operator demand. Thf s 
decrease would be primarily due %o an increase fn land disposals 
(176 ALMS more). An add4tional 79 AU&Is would be lost due to cattle 
being excluded from the Temple Mountain motorcycle trail. The only 
increase On ALMS would be due to less ORV disturbance (370 BUMS 

less). 

Spring graz'Qng would be eliminarted on 78 allotments (with ROS SW- 
class areas) from March 35 to June 15 to provide maximum recrea- 
tional opportunities for ORV users in %he spring. On these allot- 
men&s, the grazfng season would be changed to winter (after November 
1). A few additional allotments (with ROS SW-class areas) had 
graz%ng seasons changed from September 3 to November 1 to allow for 
fall recreation opportunities for ORV users. Only 8 allo%ments 
would cont%nue to be grazed during %he spring season tithout 
periodfc rest. 

An additilonal 33 new AWs would be Ilnplemented, with 88 exgsttng 
AMPS modffded and implemented, and 6 exils%dng AWs would con%inue. 
These AMPS would include periloddc w9nter and spring res% to favor 
Improved vigor and densl%y of key ldves%ock forage SpeCieS. Range 



Improvements would be constructed to aid fn livestock dastributfon. 
'The el%nfnatfon of spring use on 78 allotments would allow for 
fncreased vigor and density of forage. 

Cosscl USfOR 

The area available for grazing would decrease 3,070 acres to 
l.609.050 acres. 

LIvestock forage use rnv decrease to 55,102 5-year average licensed 
use AWls and to 86,528 active preference AlMs. 

Forest Product Use 

Under alternative E, all of the 451,270 forested acres except 510 
acres would be avaflable for collection of wood for campfire use 
because of restrlct%ons on relict vegetatlon and cultural ACECs, 
developed recreation sites, and ROS class areas. About 417,870 
acres would be avariable for designation for private and commercJa1 
forest product harvest, 17,790 fewer than under alternative A. 

A 2,000-acre vegetatfon mantpullatfon, which would remove pfnyon and 
juniper trees and replace them with grasses, forbs, and shrubs, 
would allow these areas to be better utilized for woodland harvest 
but would not increase the ava'llable acreage because the areas were 

already open for harvest. The area used for harvest would still be 

less than 1 percent of the forested area. 

While the decrease 4n acreage would affect the available supply, 
adequate area would remain available to meet the demand for dead 
wood and forest product harvest. 

ConcWuolon 

Based on past use and present harvest, an adequate supply of dead 
nood and live forest products would be avaIlable on 417,870 acres, a 
decrease of 17,790 acres fran alternative A through the year 2000. 

Cull tural Resources 

About 6,738 of the 70,000 cultural resources would be damaged or 
destroyed under alternat%ve E (3 more than under alternatfve Al). 
fhls 'Increase in the number of sftes damaged or destroyed would 
result from the utmtt4gated impact of addItiona land disposals. A 
total of 2,489 (including 1,500 s4tes currently inventoried) 
cultural resources wourd rema4n avaflable for use (no change from 
alternatfve A). 

Concllaslon 

The number of cultural resources damaged or destroyed would increase 
to 6,738. The number of cultural resources available for use would 
remain at 2,489. 

Recrea&ton 

Motorii zed recreation would benefit under alternative 5. Opportunl- 
ties for activities in undeveloped settings would decrease, whllle 
opportunities for activities In facillity-dependent settings would 
fncrease. The P-class area v~ould total 31,380 acres, a decrease of 
38,300 acres from alternatgve A; the SPIM-class area would total 
'186,910 acres, a slfght gain of 3,500 acres from alternative A; the 
SPM-class area would total 675,550 acres, an increase of 12,680 

acres from alternative A; the RN-class area would total 626,180 
acres, an increase of 19,390 acres from alternative A; the R-class 

area would total 11,410 acres, 740 acres more than alternative A; 
and the U-class area would remain at 20 acres. 

The reduction of 119,200 acres in leasing category 4 would allow a 
shift of seismic and oil and gas activity into previously unavall- 
able P- and SPWM-class areas, accounting for most of the change 
from alternatfve A. 

The increased demand for nonmotorized activities would probably be 
accommodated in existing settings; however, management actions could 
be required in a few areas to disperse visitors. Some visitors 
would be displaced to other locations outside SRRA because of use 
restrictions and the loss of primitilve recreation opportunities. 



c rclal visdtat4on would decrease under alterna%ive E due to the 
loss of P-class areas and the reduction of scenic values associated 
~4th addlttlonal selsnlc and of1 and gas actlv4ties. 

A slight decrease In wJldlife numbers under thjs alternative would 
result in a negative secondary tapact to recreation by decreasing 
wIldllfr vfew4ng and hunt%ng opportunit%es. 

Agproxlmately 1,380,870 acres would be open to ORV use (158,320 
feuer acres than under alternative A). ORV access and opportun%%ies 
for cross-country travel would be slightly constradned; however, 
sufffcfent area would remailn open to meet the demand for ORV use, 
and scenic values Quportant to ORV recreat9ondsts would be grotect- 

ed. ORV use would be IMted to exdstilng roads and traifls on 

156,9fO acres (a19 increase from alternatIve Al to protect cultural 
and scenic ACECs; however, much of that acreage ils inaccessible 

because of fts terradn. ORV use would be limited to desfgnated 
roads and trails on 1,410 acres (all increase from alternative A) to 

protect relict vegetatlon ACECs, land leases, and developed recrea- 
tiron sites. BesBgnation of scenic ACECs and management of SRMAs 
would focus management attention on recreation, and mafntafning 
natural, cultural, and scenic values. 

The development and expansilon of recreation facillltles at the San 
Rafael Campground, Justensen Flats. fotwkh Butte, The Wedge, and 
Swasey Cabin would help to wet the increased demand for motorjred 
recreation while reducBng user conflkts, human waste, and trash. 
ElMnat%on of sprfng and fall 14vestock use and the overall 

reduction of lIvestock nursbers would dncrease the ouallifty of the 
recreation experience. 

Unusual recreat%on opnortunttles and scenic values ildentifled in the 
wXld and scenic rlJvers eBilg'Bb3lity and RotentBal classlficatton 

stuiay for the San Rafael River, Labyrilnth Canyon (Green River), and 
Nude& Creek (appendix J% could be reduced w?th resource developexznt 

Is or atjjacent to the carayons. 

would increase. The P-class area would total 31,380 acres; the 
SPRN-class area would total ?86,910 acres; the SW-class area would 
total 675,550 acres; %he RR-class area would total 626,110 acres; 
the R-class area would total 11,410 acres; and the U-class area 
would total 20 acres. 

ApproxQmately '1.380.870 acres would be open to ORV use (158,320 
fewer acres than under alternative A). ORV use would be 1 imllted to 
exBstfng roads and trails on 1156,910 acres and lilmited to designated 
roads and trails on 1,410 acres. 

Vlsraal Resources 

AlternatQve E would place 135,730 acres dn VRM class I (all increase 
from alternative A). Class 1 areas would include the I-70 Scenic 
Corridor, Muddy Creek, San Rafael Canyon, and Bomsfch Butte ACECs. 

VRI# class II acreage would increase to 959,610 acres (463,240 acres 

more than under alternative AI. The ilncrease includes SPM ROS class 
areas. 

The shift of acreage fnto classes f and IX would cause class III to 
decrease by 183,680 acres to 199,590 acres and class IV to decrease 
by 415,290 acres to 244,260 acres. 

It 3s projected %ha% by the year 2000, fn 136 cases, vjsual contrast 
rating scores would exceed the VRM class objectives for that area 
(an llncrease of 16 from alternatfve A projectllons). 

Corn1 wouofa 

The area l[n VRM class H would dncrease to 135,730 acres. The area 
in VRM class II would ilncrease to 959,610 acres. The area In class 
111 would decrease to 199,590 acres, and the area In class IV would 
decrease to 244,260 acres. In 136 cases vdsual contrast rating 
scores would exceed the WRM class objectives. 

Under al%ernatfve E 17,060 acres 
way corrddors (12,&O ifn SRRA and 



alternative A)). Lands available [standard condftfons) for rights- 
of-way outside corridors would total 454,750 acres (429,840 fn SARA 
(a decrease of 983,110 acres) and 24,910 acres dn FPU (a decrease of 
47,740 from alternative A)). A total of 1,065,470 acres would be 
UVOfded (1,019,200 r9n SRRA and 46,270 fn FPU) (an Increase from 
alternatfve A of 1,018,880 acres, 968,310 fn SRRA and 43,570 in 

FPBI). An area of 1,910 acres (all fn SWRA and all increase from 
alternative A) would be excluded from rfght-of-way grants. 

Lands available for dfsposa'f under alternatfve E would increase by 
990 acres to total 7,810 acres (6,770 dn SRM (an fncrease of 990 

acres), and 1,040 fn FPU (no change from alternative A)). Phe 
addftfon would result from addfng parcels for conamunity expansfon 

and isolated parcels not prevfously fncluded that are not needed for 
other surface-resource uses. 

Lands wfthdrawn from entry would fncrease to 3,690 acres (a 1,910 
acre fncrease over alternatfve A, all in SRRA ). Oeveloped recrea- 
tfon sites would be withdrawn. 

No lands were fdentfffed for possible acquisition under alternative 
E (no change from alternatfve A). 

c0nc1 usfon 

Corridors for right-of-way systems would be desfgnated on 17,060 
acres tall increase); lands available (standard conditions] for 

rdghts-of-way outside corridors would decrease to 454,750 acres; 
avoided areas would fncrease to 1,065,470 acres; and excluded areas 
would Increase to 1,910 acres (all increase). hands available for 

disposal would fncrease to 7,810 acres. Lands wfthdrawn from entry 
would Increase to 3,690 acres. MO lands would be acqufred (no 

change). 

Whwrl .s 

fhe area covered by specfal conditions would jncrease 847,160 acres 
(1,280 percent) canpared to alternative A, WhfCh wild increase the 

cost and lower the output value of mfneral exploratfon and develop- 
ment In these ares. 

The special condftfon fn SW areas requfrfng revegetatfon of surface 
disturbance to blend wfth surrounding condftfons wfthfn 2 years 
would essentially eliminate mineral activity fn some vegetation 
comRunftfes ,and would fncrease reclamatfon cost by 20 percent fn 
other areas. 

With effective coordination of manpower and equipment, the seasonal 
specfal conddtfons would not add to actfvfty cost. However, the 
seasonal condftfons could be costly (more than a 1 percent cost 
Increase) if they idle equipment and labor. Seasonal conddtd ons 
could also force demobilizing and remobilizing equlipment when an 
exploratory well fs followed up wfth development wells, adding more 
than 5 percent to development cost. Yhfs has rarely been a problem 
with exfstfng seasonal stipulations. 

Areas where mineral exploration and development would essentially be 
excluded (areas of no surface occupancy and areas closed to resource 
use or productfon) would be less than under alternative A. 

Under this alternatfve there would be a much larger area where 

because of specfal conditions, mfneral exploratlon and/or develop- 
ment would be more costly, some of which would be spent in the local 
economy. The reduced acreage where mineral actfvftfes would be 
excluded should increase mfneral actfvfty. The net effect on the 
local economy cannot be quantiffed. 

The I-70 Scenfc Corrfdor exclusfon would have the greatest effect on 

developing and stockpfllfng of mineral materfals. Increased two way 
hauling distances would average 5 miles, adding an average $2.50 per 
cubfc yard, or approxfmately 25 percent, to the cost of gettfng 
mineral materfals to the pofnt of use. 

Based on the assumed decrease fn oil and gas activity, and locatable 

mineral exploration and development, mineral-related employment, 
earnings, and taxfng dfstrfct revenues should decrease as shown here. 



Change from 

Wry Employment (jobs) 
Total Alternative A 

3,275 -1 
county Earndngs ($1 85,840,600 -18,800 

Revenue ($1 16,428,400 -1,800 

Casbon- Employmlt (jobs) 5,183 -2 
Etl?W)f Earnings ($1 117,823,500 -24,400 
County Revenue ($1 21,545,400 -3,100 

301% and Water 

Seddment yileld resulting from the surface disturbance projected 
under thljs alternative would decrease annual damage to downstream 
capital investments by $36,400 to $299,700 over alternative A. Salt 
loading resulting from the surface disturbance projec%ed under this 
alternative would decrease annual damage to water users in the lower 
Colorado river bas'ln by $299,400 to $4,102,700 over alternative A. 

Four operators would have more available forage, 35 would have less, 
and available forage would remain the same for 104 operators. 
Losses and gains of ltvestock forage are discussed in the Grazing 

sec%ions of this chapter. Changes in available forage would change 
rancher income by affecting herd size, weight gain, calf survival 

rates, or operating costs. 

Of the 139 livestock operators, 197 would be excluded from using 
public rangeland forage at some point in the spring. The spring 

l%vestock exclus$ons would be of particular concern, as most 
operators have few optfons with which to respond to these exclu- 

sf ons. Replacing forage lost through sprjng exclusions wllth hay 
would represent a worst-case analysis. 

The number of operators affected, the degree of ilmpact, and the 
related effects on local employment and earnings are presented ln 

tables 68 and 69. 

The combfned effect of spring exclusions and changes In avalllable 
forage would reduce opera%or returns above varfable cost by 
$274,700, a 30 percent decrease. 

Based on the direct effects from the budget analysts and on the 
Indirect an& jnduced effects derived from a county economdc model, 
It is estimated that local employment, earnings, and taxing district 
revenues would decrease as follows. 

Change from 
Total AlternatIve A 

Emery Employment (jobs) 154 -2 
County Earnings ($1 453,900 -5,600 

Revenue ($1 315,600 -3,900 

Carbon- Employment (jobs ) 239 -3 
Emery Earnings ($1 1,090,500 -13,400 
County Revenue ($1 717,600 -8,800 

Any grazing permjt change could affect ranch value and therefore 
operator wealth, particularly if the changes affect the ranch's 
total carrying capacity. The decrease iin available forage would 

decrease aggregate operator wealth by $53,000, a 0.2 percent 
decrease. 

Base properties are used as collateral for some types of loans. 
Since aggregate base property values are projected to decrease under 
this alternative, the level of total %ndeb%edness allowed should 
also decrease. The operators' abilities to obtain and repay loans 
would change In proportlton to %heir projected incomes. 

The 1imStations on range llmprovements may dncrease the cost of 
maintafning and replacing range Improvements. These limitations 
cannot render exfstfing improvements uneconomic %o mafntain or 
replace; however these limitations may prevent new fmprovements from 
being installed by either outright exclusions or by renderfng the 
projects uneconomic through speci[al condftfons. 



Operators wfth an krense from Operators with a Decrease from 
Exifseing Use and #et Revenues Operators iExfs&i[ng Ike and Bset Revenues 

Not 

Over 51% II to 50% 1 to 10% Affected 1 to 10% 11 to 50% Over 51% 

Bubllc rangeland forage 0 4 0 104 22 8 1 

Total Peed requirements 0 3 0 105 20 8 3 

Operator returns above variable costs 0 1 0 23 17 78 20 



ate Ecowearlc IImpacts to LBvestock Operators, Wltem~&4ve E 

L4vestock Operators 

Gross Revenue 
Total Yardable Cost 

Returns Above Variable Cost 
Returns to Labor and Investmenta 

Base1 Qne Sftuatlfon A3 ternative E 

$2,920,700 $2,875,000 
2,008,400 2.237.400 

912,200 637,500 
158,000 -106,000 

Livestock Wlftbers tcattl e) 9,206 9,070 
(sheep) 3,761 3,646 

To&al Eam4ngs. Emery County 
Total Esqloymnt, Emery County (gobs) 

$459,500 $453,900 
156 154 

Total Earnfngs. Carbon-Emery County 1,103,900 1,090,500 
Total Employment, Carbon-Emery County 242 239 

ME: These budgets asst#te that ranchers have no long-term outstandfng debt, that all operatjng capftal is borrowed, and that 
existilrtg ranchers would not go out of business. 

aReturns net of variable and PIxed costs to management, non-hfred labor, machinery, equipment, and land. 



Recreation use of %he p%ann4ng area and its related local Importance 
4s projected to 4ncrease as descrfbed 4n alternat4ve A. The rela- 
t4ve s4x of uses may change because of changes fn recreatfonal 
oppor%m4%4eo from al%ernaMve A [see impacts to recrea%ion). The 
local economifc effect of th4s chang4ng m4x of opportunity sett4ngs 
1s unknown. However, judg'lng from the exilstilng econtnnlic 4mportance 
of recreat%on In %he planning area (less %han 0.1 percent of local 

Total 
Change from 
Alternaeive A 

Emery Employmen% (jobs) 
Coun%y Earn4ngs ($) 

Revenue I$) 

'19 0 
170,500 -3,800 

26,200 -6Otl 

Ioyment and earnings), these changes would have 14%%le effec% on 
the %oca% econadc condi%ions. 

Carbon- Emp%oymen% (jobs) 25 -11 
Emery Earnilwgs ($1 249,000 -5,600 
County Revenue ($) 4% ,400 -900 

Exls%lng coaauarcial outfit'ters rely heavfly on %he P, SPNM, and SPM 
otpportunfty se%tings evallable in the plann4ng area. The 14 percent 
loss of P and SP#M, oppor%unf%V settings from alternative A could 
decrease the d-and for ou%fftter serv4ces 4n these areas. The 2 
percentt gain of PM oppor%unl%y settfngs could llncrease the demand 

for outfitter serviices On these areas. Because projected demand for 
cawarerclal services 4s small and would compr4se a small port4on of 
any outfiltter's business, these changes 4n opportunilty settings 
vrould have lilttle econom4c effect. 

Uther Land Uses 

The add4tDonal deveiloped recrea%ion slltes should have lilttIe to no 
effect on use and related local expenditures. The services offered 

should not compete with, and therefore not affect, pr4vately-owned 
recreation developmenrts or commercial outfitters. 

There 4s no known rela%4onship between spec4al management designa- 

%4ons and recreation use. Publicfty follow4ng designation could 
Qncrease publ'fc awareness of these lesser known areas, and therefore 
iincrease vilsitatbon and rela%ed local expend4 tures. Even if visita- 
tlon to these specfal designation areas were doubled, the %oca% 
econcmnlc effect would be Insignfficant. fhls effect, however, could 
be signffican% %o outfitrters who might use these areas. 

Spec4al conditions, the no-surface-occupancy s%4pulatton, and 
closure of some areas to resource use and productIon zones would 
affect other %and uses in much the same way as they affect mfneral 
activities. Some activities w'lthin areas of restrdcted ORV use 
wou%d requilre additional coordlfnatfon with the BLM through a lands 
action wh4ch would not otherwdse be required. Much of the dncreased 
cost assocfated with actilvfties in spec4aI-condftfon and no-surface- 
occupancy zones would be spent in the local economy, thereby 
fncreasing local employment and earnfngs. However, the increased 
costs would also decrease the amount of other land use activity, 

thereby decreas4ng local employment and earnings. The net effect on 
the local economy cannot be quant%ffed, although 4% 4s expected to 

be small. 

Land disposals would be w4dely scattered and would increase the 
private land base by 0.5 percent compared to alternatfve A. This 
Increase would not affect nearby land values, but would Increase 
local taxing distrdct revenues by at leas% $%,OOO from alternatdve A. 

Desert b4ghorn sheep, an%elope, deer, and elk populations are The cost of environmental review for major ut4'84ty lilnes 4s 
grojec%ed to decrease from al%erna%ive A. Assuming that population/ typ4cally $8,000 to $15,000 per mile. Xhls review would cost only 

harvest, harvest/hunter, and population/primary nonconsumptfve use an estfmated $%,6OO to $2,000 per m4le In the 17,060 acres of 
ra%ios remain constant, projected wildlife use and related expendd- utill%y corrildors proposed for des4gna%lon under thts alternative 

tures would decrease employment, earnfngs, and tax4ng district [PacOfdc Gas, 19811. The righ%-of-way avoidance and exclusion areas 

revenues as follows. should have lilttIe or no effect on u%414ty line Bocation. 



The 97 percent fncreased budget over a9ternative A needed to Social condltfons of nearby communlltles would not be affected. The 
Igkment thfs alternatlve wou9d brl[ng the Increases shown here. 9ffeswy'les of some ranchers would change. 

ALT-ERWATHVE f 

Total 

Change from 
Alternative A 

wry Employment (Jobs) 90 +2 

County Earnfngs ($1 924,000 +98,300 

Revenue ($1 2,800 +400 

019 and Gas 

Carbon- Enrploynmt (jobs) 

Emery Earnings ($1 
County Revenue ($1 

43 +6 

798,900 +918,2UO 

22,300 +3,300 

Under a9ternative F, the area open to lease wou9d increase by 
996,940 acres compared to a9ternatIve A, but this Increase would not 
affect production because most of the areas opened have low and 

moderate potential for 011 and gas (appendix Q). 

Leasfng category acreages under alternative f compare as fo99ows to 
those under aaternative A. 

Hneral-related 9oca9 employment, earnfngs, and taxing district 
revenues are proJected to decrease. Sediment- and salinity-related 

costs would decrease. Livestock operator returns above variable 
costs, ranch va9ue and associated Aocal employment, earnings, and 
taxing dfstrict revenues would decrease. Wf9dlife-related local 

esqloyment, earnfngs, and taxing district revenues would decrease. 
Increased management restrictSons would increase the cost of land- 
disturbing activiftfes %n some areas, but the net effect on the 
econcmy is unknown. The land disposals would increase taxing 

distrfct revenues in Emery County by $9,000. The environmental 
review cost of major util9ilty Bines wou9d decrease by $6,500 to 
$93.000 per mile wfthfn the utility corridors. The increased budget 
needed to Implement this alternative wou9d fncrease 9oca9 employ- 
ment, earniings, and taxing dfstrkt revenues. 

Category Unit Acres 
Change from 
Alternatfve A 

1 SRRA 790,920 -499,360 
FPU 50,850 -920 
Subtotall 769,770 -420,280 

2 SRRA 
FPU 
Subtotal 

505,430 
29,290 

526,640 

+462,300 
+2,940 

+465,240 

3 SRRA 
FPU 
Subtota9 

242,520 +73,200 
3,290 -2,020 

245,890 +79,980 

4 SRRA 
FPU 
Subtotal 

4,970 
0 

4,970 

-996,940 
0 

-996,940 
Woee of the management actions would Impact 'locall cosvaunilties so far 
as to noticeably affect ex%stlng socfal conditions. 

coPic9 usfon 



I’. . 

?he category 9 and category 2 changes under alternative F would 
resul% frm Inclus%on of seasonal restrictflons to protect habitat 

for wlldlife ouch as desert bIghorn sheep, mule deer, and elk, and 
res%rk%ilons for aquatdc and rlparian habitat, crftRcaB soils, R&PP 
leas@s* and cultural ACES. These res%ric%fons would Increase 

operaltlng and productIon expenses, but are no% expected to affect 
prodlactlon. The area fn category 2 ilnc'ludes areas of high, 
moderate, and low po%eWall for oil and gas. 

!do surface occupancy (cagegory 3) Includes vege%a%lon and scenic 
ACECs. 

The closures %o leasing (ca%egoty 4) would cover the Swasey Cabin 
ACEC, Pic'tographs. and developed recrea%ion sites. The areas that 

would be in categories 3 and 4 have mostly low and moderate poten- 
ailal for of1 and gas. 

Project condl%i[orrs would be iiwosed on geophysl[cal operations in the 
&XCs and &he special condftdons area. These conditions would not 

affect the miiles 04 se%smXc lltne comple%ed, whkh would be the same 
as for al%ernative A. 

The produc%i[on of oil and gas would be %he same as 9n al%ernative A. 

conclwlon 

The area open %o oil and gas IeasIng would decrease to 768,770 acres 
in ca%egory 1; increase to 526,640 acres in category 2; %ncrease %o 
245,810 acres in category 3; and decrease %o 4,970 acres 4n category 
4. The number of mOles of seismic line run per year would be 100, 
the same as projecrted under alternative A. The annual productIon 
ra%es would be 13,200 barrels of petroleum and 754,000 KF of 
natural gas at year 2000. 

Coal 

Wnder alternative F, areas open to coal exploration (62,280 acres1 
would be 10 fewer acres than in alternative A, because the Rochester 

pic%ograpk, which lie In the northeast portJon of Emery KRCRA, 
would be Included In the Pictographs ACEC. The I-70 Scenic Corridor 

ACE (3,980 acres) would exclude exploration as gn al%ernatfve A, 
because of %he no-surface-occupancy res%rtc%ion. Under current 

technolog%es, coal exploration can be effective only wfth some sort 
of drilldng. This ac%lon could reduce the number of drjll holes In 
%he KwCRAs by one per year. Coal produc%ion would remarln constant 
at 150,000 tons per year, the same as under alternatIve A. 

The area avaIlable for coal leasing under alternative F would be 

58,180 acres,. 80 fewer than in alternative A because the Rochester 
p%c%ograph si%e would be lincluded jn %he Wctographs. lo new 
surface PaciilDties are planned for coal operatifons on publiic lands, 
and no new leasing is projected in the Emery Coal Field by the year 
2000. 

A Itotal of 22,120 acres would be available for explora%ion and lease 
wf%h special condltfons. Because coal explorat%on reguBa%Jons 
require protec'tdon of resources and full reclamation, and because 
leasing stfpulatfons can be ateached to 1'Bmi% a%nilng %o underground 
methods and %he DnslallatXon of surface faciflitiles to saindmlze 

impacts %o surface resources, these specclal condiftions are no% 
expected %o affect coal production. 

CoNclusilon 

Under alternative F, the 62,280 acres would be available for 

exploration, 58,180 for lease. Thlls reduction would no% afPec% 
current coal exploration or productlon 6l50,OOO tons per year). 

Hweral Ma%erials 

under alternative F. 1,216,350 acres would be open to mdneral 
material disposal in SRRA (a decrease of 247,490 acres); 72,060 
acres would be open In FPU (a decrease of 3,290 acres); for a total 

of 1,288,410 acres open in the planning area (a decrease of 250,780 
acres) (appendix 0). Reductilon of area open to disposal is due to 
ACES. This decrease would not affect production, which would be 
the same as alternative A (320,000 cubic yards per year at year 
2000), because the demand in the closed areas is low and can be 

supplfed from adjacent open areas. 



Coapcl uoi on 

The area open to mineral material 
‘d ,288,450 acres. 

The annuall production rate would be 
2000, the same as under asternative A. 

disposal would decrease to 

320,000 cubic yards at year 

Under alterflative F, %,457,090 acres would be open to m%nera% entry 

in s (a decrease of 4,970 acres) aad 75,350 acres would be in 

open FPU (no change), for a total of 1,532,440 acres open in the 
planndng area (a decrease of 4,970 acres). A total of 2,150 acres 
with high potential for uranium (all in SWRA) wou%d be withdrawn 
from mineral entry. The remainder of the wIthdrawn area falls into 

erate , %ow, and no potential areas. For areas with high and 
moderate potentia'l for gypsum, 760 acres (all in SRM) would be 
wIthdrawn fraa entry. The remainder of the area withdrawn would be 
in akeas of low to no potenttal for gypsum (appendifx Q). 

Under alternatdve F, standard condftions wou%d be appllled to 

%,%90,590 acres fn SRRA and 72,650 acres in FpU, for a total of 
9.263.240 acres in the planning area. Specia% conditions would be 
app%ied to 266,500 acres in SRRA and 2,700 acres in FPU, for a total 

of 269,200 acres in the plannllng area. These spedal conditons 

would app%y to scenic, cultural, and vegetation ACECs and certain 

spec%a% recreation values. CompWiance with the specia% condftions 
wou%d be required to the extent possible tithout curtailing 

operators' rights. FfAing p%ans of operation and complyilng with 
speciall conditions would increase the operators' costs. which could 
result in an unquantified decrease in exploration and development 

work. If 7,730 acres identified for Band disposal were sold, the 
area open to mjneral entry would be reduced. 

cmca w%on 

Under alternative 5, the area open to mining claim location or entry 
would decrease to %,532,440 acres. 

BI[OTIC COWObJEB(BTS 

Soi'Js 

Under alternatfive F, there could be a decrease in soi II loss over 
afternative A. This is because decreases in soif% loss resulting 
from ORV use desjgnations and changes in Sdvestock management would 
be greater than increases resu%ting from lands actions. 

ORV use designations as discussed under alternatives A and C may 
cause an estimated decrease i[n soi% loss of between %45,%30 and 
7,098,250 tons per year. 

A decrease dn soi% %oss under this alternative may be due to changes 

in Tlivestock grazing management. These changes are edther c'losing 
areas to Ilivestock grazing or changing the season of use. Sol1 loss 
due to lilvestock changes could decrease by between 647,250 and 
5,157,500 tons per year. SoI% loss due to the surface-disturbing 

actilvities associated with livestock re%ated range improvements 
could decrease by between 550 and 4,200 tons per year. 

Although there 4s a net decrease in ~04% loss under this alterna- 
tlve, there cou%d be increases in soil loss associated with some 
activitfes. Estfmates of soi% loss are based on the amount of 
public land in the pllanning area. Disposal of publi[c lands results 
in less BLM acreage available to contribute to total soil loss. 
Soil loss may increase due to retention of pub'lldc lands disposed of 
under a%ternative A or land acquisition. Land disposal could 
account for a decrease in soil loss of between 6,950 and 45,780 tons 

per year. Land acquisition cou%d account for an increase in soi% 
loss of between 19,650 and 120,000 tons per year. 

The soil losses contributed by other factors wou%d continue to be as 
described under ailternatfve A. Therefore, total soil 'loss would be 
between 6.483.570 and 55,%98,570 tons per year (averagilng 30,84%,040 
tons per year) by the year 2000, a decrease of between 780,230 and 
6,%85,730 tons per year (average decrease of 3,482,980 tons per 
year). 



7,860 and 48,000 tons per year of sediment. Salt yfeld could also 
Xncrease by between 123 and 838 tons per year. 

TOby sofl loss would be between 6.483.510 and 55,)98,570 tons per 
year (averaging 30,843,040 tons per year). 

wat6w 

Surface water quality should improve under al%ernative F compared to 
al tematf ve A. The improvement would correspond to the lower rate 
of soil loss that should occur under alternatlve F (see Soils). 
TAils fs because decreases in sediment and salt yield resul tjng from 
ORV use designations and changes in ?Ivestock grazing management 
would be greater than increases resulting from lands actions. 

ORV use designations as described under alternatives A and C may 
cause an estimated decrease of between 58,050 and 439,300 tons per 
year of sediment and between 957 and 7,375 tons per year of salt. 

A decrease in sediment and salt ydeld under this alternative may be 
due to changes fn livestock grazing management. these changes are 
either closing some areas completely to livestock grazing or chang- 
Ing the season of use. Sediment yield due to changes 'In lfvestock 
grazing may decrease by between 258,900 and 2,063,OOO tons per 

year. Salt yield may decrease by between 2,860 and 36,300 tons per 

year. Sediment and salt yield due to the surface-dfsturbfng actlvi- 
ties assocdated with livestock related range improvements could 
decrease by between 220 and 1,680 tons per year and by between 4 and 
29 tons per year, respectively. 

Although there is a net decrease In sediment and salt yield under 
this alternatfve, there could be increases in seddment and salt 
yield associated with some activities. Estfmates of sediment and 
salt yield are based on the amount of publi[c land in the planning 

area. Dfsposal of public lands results jn less BLM acreage 

availlablle to contrfbute to sediment and salt yields. Sedllment and 
salt yield may increase due to the retentfon of public lands 
disposed of under alternative A or land acquisjtion. Land disposal 
could account for a decrease in sediment of between 2,780 and 18,310 
tons per year. Salt yield could decrease by between 4) and 275 tons 

per year. Land acquisition could account for an increase of between 

Other Impacts to surface and ground waters would be as described 
under alternative A. Total 'sedjment yield to the Colorado River 
couYd be between 2,593,410 and 22,079,420 tons per year (averaging 
12,336,415 tons per year) by the year 2000, a decrease of between 
312,090 and 2.474.290 tons per year (average decrease of 1,393,190 
tons per year). 

Total salt yjeld could be between 25,731 and 387,776 tons per year 
(averagilng 206,254 tons per year) by the year 2000, a decrease of 
between 3,739 and 43,141 tons per year (average decrease of 23,440 
tons per year). 

Conclus%on 

Surface water quality should improve under alternative F over alter- 
natSve A. Total sedilment yield to the Colorado Wdver could be 
between 2,593,410 and 22,079,420 tons per year (averag-lng 12,336,415 
tons per year) by the year 2000. Total salt yield could be between 
25,731 and 387,776 tons per year (avera9Ing 206,254 tons per year). 

Ground water qualfty would remain as under alternatfve A. The level 
of TDS fn milligrams per ldter cannot be quantified. 

Venetation 

Under this alternative, approximately 39,824 acres of vegetation 
could be dIsturbed by the year 2000 (short-term disturbance on 
31,844 acres and long-term disturbance on 7,980 acres), a net 
decrease of 14,720 acres from alternative A. Less disturbance from 
ORV use (15,690 fewer acres) would be the primary reason. Addition- 
al short-term disturbance would be from developed recreation sates 
(60 acres more). Most short-term vegetatfon loss would be regained 
within a 5-year period due to natural succession or reclamatdon 
(with a sfte-specific seed mix). Appendix S presents forage fmpact 
analysis assumptions, and acres of anticipated surface disturbance 
were listed by activfty in table 54. 



Long-term loss would occur from addlttlonal land disposals (930 acres the 18,500 acres of P/E plant habitat %n the planning area. The 
more than alternatdve A). An addlltional 3,200 acres would be gallned plants would also be protected from m%n%ng disturbance by the 

through acqu9sition of state lands w'fthin ACEC boundaries. Antici- requirement of plans of operations on 7.070 acres of T/E plant 
pated changes in ecological cond%t%on under alternatfve F are shown habitat. While this would not result in an increase In plants, It 
%w table 70. would provilde protectifon for these plants. 

Changes to hdgher seral stages would result fram fmplementatlon of 
ex%st%ng Aws and el%ra%nat%on of contfnual spring grazing. AMPS and 
cBda%natBon of continual sprilng grazing would allow periodic rest of 
vegetation to recover from grazdng producilng a higher density of 
l'ivestoct forage, and changes in plant compositfon, thus resulting 
in more acres mov'lng to a hfgher seral stage. 

Conclwslon 

TA8bE 718 

Short-term vegetat%on Ioss would decrease 15,630 acres to 31,844 
acres. Bong-term vegetatfon loss would %ncrease 910 acres to 7,980 
acres. An additdonal 3,200 acres would be gained through acqu%s%- 
tion of state lands. Changes to higher seral stages would result. 
Three relict vegetation areas would receive specllal protectfon. 
Hhere would be no adverse impacts to T/E species. 

Ant~cipamil Chaages In Ecoldoglcal CondMon, AlternatQve F W%ld Worses and Burros 

Ecolog%cal Condlltfon by Percent 
of Resource Area 

Ecological Condltlon Class Present (1985) Future (2000) 

Potent+4 al Natural Connuni ty 9 12 
Late Seral 22 22 
i#%d Seral 47 46 
Early Seral 9 7 
Rock Outcrop/Badlands 13 13 

The wild equid range would amount to 475,680 acres of public land. 
Domestic liivestock use would be reduced dn the spring. Use during 
other seasons would al so be llmlted in other areas to protect 
crItica soil 5. It Is expected that with the changes in livestock 
use, as well as forage Improvements due to the removal of spring 
grazing, there would be forage available for w%ld equids, after the 
requilrements for watershed protectdon and b’fig game have been made. 

Wdld horses wou'l d be managed to mailntaln a number beween 75 and 125 

head. W%ld burros would range between 30 and 70 head. At the upper 
limfts, 2,135 AU&i would be required. When the upper numbers are 

reached, the herds would be reduced to the lower numbers. 

The Bowknot Bend (1,830 acres), North Bag Flat Top (190 acres), and 
San Rafael Reef (43,870 acres) relict vegetation areas would be 
designated as ACECs under th%s alternative, whereas no such des%gna- 
tions were %dent%f%ed under alternative A. The Webes Mountain 

rel%ct vegetatrPon area would not receive specrlall protection under 

alternatdve F. 

Conflfcts In use between wild equids, livestock and bfg game would 
be resolved and adjustments %n specilfic forage use would be made at 
the activdty plan level, On conjunctlon with grating dec8sions or at 
any time deemed necessary as a result of rangeland monitoring. 

CorElMs%on 

mere would be no Impact to T/E specfes from controlled actfvft%es. 
B/E pyants UOUI~ be protected from NIV impacts on 12,@0 acres of 

The wild equrld range would cover 475,680 acres. Wild horses would 

be managed at a range between 75 and 125 head. Wild burros would be 
managed at a range between 30 and 70 head. When equ%d numbers reach 



the upper %9m9%0, anhal s wou%d be removed to the Bower 11fmfts. 
Forage requfraaents at the Allgher %fmdts would be 2,%35 AIMS. 

Forage use levels may be ad.juoted for equfdo and Sfvestoct based on 
mfkr9ng data. 

The crwfa'l habitat for desert bfghorn sheep wou$d fncrease from 
150,WO acres to %74,5M acres. This fo 24,590 acres more than 

under alternative A. Because of Rabltat restrfctlonn lfmftfng 
acts from other resource uses and actfvfttes, the sheep would be 

expec%ed to expand Into protected areas. The fo%%owfng are specfP9c 

changes to their habftat: 

- DevelopPaknt actfv'ftfes wou%d be restricted, and ORV use would be 
lfmlted to designated roads and trafls on 245,980 acres of 
yearlong habitat (83,850 acres of crucfal Aabftat). Seasonal 

use restrfctfons would be applfed to the remafnfng 90,740 acres 
of crucial habftat. With reduced stress and improved habdtat 

condftfons (assuming a 36 percent per acre popu'latfon fncrease), 
these actfons would result fn a gain of about 110 desert bfghorn 
sheep. 

- Developments on 27,020 acres of crft9cal sofl areas wfthfn the 
Rabf tat area would be restricted to %hose needed to better 
d9strfbute the desert bfghorn sheep. These would reduce the 
rate of fncrease for these animals by less than 1 percent. 

- Spring and fall lilvestock grazfng may be elimfnated on seven 
allotments contafnfng desert bighorn sheep habi%a%, and live- 
stock AU& may be reduced. W9th the additional 217 AUMs, and 

the reduced potent9al For disease transmissfon, desert bfghorn 

sheep could increase by about 100 animals. 

- The confl9ct between desert bighorn sheep and wild burros would 
continue to exist. The development of an HEAP for the burros 
wouyd serve to reduce this conflllct as lnUCh as poss9bJe on the 
58,410 acres of habitat overlap. d-Q1 

- OffsBte mitJga%fon, which cou%d be required on 500 acres wfth9n 

the crucfal habftat by the year 2000, would prevent the loss of 
IO desert Mghom sheep and could xa%tfmate%y resul& fn an 
fncrease of 50 rnimls. 

Under a%ternatfve F, desert b9ghorn sheep would Increase from 500 to 

about 800 anfmals, an docrease of 300 anfmals over alternative A by 
theyear 2000. 

Under alternative IF, 506,660 acres 04 habitat would be managed Por 
antelope use. This 9s 340 fewer acres than under alternatdve A. 

The Po%%owfng factors would allow the antellope popu%atfons to 

fncrease despite the habltat acreage reduction: 

- Sprfng and fall% %fves%ock grazing wou%d be e%imfnated on 813,830 
acres. Changiing the season OF llivestock use wou%d a% low the 
antelope to increase about 150 animals. 

- Seasonall restrdctfons would be appl9ed to development ac%fvf- 
tfes, and ORW use would be lfmfted to des9gnated roads and 
tra9ls on 936,190 acres of ante%ope habftat. These actfons 
wou%d allow the antelope to Increase by aboue 50 anfmals. 

- Wfldlffe developments on 113,830 acres of antelope habftat in 
crftlcal watershed areas would be limited to those needed to 
better d9strSbute the antelope. This would reduce the rate of 
increase for the antelope by about 10 animals by the year 2000. 

Under alternative F, the antelope would increase from 700 to about 
900 an%mals, about 200 anfmals more than under alternative A. 

Mule Deer and E%k 

Crucial habitat would fncrease to 36,760 acres for mule deer and 
18,960 acres for elk (1,260 more acres for deer and 760 more acres 
for elk than under alternative A), primarily because of the 
followfng facitors: 



- Apply;Bng protective seasonal condi%ions to all development 
ac%ivities and to ORV use would reduce stress and improve 
habitat conditfons on abou% 98,450 acres of mule deer habdtat 
and 34,890 acres of elk habltat, resulting In a 2 percent per 
acre popul atlon 1 ncrease, or a gain of about 128 mule deer and 

11 elk by the year 2000. 

- Assumfng an Increase of one deer for every IO acres and one elk 
for every 40 acres Oreated under the offsite mltigatiion require- 
ment, offsite m'itilgatlton of 460 acres of crucjal habitat would 
result i[n a gain of abou% 46 mule deer and 10 elk. 

- Wldlffe developments on 31,220 acres of mule deer habIta% and 
4,230 acres of elk habitat In critfcal watershed areas would be 

restricted to those needed to better dastrfbute the mule deer 
and elk. These would reduce the rate of Increase for these 
anhals by about 1 percent. 

- Spr'ing and fall livestock grazing would be elfm$nated on 116 

allotments contain%ng mule deer and elk w4nter habitat; 25 
percent of %he AkHs would be al located to mule deer and elk. 
This could allow mule deer and elk %o utBlize an additional 

1,173 WWMS. ThR'ls action would increase crucial Rabdtat for mule 
deer by 800 acres and for elk by 300 acres, allowing the popula- 
tions to %ncrease by 1,560 mule deer and 115 elk. 

Under alternative F, mule deer would Increase from 6,620 to about 
8,320 anhaals. This is an i[ncrease of 9,700 deer above alternative 
A by the year 2000. Elk would increase from 600 to abou% 730 

anfmals. Thfs is an increase of about 13 elk over alternative A. 

R%pariOan and AquPstQc HabWat 

The area of rlrparllan and aquatic habitat would increase from 14,780 
acres to 14,930 acres, an Increase of 150 acres from alternative A. 
The Increase In rfparllan and aquatic habftat would result primarly 
from the following fac%ors: 

- Looses now occurrilng would be elMraated through protect%ve 
coadltQons appllted to al1 development ac%ivftIes. and ORV use 

withiln rlparjan and aquatic zones would be limllted to extstilng 
roads and traills. Khese acttons would allow for a 50-acre 
increase. 

- Development of AhPs for livestock using riparian and aquatic 

habilta% would allow better con%rol and provfde periodic rest to 
rlmprove condi%rJon and expand rlparilan and aqua%Xc habitat by 100 

acres. 

Threatened or Endangered Animals 

The bald eagle and the peregrine falcon would benefit from 'Improved 
condltlon of riparian habitat and its l50-acre increase %o a to%al 
of 14,930 acres. The known peregrine falcon nest would be protected 

from development actfvitles, recreation use, and mfning claim work 
under this alternative. Ferrugdnous hawk habitat would not have 
special protec%ion, but the habdtat would be monlltored and potential 
4epac%s mitigated. The prailrile dog towns, potent%al black-footed 
ferre% habi%a%, would be protected from potentlaY disturbance. 
There would be no Xmpact to T/E animals under &his alternatfve. 

Concl MS%Oll 

Crucfa'l habltat for desert bighorn sheep would Increase to 174,590 
acres, allowing a popula%lon Increase %o 800. 

Habitat for antelope would decrease to 506,660 acres. The popula- 
tion would %ncrease to 900 animals. 

Crucial habltat for mule deer and elk would Increase to 36,760 acres 
for mule deer and 18,960 acres for elk. Populations would increase 
to 8,320 mu'le deer and 730 elk. 

W3par4an and aquatic habl%at would increase by 150 acres to 14,930 
acres. There would be no adverse impacts to K//E animals. 



WES 

GPadng 

Grazdng would be a7lowed on 5,800 fewer acres than In alternatfve A, 

on 91 allotments. Eight Qsolated alloMents are %dentiffied for 

d'B sposal , and two allotznents would be combined wdth others for 
roved managment. Under th4s aJ&ernatdve, Bowknot Bend ACEC 

(3,830 acres) and the B%g Flat Tops ACEC (2,640 acres) would be 
exhded from lfvestock grax%ng. These areas are inaccessible to 
livestock; therefore, exclusBon from grarlng would not reduce 14ve- 

stock forage. AddItXonal areas excluded from grazing would be 

developed recreatilon sQtes (60 acres) and Swasey Cabin ACEC (whfch 
cattle currently use only for trailling). 

Currently, livestock grazing occurs at approx%mately the 5-year 
average ldcensed use level of 55,751 AM%; operator demand is not 
equal to the allowab ctDve preference of Ml.252 AUMs. iIt is 

assuN that operator nd for livestock forage will remain at the 
5-year average licensed use level, but a~ Increase to allowable 

act-he preference. Therefore, a range 1s used for analysis purposes. 

Cmared to alternative A, IiSvestock AU% may decrease by 410 for 
5-year average ldcensed use and by 1,344 AU& for actlOve prefer- 

ence. The Licensed use would be w4thin the range of 55,751 to 
86,198 Alms, depending upon operator demand. Phls decrease can be 
attritbglted largely to the Increase dn land d%sposals (195 AWS). 
Other losses would be attr$buted to decreasing AWs by 25 percent on 
3 allotments (1,202 AMIs) to protect crdtical soDls and decreasing 
AM by 25 percent on 16 allotments to protect wXldll Be habiltat 
(2,359 5-year average lfcensed use AU& and 3,538 acttve preference 
AU%). The only increase dn Al% would be due to decreased 

disturbance from ORVs (784 AWs). 

For analysis purposes, 4n allotnmnts with 50 percent or more acres 
exceeding the SCS crItica sol% loss threshold (43 allotments), a 
change from spring grazing (March ‘15 to June 151 to wjnter use would 
be analyzed. In allotments with 25 to 49 percent of the acres 

exceeding thfs threshold (3 allotments), a 25 percent reduction of 
5-year average ltcensed use and actfve preference AUMs would be 
anally& wloth no change In season Of use. On the allotments 

analyzed w’fkh a change ln season to w’lnter, a 25 percent reductton 

would be made on allotments where confll[cts exist ~4th w"lldl9fe (16 
allotnmnts). A% twis the (39891, ft 1s not known whether the 
allotments are exceedjng the SCS critical so%1 Joss threshold. Th4s 
deter&nati[on would be made on an allomnt-by-allotment basis In 
conjunctfon wfth current rangeland monitoring methods. ]I% Ire is 
detersnlned that the allotments are exceeding the SCS cr'Bt'Bca9 so17 
loss threshold, and the rangeland trend 4s down, then changes dn 
lfvestock management are necessary. These could include changes in 
grazing seasoi, reductions In numbers, daplementatdon of grazing 
systems, or other agreements that would provdde some protect8on for 
these areas. If changes are necessary, range use agreements with 
the operators would be sought. 

On allotments exceeding the SCS critlcal sol1 loss threshold, but iln 
an upward trend, no changes In management would be made as long as 

the areas are improviing and heading toward the rlndllvildual silte goals. 

Addiltfonal mondtorfng data would be necessary before any reductions 
or changes of season would be made. Therefore, any changes based on 
exceeding the SCS cr8tkal soDl loss threshold would be made Pn 
congunctfon wilth grazing decXsions to be Issued fol'lowfng 5 years of 
rangeland moniltoring. These analysis assumptions are made solely to 
measure the possfble Impacts from such changes (appendfxes # and '8). 

New APiPs would be implemented on 31 allotments, Ill exfistilng AM% 
wou'ld be mod%fied and %mplemented, and 6 exifstfng AMPS would 
continue. AM% would be wrftten and Implemented as current budget, 
manpower, and operator cooperation allow. These AM% would provide 
periodic rest during the grazing season to allow an Increase %n 
vfgor and density of livestock forage spec$es. Range fmprovements 
would add Qn more even livestock distributDon over allotments. AWs 
would be managed to protect areas with criltical sod'ls, crucial 
wildlife ranges, and rfparian areas. 

Season of use woulld be changed from sprDng to wjnter (for analysis 
purposes only) use on 4)3 allotints. Wemov%ng cattle from these 
areas Iln the spring when the soil is loose and friable would prevent 

destructfon of the porosity obtained by wfnter freeze and thaw 
CLusby, et al., 19713. 



Coclusfon Conclusfon 

The area available for grazing would decrease by 5,800 acres to 

1.606.320 acres. 

LQvestock forage may decrease to 55,751 5-year average licensed use 
AU& and to 86,198 actilve preference AUMs. 

Under alternative F, all of the 451,200 forested acres except 570 
acres would be available for collection of wood for campfire use 
because of restrictIons in relfct vegetation, cultural, and scenfc 
ACECs 180 acres less than alternative A). Acres available for 

private and commercial forest product harvest would decrease to 
375,300 because of relict vegetation. cultural, and scenic ACECs, 
and developed recreation site use restr4ctions. While this change 
in acreage would affect the available supply, adequate area remains 
avaflable to meet the demand for dead wood and fores% product 
harvest. This would exclude 75,960 acres from harvest of fores% 
products, 60,360 more than alternative A. 

cowclwsQow 

As In alternative A, based on past use and present harvest, an 
adequate supply of dead wood and live forest products should be 

avaltlable on 375,300 acres through the year 2000. 

Cwl baral Reoources 

Under alternative F, 6,163 of the est+ima%ed 70,000 cultural 
resources would be damaged or destroyed (572 fewer than fn alterna- 

tive A). Land disposals would Impact IO addItiona sites, while 
areas closed to QWV use would result in impacts to 532 fewer sites. 

About 2,489 cultural resources, fncludfng 1,500 presently inven- 

tor-fed, would be avaflable for use (no change from alternatfve A). 

The number of cultural resources damaged or destroyed would decrease 
to 6,707. The number of cultural resources available for use would 
remain at 2,489. 

Wecreatlon 

Primitive and semiprimitive recreation opportunities would increase 
under alternative F, while ORV access and opportunities for cross- 
country travel would decrease. Compared %o alternative A, P-class 
areas would increase 11,820 acres %o a total of 81,500 acres; SPMM- 
class area would Increase 28,290 acres to 211,700 acres; SPM-class 
area would decrease 31,950 acres to 630,920 acres; RN-class area 
would decrease 6,910 acres to 599,810 acres; and R-class area would 
decrease 40 acres to 10,630 acres. She U-class area would not 
change. 

The Isncreased demand for nonmotorlzed activities Qould probably be 
accommodated iln existfng settings; however, management actions to 
encourage dispersed use could be required in a few areas, possibly 
d3 splacing some of the visjtors to other locations outside SRRA 
because of the use restrictions. Commercial visitation would 4n- 
crease under alternative 5 because more of the natural and scenic 
values associated with commercial recreation ventures would be 
preserved. 

A slight increase in wildlffe numbers under alternative F would 

result in a beneficilal secondary dmpact to recreation by Increasing 
wildldfe viewing and hunting opportunttdes. 

ApproxQmately 7611,820 acres would be open to ORV use (a decrease of 
777,370 acres from alternaeive A). ORV access and opportunities for 
cross-country travel would be slightly constrained; however, suf- 

flclent area would remain open to meet the demand for ORV use, and 
scenic values Important to ORV recreationtsts would be protected. 
ORVs would be limlt%ed to designated roads and trafls in most of the 
ACECs, critical sofas areas, 

rf%ar?h "gd$ nw developed recreatdon sites, cover n9 
itat, and 

be lfmfted by seasonall res%rfC%~OnS OfI ‘61,060 egress -!9hFR!~S~ 



fran alternatIve A) to protect critical habitat for desert bIghorn 
sheep, mule deer, and elk. Approximately 4,470 acres would be 
closed to ORV use in the relict vegetation ACECs. DesignatQon of 

scenic ACECs and management of SRMAs wound focus management atten- 
tQon on recreatton use. maintaining natural, scenilc. and cultural 
val ws. 

The development and expans%on of recreation facilities at the San 
Rafael Campground. Justensen Flats, Tomsilch Butte, the Wedge, and 
Swasey Cabin would help to meet the increased demand for motorized 
and nonmotorlzed recreation while reducfng user conflicts, human 
waste, and trash. 

Adjustments in the season of use for livestock (elfminating sprifng 
and fa)l use) and overall reduction of livestock numbers would 
increase the qualilty of the recreatfon experience. 

Unusual recreatilon opportunities and scenic values identffied in the 
wild and scenic rivers eligJbili(ty and potential classJfication 
study for the San Rafael River, Labyrllnth Canyon (Green River), and 
Muddy Creek (appendix J) could be reduced with resource development 
in or adjacent to the canyons. 

Conclusion 

Under alternative F, the ROS class acreages would shift toward the 
resource-dependent (primitive) end of the spectrum. The P-class 

area would increase to 81,500 acres; the SPblM-class area would 

increase to 211,700 acres; the SPM-class area would decrease to 

630,920 acres; and the RN-class area would decrease to 599,810 
acres. The R-class area would decrease to 10,630 acres. The U- 

class area would remain at 20 acres. 

Areas open to ORV use would decrease to 761,820 acres, reducing 
access and opportunities for cross-country travel. Areas where ORV 

use js limited by seasonal restrict-Ions would increase to 61,060 
acres; areas limited to desi[gnated roads and trails would increase 

to 711,840 acres; and areas closed to ORV use would increase to 

4,470 acres. 

vi sral Wasources 

Alternative F would place 231,750 acres in VRM class H (all Increase 
from alternative A). The Increase includes I-70 Scenilc Corridor, 
Piuddy Creek, San Rafael Canyon, San Rafael Reef, Segers Hole, Sfds 
Mountajn, Bowknot Bend, and Big Flat Tops ACECs. Mo-surface- 
occupancy stlpulatfons may be waived Itn areas managed for scenic 
values i[f an envlronmen'tal assessment concludes that the proposed 
action would not adversely Impact scenfic values. 

Other VRM class areas would decrease where acreage was shifted dnto 

class I. Class XII would decrease 208,130 acres to 288,240 acres; 
class Ill 19,230 acres to 364,040 acres; and class IV 4,390 acres to 
655,160 acres. 

19 is projected that In 118 cases, by the year 2000, visual contrast 
ratilng scores would exceed the VRM class objectives for that area (a 
decrease of 2 from alternative A projections). 

Conclusion 

The area In VRM class I would Increase to 233.750 acres. The area 
iln other VRR classes would decrease a corresponding amount: 208,130 
acres in class If to 288,240 acres; 19,230 acres in class III to 
364,040 acres; and 4,390 acres Iln class IV to 655,160 acres. In 118 

cases (2 fewer than in alternative A), visual contrast rating scores 
would exceed the VRM class objectives. Through the year 2000, it is 
anticipated that few, If any, proposals would be received for 
projects in scenic areas. 

Lands 

Under alternative F. 24,440 acres would be designated as riight-of- 
way corrildors (21,540 acres in SRRA and 2,900 in FPU, all increase 
over alternative A). Lands available (standard conditions) for 

rights-of-way outside corridors would total 752,760 acres (704,510 
in SRRA (a decrease of 708,440) and 48,250 in FPU (a decrease of 

24,400 acres)). A total of 757 020 acres would be avoided (732,820 
acres Jn SRRA (an increase of 681,930 acres) and 24,200 acres in FPU 
(an increase of 21,500 acres). An area of 4,970 acres (all in SRRA 
and all increase) would be excluded from right-of-way grants. 
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Lands avarllable for dDsposal under alterna%ive F would increase 910 
acres over a'l%erna%lve A, to a %otal of 7,730 acres (6,730 acres in 

SWRA (an increase of 950 acres) and 1,000 acres %n FPU (a decrease 
of 40 acres)). Xhils addition would result from adding parcels for 
cwni%y expansion and Isolated parcels no% previously ilncluded 
%ba% worald no% be needed for other surface-resource uses under &his 
al%erna%ltve. 

bands wl%hdrawn from entry would be Increased by 4,970 acres to 

%o%al 6,750 acres (all SRM). Lands would be wD%hdrawn for devel- 

oped recrea%ion si%es and %he Swasey Cabin, Wctographs, Copper 
Globe, Bowknot Bend, sad Big Flat Tops ACECs. 

Lands irden%IfIed for possible acqulsI%ion under al%erna%ive F %o%al 
3,2GG acres of state lands (all increase and all fn SRRA), wIthin 
%he I-70 Scenic Corridor (640 acres), She k3edge (1,280 acres), Naddy 

Creek (640 acres) and Gig Flae Tops (640 acres) ACECs. Actual 
acreage could be adjus%ed for ease of management. 

Corrclusion 

Corridors for righ%-of-way sys%ems would be desjgnated on 24,440 
acres; lands avallable (s%andard conditions) for rights-of-way would 
decrease to 752,760 acres; avoided areas would increase to 757,020 

acres ; and excluded areas would increase %o 4,970 acres. Lands 

available for disposal would increase to 7,730 acres. Lands wilth- 

drawn from entry would increase to 6,750 acres. Lands identified 
for possjble acqufs%tIon would total 3,200 acres. 

m Beral 0 

The area covered by special conditions woulld fncrease $65,240 acres 
(658 percent) rela%ive %o alternative A, whjch would increase the 

cost and lower the outpu% value of mineral exploration and develop- 
men% dn %hese areas. 

The Dry Lake Archaeological Dils%rdc% ACEC special concH%lons are 
sdmllar %o standard operatfng procedures and should have lii%%le or 

no effect on mineral activities. The VRM class 911 special condd- 
%ions On the central portiion of San Rafael Canyon ACEC would 

preclude major mineral developments and may force reloca'tion or 
specdal reclamation standards, lthereby IncreasIng the cost of 
smaller developments. 

Wi%h effec%Bve coordfnat-fon of manpower and equipment, the seasonal 
specdal conditfons would not add %o actirvity cost. However, the 
seasonal conditjons could be costly (more than a 1 percent cost 

Increase) Ilf they jdle equipment and labor. Seasonal condi%ions 
could also force demobilizing and remobillilring equipmen% when an 
explorartory well fs followed up wi%b development wells, adddng more 
%han 5 percent to developmen% cos%. Th'ls has rarely been a problem 
~4th existing seasonal s%ipula%lons. 

Milneral actilvf%y costs would increase an average of 1 percen% where 
big game offsite mitigation would be requlred. 

Under this al%erna%%ve the acreage where mllneral exploration and 
development would essentfally be excluded in the no-surface- 
occupancy and closed-to-resource-use-or-production areas would be 
less than under al%erna%ive A. 

The I-70 Scenic Corridor exclusion would have %he greatest effec% on 
developing and stockpiling of mineral ma%erials. Increased two way 

hauling distances would average 5 miles, adding an average $2.50 per 
cubic yard, or approximately 25 percent, to the cost of gettfng 
mineral marteria'ls to %he point of use. 

Under %his alternative there would be a much larger area where 
because of special conditions, mineral exploratfon and/or deve’lop- 
men% would be more costly, some of which would be spent In the local 
economy. The reduced -acreage where mineral activities would be 
excluded should increase mIneral activity. The net effect on the 
local economy canno% be quantified; however, based on the assumed 
mineral actdvlty projections under this al%ernative, the overall 
effec% would be small. 



Sed%m+ant yfeld resultVng from &he surface disturbance projected 
under thils a%ternat%ve would decrease annual damage to downstream 
capI%al Inves%ments by $23,500 to $185,600 over alternaflve A. Salt 

loadfng resultfng from the surface dls%urbance projected under Phfs 
alternatfve would decrease annual damage 00 wa%er users 4 n the lower 
Colorado Wver basfn by $218,700 to $2,523,700 over al%erna%lve A. 

kfves%.ock Grazing 

Altogether one operator would have more available forage, 61 would 
have less, and avaflable forage would remalln %he same for 77 
opera%ors. Forage losses and gains under %he alternatfves are 
discussed in the Grazjng sectfons of thds chapter. Changes In 
available forage would change rancher income by affecting herd sjze, 

we%ght gain, calf survfval rates, or operatlng costs. 

Of the 139 livestock operators, 89 could be excluded from using 

publfc rangeland forage a% some point in the sprfng. The spring 
lives%ock exclusions would be of partkular concern as most 
opera%ors have few options with whdch to respond to these 
exclusdons. Weplacfng forage loss through spring exclusions wjth 

hay would represene a worst-case analysis. 

The number of operators affected, %he degree of fmpact, and the 
related effects on ‘local employment and earnings are presented in 
tables 71 and 72. 

The combined effect of spring exclusjons and changes in available 
forage would reduce opera%or re%urns above vat-fable cos% by 
$221,900, a 24 percent decrease. 

Based on the direct effects from the budge% analysis and on the 
fndlrect and induced effects derjved from a county economic model, 
fit is estimated that local employmen%, earnfngs, and taxiing dfstrict 

revenues would decrease as shown here. 

POti 
Change from 
Alternative A 

Emery Employment (jobs) 148 -8 
County Earnings ($1 435,400 -24,100 

Revenue ($1 302,700 -16,700 

Carbon- Employment (jobs) 229 -13 
Emery Earnings ($1 II ,046,OOO -57,900 
Coun%y Revenue ($1 688,400 -38,100 

Any grazing permit change could affect ranch value and %herefore 
operator wealth, particularly if the changes affect the ranch's 
total carryjng capac%%y. The decrease in available forage would 
decrease aggregate operator wealth by $20,500, a 0.1 percent 
decrease. 

Base properties are used as collateral for some types of loans. 
Since aggregate base proper%y values are projected to decrease under 
thils al terna'tive, the level of to%al indebtedness allowed should 
also decrease. The operators' abflftfes to obtafn and repay loans 
would change in proportion to their projected Incomes. 

The limitations on range improvements may Increase the cost of 
maintaining and replacing range Improvements. These limitatfons 
cannot render exfstfng improvements uneconomic to mafntain or 
replace; however these limitations may preven% new iimprovements from 
being fnstalled by either outright exclusions or by rendering the 
projects uneconomic through special conddtions. 

Recreation 

Recreation use of the planning area and its related local importance 
9s projected to increase as descrfbed lin al%ernatlve A. The rela- 
tive mdx of uses may change because of changes fn recreational 
opportunities from alternative A (see fmpacts to recreation). The 
TocaT economic effect of this changing mix of oppor%unftY set%fn9s 



t&amber and Degree of Livestock Operator %mgacts, Alteraratlve F 

Publk rangeland forage 

Total feed requitments 

Operators with an Increase from Operators with a Decrease from 
Existing Use and Net Revenues Operators Existing Use and Met Revenues 

Mot 
Over 51% 11 to 50% II to 10% Affected 1 to 10% 11 to 50% Over 51% 

0 0 1 77 11 44 6 

0 0 1 77 55 6 0 

Operator returns above variable costs 0 1 0 41 15 69 33 



Llvemxk Opera%oro Bssel'lne Situatfon Alternatlve F 

Gross Revenue 
fo%al Warleble Cost 
Returns Above Variable Cost 
Retwns to Labor and Investmenta 

$2,920,700 .$2,789,800 
2,Od8,400 2,099,500 

912,200 * 690,300 
158,000 -32,400 

Livestock Wunbers (cattle) 9,206 8,686 
(sheep) 3,761 3,776 

Total Earnrlngs, Emery County 
Total Employment, Emery County (jobs) 

$459,500 $435,400 
156 148 

Total Earnings, Carbon-Emery County 
Total Employmant, Carbon-Emery Counw 

II ,103,900 I ,046,OOO 
242 229 

WOVE: These budge%s assume that ranchers have no long-term outstanding debt, that all operatilng capiltal 'Qs borrowed, and that 
existing ranchers would not go out of busfness. 

aWeturns net of variable and fIxed costs to managemen%, non-hired labor, machfnery, equipment. and land. 



is unknown. However, judgjng from the existfng economic importance 
of recreation in the planning area (less than 0.1 percent of local 
employment and earnjngs), these changes would have little effect on 
the local economic condftions. 

Existing conmercfal outfitters rely heavfly on the P, SWM, and SPM 
opportun'lty settings available i[n the planning area. The 16 percent 

gain of P and SPMM opportunity settings from alternative A could 
increase the demand for outfitter services in these areas. The 5 
percent loss of SPM opportunity settings could decrease the demand 
for outfitter services in SPf4 areas. Because projected demand for 
coinaercIa1 services is small and would comprfse a small portion of 
any outfitter's business, these changes in opportuni[%y settings 

would have little economic effect. 

The additlonal developed recreation sites should have little or no 
effect on use and related local expenditures. The services offered 
should not compete wl%h, and therefore not affect, privately-owned 
recreation developments or comnerclal outfitters. 

There is no known relationship between special management designa- 
tions and recreation use. Publicity folIowIng designation could 

increase public awareness of these lesser known areas, and therefore 
increase visitation and related local expenditures. Even if visita- 
tion to these specfal designation areas were doubled, the local 
economic effect would be insignificant. This effect, however, could 
be significant to outfitters who might use these areas. 

Desert btghorn sheep, antelope, deer, and elk populations are 
projected to increase from alternative A. Assuming that population/ 

harvest, harvest/hun%er, and population/prfmary nonconsumptive use 
ratlDos remain constant, projected wildYdfe use and related expendi- 

tures would increase employment, earnings, and taxi[ng drstrict 
revenues as shown here. 

Total 
Change from 
Alternative A 

Emery Employment (jobs) 24 +4 
County Earnjngs ($1 213,500 +39,200 

Revenue ($1 32,800 +6,000 

Carbon- Employment (jobs) 31 +6 
.Emery Earnings ($1 391,800 +57,200 
County Revenue ($1 51,800 +9,500 

Other Land Uses 

Special cond4tions. the no-surface-occupancy stipulation, and 
closures to resource use and production would affect other land uses 
in much the same way as %hey affect mlneral activities. some 
activities within areas of restricted ORV use would require 
additional coordination with the ELI4 through a lands action which 
would not otherwfse be required. Much of the increased costs 
associated with ac%Ivities in special-condition and no-surface- 
occupancy zones would be spent in the local economy, thereby 
increasing local employment and earnings. However, the increased 
costs would also decrease the amount of other land use actilvi%y, 
thereby decreasing local employment and earnings. The net effect on 
the local economy cannot be quantified, although it is expected to 
be small. 

The proposed land dllsposafs would be widely scattered and would 
represent a 0.5 percent increase from the private land base relative 
to alternative A. This increase in private land base would not 
affec% nearby land values, but would increase local taxing revenues 
by at least $1,000 from alternative A. 



The cost of envfronmental review for major u%%li%y lines Is 

typically $8,000 to $15,000 per mile. This review would cost only 
an estilnated $1,500 to $2,000 per mile In the 26,000 acres of 

u%lIlty corridors proposed for designation under thfs alternative 
[Pac%flc Gas, 19811. The rjght-of-way avoidance and exclusfon areas 
shmdd have little or no effect on loca%fng ma,jor utillit~ lines. 

PI an Budget 

The 36 percent increased budge% over alternatIve A needed to imple- 
ment %hiis alternat%ve would increase employment, earnilngs, and 
taxing ddserkt revenues as shown here. 

TOtdaJ 
Change from 
Alternative A 

wry Employment (jobs) 
County Earnings ($1 

Revenue ($1 

12 +3 
143,500 +37,800 

3,200 +a00 

Carbon- Employment (jobs) 

Emery Earnings I$) 

County Revenue ($1 

49 +13 
924.4100 +243,600 
25,800 +6,800 

Mneral-related employment, earnrlngs, and taxing dlstrkt revenues 
would no% slgniificantly change. Sedilment- and saljnity-related 

costs would decrease. Liivestock operator re%urns above variable 
costs, ranch value, and associarted local employment, earnings, and 
taxing dilstr%ct revenues would decrease. Wildlffe-related local 
employment, earnings. and %axlng distrdct revenues wou'ld increase. 
Increased management restrictlons would fncrease the cost of land 

disturbing activities %n some areas, but the net effect on the local 
econon(y is unknown. The Band disposals nould increase taxing 

district revenues in Emery County by $970. The enviromneneal review 
cost of major utility lines would decrease by $6,500 to $13,000 per 

m%le within the u%11%%y corr%dors. The Increased budge% needed %o 
Implement this alternative would rlncrease local employment, 
earnfngs, and taxlng distrlcrt revenues. 

None of the managenent actlons would impact local communities so far 
as %o not4ceably affect exi[s%ilng social conddtdons. 

Concluston 

Social condlti[ons of nearby comnunitiles would not be affected. She 
Iltfestyles of some ranchers would change. 

PROPOSED RESOURCE WMAGEEBST PLAN 

031 and firs 

Under the proposed RW, the area open %o lease would increase by 
116,140 acres compared to alterna%lve A, but this jncrease would not 

affect production because most of the areas opened have low and 

moderate potential for oil and gas (appendfx Q). 

Leasing category acreages under the proposed RMP compare as follows 
to those under alternatjve A. 

Change from 
Category Mnft Acres Alternative A 

I SRRA 702,390 -427,890 
FPU 45,270 -6,500 
Subtotal 747,660 -434,390 

2 SRRA 468,670 +425,540 
FPU 
Subtotal 

+9,660 
35, 



3 SRRA 225,900 +56,580 

FQU 2,150 -3,160 

Subtotal 228,050 +53,420 

4 SRRA 66,880 -54,230 

FPU 0 0 

Subtotal 66,880 -54,230 

The category 1 and category 2 changes under the proposed RMP would 
result from seasonal restrictions to protect habltat for wildlife 

such as desert bighorn sheep, mule deer, and elk, and restrictions 
for critical soils, land leases, and cultural ACECs. These restric- 
tOons would increase operating and production expenses, but are not 
expected to affect production. The area in category 2 includes 
areas of high, moderate, and low potential for 011 and gas. 

olo surface occupancy (category 31 includes certain scenic ACECs, 
aquatic and riparian habftat, and ROS P-class areas. 

The closures to leasing (category 4) would cover the Swasey Cabin 
and Copper Globe ACECs. Pictographs ACEC, vegetation ACECs, certain 
scenic ACECs, and developed recreation sites. The areas that would 

be rln categories 3 and 4 have mostly low and moderate potential for 

oil and gas. 

Project condftlons would be Imposed on geop!wsical operations on 
761,450 acres in SRRA (an fncrease of 427,890 acres), 30,080 acres 
fn FRU (an increase of 6,500 acres), or 791,530 acres in both (an 

increase of 434,390 acres) in the ROS P-class areas within the 
ACES, aquatiic and riparian habitat, developed recreation sites, and 
the special condltfons area. These condiltions would not affect the 
miles of seismic line completed, which would be the sama as for 

alternative A. Standard operating procedures would apply to 702,390 
acres in SRRA, 45,270 acres in FPU, and 747,660 acres in both. 

The production of orll and gas would be the same as in alternative A. 

Conclusion 

The area open to oil and gas leasing would decrease to 747,660 acres 
in category 8; increase to 496,600 acres in category 2; increase to 

228,050 acres in category 3; and decrease to 66,880 acres in 
category 4. The number of m!Bes of seismic lilne run per year would 
be 100, the same as projected under alternative A. Projeclt condi- 
tions would be applied %o 791,530 acres for geophysical operations. 
The annual production rates would be 13,200 barrels of pe%roleum and 
754,OUO KF of natural gas a% year 2000. 

Under the proposed REP, 62,280 acres would be available for coal 

exploration. This ds 10 acres less than alternative A because of 
%he withdrawal of the Rochester Pictographs from leasing, mining and 
exploratjon. However, some of the available acres would be open to 
exploration in concept only due to restrictions. Twelve hundred 
eighty acres of coal ‘dand in SRRA Rave been proposed no-surface- 
occupancy to protect scenilc value of the I-70 Scenic Corridor. Wn 
other alternaMves, 2,700 acres of coal land would underlie the I-70 
Scenic Corridor in WJ, but this area would not be par% of the ACEC 
under the proposed RW, because its scenic quality does not equal 
%hat of the remainder of the I-70 Scenic Corridor. Also 850 acres 

in SRRA and 730 acres in FPU proposed as riparian tones would have a 
no-surface-occupancy stipulation. Under current technologies, coal 
exploration can be effective only with some sort of drilling. The 
no-surface-occupancy requirement would preclude coal exploration. 

Thus, 10 acres in SRRA would be wil%hdrawn, and drilling would be 
prevented by the no-surface-occupancy stipulation on 2,130 acres in 
SRRA (1,280 for the X-70 Scenic CorrDdor and 850 for riparian zones) 
and 730 acres of rljparian zones in FPU. A total of 2,870 acres 
would be removed from coal exploration, leavfng 59,420 acres of 
public land %nside the Wasatch and Emery KRCRAs open to coal 
exploration. Compared to alternative A, the number of drilling 
holes in the KRCRAs could be reduced by one per year, an insignifi- 
cant reduction, as coal quantity and qualfty infonaa%ion for the 
I-70 Scenllc Corrfdor could be Inferred across the narrow corridor. 
Also, current exploration regulations prohibft the disturbance of 



rfparian zones, and drf3ling Jn raver or stream bo%toms i(s nearly 
fniposslble because of the diffiiculty of sustailning an open drtlll 
hole through unconsolida%ed material. Coal production from the only 

mfne on the Emery Coal Ffeld would remain as In alterna%ive A 
(S50,OOO tons per year). 

The area avallable for coal leasjng under the proposed RMP would be 
58,180 acres, IO fewer that alternatdve A, because of the Rochester 
Plctogrpah slite wilthdrawal. No new surface facflities are planned 
for coal operations on public land,, and no new IeasQng is projected 
in the Emery Coal Field by the year 2000. 

A total of 28,320 acres would be available for leasing and explora- 
tlon wj%h special condjtions. Since the regulatdons requjre protec- 

tfon of resources and full reclamation, the special conditions would 
have no further effect on production. LeaslOng and mfne plan stipu- 
lations wotald lilmit mining to underground methods and surface 
fac9'919tles would be located so as to mfnlmize fmpacts to surface 

resources. 

Concll usion 

Under the proposed RW, 62,280 acres would be available for explora- 
tion, but drilling could occur on only 59,420 acres; 58,180 acres 
would be available for lease. This reduction would no% affect 

current coal exploration or product'lon (150,000 tons per year). 

Wneral Materials 

Under the proposed RW, 1,171,060 acres would be open to mineral 
material dilsposal On SRRA (a decrease of 292,780 acres); 73,200 
acres would be open in VU (a decrease of 2,150 acres); for a total 
of 1,244,260 acres open in the planning area (a decrease of 294,230 
acres) (appendix 9). The area open to d-iSpOSal would be smaller 

than under alternative A because of vegeta%ion, scenic, and cultural 

ACECs; developed recreation si%es; and aquatfc and riparlan 

habitat. The decrease would not affect production, whfch would be 

the same as alternative A at year 2000 (320,000 cubfc yards per 

year), because the demand in the closed areas is low and could be 
supplied from adjacent open areas. 

corlccll usion 

The area open to mineral material disposal would decrease to 
1,244,260 acres. 

The annual produc%iion rate would be 320,000 cubic yards at year 

2000, the same as under alternative A. 

Locatabll a Ml nerall s 

Under the prOpOSed RW, 1,395,180 acres would be open to mineral 

entry ln SRRA (a decrease of 66,880 acres) and 75,350 acres would be 
in open in FPU (no change), for a total of 1,470,530 acres open ln 
the planning area (a decrease of 66,880 acres). A total of 23,810 
acres with high potential for uranjum (all in SRRA) would be with- 
drawn from mineral entry. The remainder of the wfthdrawn area would 
fall fnto moderate- , low-, and no-potential areas. Of the areas 
with high and moderate potential for gypsum, 6,690 acres (all in 
SRRA) would be withdrawn from entry. The remainder of the area 
wgthdrawn would be iln areas of low to no potential for gypsum 
(appendix Q). 

Under the proposed RW, standard conditions would be applied to 
l,l35,350 acres in SRRA and 73,200 acres in FPU, for a total of 
1,208,550 acres In the planning area. Special conditions would be 
applied %o 259,830 acres in SRRA and 2,150 acres -Xn FPU, for a total 
of 261,980 acres In the pfannlng area. These special condiltons 
would apply to scenic, cultural, and vegetation ACECs, aquatic and 
riparfan habitat, and certain areas with special recreatllon values. 
Compliance with the special conditions would be required to the 
extent possfble without curtalling valid rights. Filing plans of 
operation and complyltng wi%h special conditions would increase 
operator costs, which could result in an unquantified decrease in 
exploration and development work. Xf 7,730 acres identified for 
land disposal are sold, the area open to mineral entry would be 
reduced. 

Conclusion 

Under the proposed RW, the area open to mining claim lOCatiOn or 

4-l 03 
entry would decrease to 1,470,530 acres. 



soils Total so0 loss would be between 6,459,510 and 54,988,lOO tons per 
year (averagjng 30.723.810 tons per year). 

Mnder the proposed W&P, %here could be a decrease iln soil loss over 
al%ernatdve A. BMs 1 s because decreases d n so%1 loss resul tfng 
ft=M ORV use designations and changes in livestock management would 
be grea%er than Increases resultfng from lands actions. 

ORV use designa%ilons as discussed under alterna%ives A and C may 
cause an estimated decrease In soil loss of between 188,790 and 
l,428,700 tons per year. 

Water 
- 
With the lower rate of soil loss under the proposed RMP, surface 
water quality should also improve, as decreases in sediment and salt 
yield resulting from ORV use designaefons and changes in livestock 
grazing management would be greater %han increases resulting from 
lands actions. 

A decrease in soil loss under the proposed plan may be caused by 
changes in season of livestock use or by c'loslng areas to livestock 
grating. So%1 loss due %o livestock changes could decrease by 
between 647,250 and 5,157,500 tons Qer year. Sofl loss due to the 
surface-dfsturbing acitivities assoclated with livestock-rela%ed 
range Improvements could decrease by between 550 and 4,200 tons per 
year. 

Al%hough there would be a net decrease In sofl loss under the 
QrOQOSed RMP, Increases in soil loss could be associated with some 

activities. Es%!mates of soil loss are based on the amount of 
public land In the Qlannilng area. DiSQOSal of publiiC Ian& would 
leave less 8LM acreage availlable to contrfbute to total soif1 loss. 
Soil loss may increase due to retenlion of public lands that would 
have been disposed of under alternative A, or due to land acquisi- 

tion. Land dfSpOSal could account for a decrease fn sol1 loss of 
between 6,950 and 45,780 tons per year. Land acqufsition could 
account for an increase in soil loss of between 39,300 and 240,000 

tons per year. 

The soil losses contrilbuted by other factors would contilnue to be as 
described under alternative A. Therefore, total sod1 loss would be 

between 6,459,510 and 54,988,lOO tons per year (averaging 30,723,810 
tons per year) by the year 2000, a decrease of between 804,230 and 
6,396,200 tons per year (average decrease of 3,600,215 tons per 

Year]. 

ORV use desfgnatlons as descrdbed under alternatives A and C may 
cause an estimated decrease of between 75,520 and 571,480 tons per 
year of sediment and between 1,245 and 9,593 tons per year of salt. 

A decrease in sediment and salt yXeld under the proposed RMP may be 
due in par% to changes dn livestock season of use or closing some 
areas completely to livestock grazing. Sediment yield due to 
changes in livestock grazing may decrease by between 258,900 and 
2,063,OOO tons per year. Salt yield may decrease by between 2,860 
and 36,300 tons per year. Sediment and salt yield due to the p 
surface-dfsturbing ac%Ivities associated wi%h livestock-related 
range improvements could decrease by between 220 and 1,680 tons per 

year and by between 4 and 29 tons per year, respectively. 

Although there would be a net decrease in sediment and salt yield 

under the proposed RMP, there could be increases in sedimen% and 
salt yield associated with some activities. Estimates of sediment 
and salt yield are based on the amount of Qublllc land In the 
planning area. Disposal of publfc lands would leave less BLM 
acreage available to contrfbute to sediment and salt yields. 
Sediment and salt yield from public lands may increase because of 
the retention of Qubldc lands that would have been disposed of under 
alternative A, or because of land acquisition. Land disposal could 
account for a decrease fn sediment of between 2,780 and 18,310 tons 
per year. Salt yield could ecrease b between 41 and 275 tons per 
year. Land acquisitfon ! r cou d accoun for an increase of between 
15,720 and 96,000 tons per ear of sediment. Salt yield could also 
Increase by between 246 and ,676 tcm Qer Year* "; 



O&her Impac%s %o surface and ground waters would be as descrilbed 
under alternative A. Total sedimen4 yield to the Colorado River 

could be between 2,583,800 and 21,995,240 tons per year (averaging 
12,289,520 %ons per year) by the year 2000, a decrease of between 
321,700 and 2.558.470 tons per year (average decrease of 1,440,090 
tons per year). 

Total salt yield could be between 25,689 and 3G7.234 tons per year 
(averaging 206,462 tons per year) by the year 2000, a decrease of 
between 3,781 and 43,683 tons per year (average decrease OX 23,732 
tons per year). 

Eomcl urloul 

Surface water quality should Improve under the proposed RMP over 
alternative A. Total sediment yield to the Colorado Rfver could be 
between 2,583,GOO and 21,995,240 %ons per year (averaging il2,289,520 
tons per year) by the year 2000. Total salt ylleld could be between 

25,689 and 387,234 tons per year (averaging 206,462 %ons per year). 

Ground water quality would remain as under alternatfve A. The level 

of 'SDS in millfgrams per lf%er cannot be quantified. 

Veget&ion 

Under the proposed RW, approxima%ely 29,744 acres of vegetation 

could be disturbed by the year 2000 (short-term disturbance on 
21,764 acres and long-%ena disturbance on 7,980 acres), a net 

decrease of 14,720 acres from aleernative A. Less dfsturbance from 
ORV use (24,800 fewer acres) would be the primary reason. Addition- 

al short-term disturbance would be from developed recreatfon sites 
(60 acres more). Most short-term vegetation loss would be regained 

w$thin 5 years through natural succession or reclamation (with a 
site-specifdc seed mix). Append-lx S presenrts forage lfmpact analysis 

assmptions, and acres of anticipated surface disturbance were 
l%sted by ac%ivi%y in table 54. 

Long-term loss would occur from additfonal land disposals (910 acres 
more than alternative A). An additional 6,070 acres would be galned 

through acqujsitlon of state lands within ACEC boundarfes. AntJci- 

pated changes In ecological conditgon under the proposed RMP are 
shown in table 70-A. 

TABLE 70-A 

AntWpated Changes 4n OEcologXcal CondlUon Uader the Proposed Plan 

Ecological Condition by Percent 
of Resource Area 

Ecological Condition Class Present (1985) Future (2000) 

Potential Natural CofmmNty 9 12 
Late Seral 22 22 
Mid Seral 47 46 
Early Seral 9 7 
Rock Outcrop/Badlands 13 13 

Changes to higher seral stages would result from implementatfon of 

exfsting AMPS and el9mination of contfnual spring grazdng. AWs and 
elimfnatjon of contfnual sprfng grazing would allow vegetation to 
rest perlodically and recover from grazing, producing changes In 
plant compositdon and a hfgher densfty of livestock forage, thus 
resulting In more acres moving to a higher seral stage. 

The Bowknot Bend (1,830 acres), North Wig Flat Top (190 acres), and 

San Rafael Reef (43,870 acres) relict vegetatdon areas would be 
designated as ACECs under the proposed RW, whereas no such desfgna- 

tions were identified under alternative A. The Hebes Mountain 
relict vegetation area would not recedve special protection under 

the proposed RMP. 

Threatened or Endangered Plants 

There would be no impact to f/E species from controlled activities. 
T/E plants would be protected from ORV Impacts on 16,760 acres of 
the 18,500 acres of T/E plant hablltat in the planning area. The 



glant~ would also be protected fras mdning disturbance by the 

recgirement of pllans of ogerations on 7,070 acres of O/E plant 

hbift@%. While th4s wocald not result fn an dncrease In plants. %% 
would Qrovlde Qrotectlon for these plants. 

the uQQer lim%ts, andnays would be removed to the lower JImits. 
Forage requirements a% the higher l%nits would be 2,135 ALMS. 

Forage use levels a&y be adJusted for equ9ds and ldvestock based on 
mon8%orfng data. 

Short-term vegeta%don 'loSs would decrease 24,800 acres to 29,744 
zrwes. Long-term vegeta%don loss would ifncrease 910 acres to 7,980 

acres. An adddtlonal 6,070 acres would be gained through acquisi- 
tion of state lands. Changes to higher seral s&ages would result. 

Three relict vegetation areas would receive special protection. 
There would be no adverse impacts to T/E species. 

WOtd Worses and Burros 

The wild equild range would amount to 475,680 acres of public land 
under the proposed RMQ. Domes%ic lllvestock use would be reduced in 
the sprgng, and use durfng other seasons would be limited in other 
areas to protect crjtfcal soils. It Is expected that with the 

changes Jn livestock use, as well as forage fmQrovements due %o %he 
removal of spring gradng, there would be forage available for wild 

equlds, after the requirements for watershed protection and big game 
have been met. 

Wiild horses would be managed to majntain a number beween 75 and 125 

head. Wild burros would range between 30 and 70 head. At the upper 

limits, 2,135 AIMS would be required. When %he upper numbers are 
reached, the herds would be reduced %o the lower numbers. 

Conflicts in use between wild equilds, B’dvestock, and big game would 
be resolved and adjus%ments in speciffc forage use would be made a% 
the actfvity-plan level, in conjunction with grazing decisions or at 
any time deemed necessary as a result of rangeland monitorilng. 

Conc?lusion 

The wild equid range would cover 475,680 acres. Wild horses would 
be managed at a range between 75 and 125 head. Wild burros would be 

mnagd at a range between 30 and 70 head. When equid numbers reach 

Under the prOpOSed RN?, crucial habitat for desert bighorn sheep 
would Increase from 150,000 acres %a 180,000 acres, 30,000 acres 
more than under alternative A. Because of habi%at restrfctions 
limiltlng impacts from other resource uses and activities, the sheep 
would be expected to expand Into protected areas. the followfng are 
specific anttcigated changes to their habf%a%: 

- Development activities would be restricted, and ORV use would be 

closed on 70,950 acres of yearlong habftat 156,270 acres OF 
crucial habjtat) and lilmi%ed %o designated roads and trails on 
307,310 acres of yearlong habitat (83,850 acres of crucial 

habitat). S@aSOnal use restrictions would be applied to the 
remaining 12,450 acres of crucial habitat. With reduced stress 
and improved habfi tat conditllons (assuming a 36 percent per acre 

QoQula%ion increase), these actions would result in a gain of 
about 150 deser% bighorn sheep. 

- Developments on 27,020 acres of critical sod1 areas within %he 
habitat area would be restrfcted %o those needed to better 
distribute %he desert birghorn sheep, reducdng %he rate of 
increase for these animals by less than 1 percent. 

- Spring and fall lfvestock grazing may be eliminated on seven 
allotments con%aining desert birghorn sheep habftat, and live- 

stock AIMS may be reduced. With the additdonal 217 ALMS, and 
the reduced potential for disease transmission, desert bighorn 
Sheep could increase by about 100 animals. 

- Allotments containing crucial and bighorn shee hableat would 
not be allowed to change from Cattle %O dOmeS ic P sheep. This 



would reduce the potent%al for disease %rwnsmi ss4 on from 
ot9c sheep to blghorn sheep on 29 a9'9otments (945,740 

&3%51. A310 ntr currently being grolZ%d by cicmestbc sheer 
would IBOB be required %o change to cattle. 

- The conflict between deser% bigborn sheer and wild burros would 
cont4nue ix exist. The developlsenlt of an WMAQ for the burros 
tmu3d serve to reduce %h%s conflilct as much as possible on the 
58,410 acres of habita% overlap. 

- Offslte mO%Ogatlon, which could be requ8red on 500 acres within 
the crudal habfltat by the year 2000, would prevent %he loss of 
30 deier% bdghorn sheep and could ultimately result in an 
Ilncrease of 50 an%mels. 

Under the proposed RF@, desert bighorn sheep would Increase from 500 
to about MO anfmals, an increase of 400 angmals over alternatfve A 
by theyear 2000. 

kWfZ30p 

Under the proposed RN?, 506,660 acres of habftat would be managed 
for antelope use. This 4s 340 fewer acres Bhan under al ternactive A. 

The following factors would allow the antelope populations to 
increase despite the habltat acreage reduction: 

- Spring and fall livestock grazing would be eliminated on 313,830 
acres. Changing the season of lIvestock use would allow the 

antelope to increase about 150 animals. 

- Seasonal reStriCtiOnS would be applied to development actllvi- 
%ies, and ORV use would be limited %o des%gna%ed roads and 
rtrails on 136,190 acres of antelope habitat. These actions 
would allow the antelope to increase by about 50 animals. 

- Wildlife developments on 113,830 acres of antelope habitat in 
critical watershed areas would be limited to those needed to 
better distribute the antelope. This would reduce the rate of 
qncrease for the antelope by about 10 animals by the year 2000. 

Under the gro~owd RW, the antelope would increase from 7CtC to 
dWM% anllna%r, about 2063 anfmals more than under alternatfve A. 

Crucdal habitat would Increase to 36,760 acres for mule deer and 
l8,%0 acres for elk (I.260 more acres for deer and 760 more acres 
for elk than under alternatdve A), pr;Bmarily because of the 
fol?ting factors: 

- ApplyBng grotectlve seasonal condditions to all developmen% 
actfv%%les and %o ORV use would reduce stress and improve 
habf%a% conditions on about 98,450 acres of mule deer habdtat 
and 34,890 acres of elk habitat, resulttng 4n a 2 percen% per 
acre populatdon %ncrease, or a gain of about 128 rule deer and 
111 elk by the year 2000. 

- Assuming an Increase of one deer for every IO acres and one elk 
for every 40 a,cres trea%ed under the offsi%e mltigaltion requafre- 
men%, offsfte mitigation on 460 acres of crucial habita% would 
result in a gafn of about 46 mule deer and 10 elk. 

- Wildlife developments on 31,220 acres of mule deer habitat and 
4,230 acres of elk habitat in crltifcal wa%ershed areas would be 

restrfcted %o those needed to better distribute %he mule deer 
and elk. These would reduce %he rate of %ncrease for these 
animals by abou% 1 percent. 

- Spring and fall livestock graztlng would be elfmlnated on 16 

allotmen%s contadnfng mule deer and elk wfnter habd%at; 25 
percent of the AlW would be allocated to mule deer and elk. 
This could allow mule deer and elk to utilize an add$%i[onal 
1,173 AU&. This action would increase crucial habitat for mule 
deer by 800 acres and for elk by 300 acres, allowfng %he popula- 
tions to fncrease by 1,560 mule deer and 115 elk. 

Under the proposed RNP, mule deer would increase from 6,620 to about 
8,320 animals. This is an increase of 1,700 deer above alternative 
A by the year 2000. Elk would ilncrease from 600 %o about 730 
ahjMB s, an increase of about 130 elk over alternative A. 



Rdpariaan and Aquetic Mb%%at 

The area of riparfan and aquatilc habitat would jncrease from 14,780 
acres to 14,940 acres, an Increase of 160 acres from alternaelve A. 
The increase in riparian and aquatilc habitat would result prlmarly 
from the fol1owing factors: 

- Losses now occurrlng would be eli[mlna%ed through protective 
conditions applied to all development actfvities; ORV use within 
rlparian and aquatic zones would be ljmited to designated roads 
and trails; and 6,000 acres would be closed. These actions 
would allow for a 60-acre fncrease. 

- Developmen% of AMPS for livestock using rfparian and aquatIc 
habitat would allow better control and provilde periodic rest to 
dmprove conditfon and expand rjparian and aquatic habitat by 100 

acres. 

TWeatxmed or Endangered Animals 

Phe bald eagle and the peregrine falcon would benefit from improved 
condrltilon of riparian habitat and its 1150-acre fncrease to a %o%al 
of 14,940 acres. The known peregrine falcon nest would be protected 
from development actdvitdes. recreatllon use, and mining claim work 

under the proposed RMP. Ferruginous hawk habitat would no% have 
special protection, but the habltat would be monitored and potential 

impacts mitigated. The Qradrfe dog towns, potential black-footed 
ferret habitat, would be prOteCtt?d from Qotentilall disturbance. 

There would be no impact to T/E animals under the proposed RMP. 

Conclusion 

Crucial habitat for deser% bilghorn sheep would increase to '574,590 
acres, allowfng a population iincrease to 840. 

Habftat for an%eloQe would decrease to 506,660 acres. The Qopula- 
tion would increase to 900 antmals. 

Crucial habitat for mule deer and elk would increase to 36,760 acres 
for mle deer and 18,960 acres for elk. Populations would hrease 

to 8.320 mule deer and 730 elk. 

Riparfan and aquatic habifta% would Increase by 160 acres to 14,940 
acres. There would be no adverse Impacts to X/E animals. 

Granting 

Grazing would be allowed on 5,800 fewer acres than in alternative A, 
on 91 allotments. Eight fso'lated alilo%ments have been identfftled 
for diSpOSa1, and %wo allotments would be combined with others for 
fmproved management. Under the proposed RMP, Bowknot Bend ACEC 
(1,830 acres) and the Big Flat fop ACEC (2,640 acres) would be 
exluded from 1 ivestock grazing. These areas are Inaccessible to 
livestock; therefore, exclusilon from grazilng would not reduce areas 
of livestock forage. Addltfonal areas excluded from grazing would 
be developed recreation sftes (60 acres) and Swasey Cabin ACEC 

(which cattle currently use only for trailing). 

Currently, livestock grazing occurs at approxjmately the 5-year 
average lfcensed use level of 55,751 AUMs; operator demand is not 
equal to the allowable active preference of 88,252 AU&. It. 4s 
assumed that operator demand for livestock forage would remain at 
the 5-year average licensed use level, but may increase to allowable 
active preference. Therefore, a range is used for analysis purposes. 

Compared to alternative A, livestock AU?& may increase by 46 for 
5-year average licensed use and decrease by 888 AUMs for active 
preference. The 1 fcensed use would be within the range of 56,207 to 
86,654 AUMs, dependfng upon operator demand. The decrease iln active 
preference can be attributed largely to the increase in land 
disposals (195 AUMs). Other losses would be attributed to decreas- 
Jng AUMs by 25 percent on 3 allotments (11,202 AUMsI to protect 
critical soils and decreasing AUMs by 25 percent on 16 allotments to 
protect wildliife habItat (2,359 5-year average licensed use AUMs and 
3,538 active preference AUMs). The increase in 5-year average 
lecensed use AUMs would be due to decreased disturbance from ORVs 
(1,240 AUMs). 

For analysis pur oses, in all0 
exceeding the S S ! critfcal sow ?'o",s"iJihre%oFi%t Cl% ~~nt$~~ 

change from sgring grazing (March 15 to June 15) to winter use would 



be analyzed. In allo&nts with 25 to 49 percent of the acres 

exceeedfng thfs threshold (3 allotments). a 25 percent reductilon of 
B-year average licensed use and actgve preference AD#s would be 

analyzed wfth no change in season of use. On the aLlJo%ments 
analyzed with a change In season to winter, a 25 percent reduction 
would be made on al7lotments where conflfcts exist wd%h wildl-Ife (16 
al3om?n%s). At %hfs tfme (19891, it is not known whether %he 

allo%men%s are exceeding the SCS critdcal so01 loss threshold. Thlls 
determlnatdon would be made on an allotment-by-allotment basfs %n 

conjunc%ion with current rangeland monitoring methods. If it is 
determined that the allotments are exceed4 ng the SCS critical soil1 

loss threshold, and the rangeland trend is down, then changes fn 
lIvestock management would be necessary. These could include 

changes Iln grazing season, reductions in numbers, Implementation of 
granfng systems, or other agreements that would provide some protec- 

tilon for these areas. If changes are necessary, range use agree- 

ments wl%h the operators would be sough%. 

Dn allotments exceeding the SCS critical sol1 loss threshold, but dn 
an upward trend, no changes In management would be made as long as 
the areas are fmprovlng and moving toward the indivfdual site goals. 

Additional moniltoring data would be necessary before any reductilons 
or changes of season would be made. Therefore, any changes based on 
exceeding %he SCS critdcal soil loss threshold would be made in 

conjunc%ion with grazing decfsfons to be qssued followfng 5 years of 
rangeland monitorfng. These analysis assumptions are made solely to 

measure the possible Impacts from such changes (appendixes N and PI. 

In allotments contafning crucial and yearlong bighorn habitat, a 
change in kind from cattle to domestic sheep would be prohibited. 
An exception may be made if an AMP or agreement would provfde for 
adequate separation of bfghorn and domestic sheep. Al'lotments 

curren%ly being grazed by domestfc Sheep would not be required to 
change to cattle. 

Wew AMPS would be implemented on 31 allotments, 11 existing AMPS 
would be modified and implemented, and 6 existing AMPS would 

continue. #ps would be writeen and implemented as current budget, 

manponer , and operator cooperatfon allow. These AWPs would provide 

perfoddc rest durfng the gratilng season to allow an increase in 
vigor and density of lIvestock forage specfes. Range fmprovements 
would aid In more even lilvestock distrfbution over allotments. AMPS 
would be managed to pro%ect areas with crftfcal soils, crucfal 
wfldlffe ranges, and rlparilan areas. 

Season of use would be changed from spring to wfnter (for analysis 
purposes only) use on 43 allotments. Removing cattle from these 

areas in the sprfng when the soil is loose and friable would prevent 

destructron of the porosity obtained by winter freeze and thaw 
CLusby, e% al., 19711. 

Conclusion 

The area available for grazfng would decrease by 5,800 acres to 
1,606,320 acres. 

Livestock forage may increase to 56,207 5-year average lfcensed use 
AUMs and decrease to 86,654 active preference AIM. 

Fores% Product Use 

Under the proposed RMP, all but 590 of the 451,270 forested acres 
acres would be available for collection of wood for campfire use 
(100 acres less than under alternatfve A, because of res%rfctlons fn 
relict vegetation, cultural, and scenic ACECs). Acres available for 
private and commercial forest product harvest would decrease %o 
370,180 because of restrictions to protect relict vegetation, 
cultural, and scenfc ACECs and developed recreation sites. While 
this change In acreage would affec% the avaflable supply, adequa%e 
area remains avallable to meet the demand for dead wood and fores% 
prOdUCt harvest. This would exclude 81,090 acres from harvest of 
forest prOdUCtS, 65,480 more acres than alternative A. 

Conclusion 

As %n alternative A, based on past use and present harvest, an 

adequate suglply of dead wood and live forest produces should be 
available on 370,180 acres through the year 2000. 



Carl%uraB Resources 

Under the proposed RMP, 6,383 of the estimated 70,000 cultural 
resources would be damaged or destroyed (552 fewer than in a'lterna- 
%;Bve A). Areas closed to ORV use would result In fmpacts to 592 
fewer sites. 

About 2,489 cultural resources, i ncludtng 1,500 presently inven- 

%orDed, would be available for use ( no change from alternatIve A). 

Conclut4on 

The number of cultural resources damaged or destroyed would decrease 
to 6,183. The number of cultural resources available for use would 
remain at 2,489. 

Prdmitive and semlprimftive recreation opportunities would increase 
under the Qroposed RMP, while ORV access and oQportun9Hes for 
cross-country travel would decrease. Compared to alternative A, 

P-class areas would increase 31,170 acres to a total of 100,850 
acres; SPNM-class area would increase 53,350 acres to 236,760 acres; 

SPKclass area would decrease 68,660 acres to 594,210 acres; RN- 
class area would decrease 8,160 acres to 598,560 acres; and R-class 

area would decrease 40 acres to 10,630 acres. The U-class area 

would no% change. 

The Increased demand for nonmotordzed activiltges would Qrobably be 
accmdated in exlss%dng settings; however, management actions to 
encourage dQsQersed use could be required In a few areas, QossIbly 
dlsQlacdng saoa of the vlsdtors to other locartions outside SRQA 
because of the use restrictfons. CommercBal visrjtation would 
dncrease under the QroQosed Rlr(P because more of the natural and 
scenic values associated with cossaerctlal recreation ventures would 
be Qreserved. 

The posstlb39~%y of iimQacts to P-class areas could occur due to 

exlstllng rgghts for mQnera% activ4ty. 

A slight Increase in wildlife numbers under the QrOpOSed RMP would 
result in a beneffclal secondary impact to recreation by Sncreas%ng 
willdlilfe vllewfng and huntdng oQportun9ties. 

Agproximately 326,780 acres would be open to ORV use (a decrease of 
11,212,410 acres from alternatfve A). ORV access and opportunfties 
for cross-country travel would be sldghtly constrained; however, 
sufftclent area would remain open to meet the demand for ORV use, 
and scenic values important to ORV recreatfonists would be Qrotect- 
ed. ORVs would be limfted to designated roads and trafls In most of 
the ACECs, critIca soils areas, rfparian and aquatic habitat, and 
developed recreatjon sites and withDn the San Rafael Swell SRMA, 
coverfng 7,027,360 acres. ORV use would be limfted by seasonal 
restrictlons on 33,310 acres (all Increase from alternative A) to 
protect crucial habitat for desert bighorn sheep, mule deer, and 
elk. Approximately 151,770 acres would be closed to ORV use in the 

P-class areas and relict vegetation ARCS. Designation of scenfc 
ACECs and management of SWMAs would focus management attention on 
recreation use, maintainfng natural, scenic, and cultural values. 

The development and expansion of recreation facilities at the San 
Rafael Campground, Justensen Flats, Tomsich Butte, The Wedge, and 
Swasey Cabfn would help to meet the increased demand for motorized 

and nonmotorized recreatfon while reducing user confliicts, human 
waste, and trash. 

AdgusWnts ln the season of use for l%ves%ock (elIminatfng sprdng 
and fall use) and overall reduction of livestock numbers would 
Increase the qualfty of the recreation experience. 

Unusual recreatfon opportunftfes and scenfc values identified fn the 
wfld and scenic rivers eligib%llty and Qo%entga'8 classification 
study for the San Rafael River, Labyrfn%h Canyon (Green Rfiver], and 
Muddy Creek (appendix 9) could be reduced ~4th resource development 
In or adjacent to the canyons. 

Under the pro osed RW, the ROS class acreages would shift 
f 9 

ard 
the resource- ependent (primitive) end of the sQec%rum. The P-C ass 
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area would increase to 100,850 acres; the SPWclass area would 
increase to 236,760 acres; the SPW-class area would decrease to 
594,210 acres; and the RN-class area would decrease %o 598,560 

acres. The R-class area would decrease %o 10,630 acres. The U- 
class area would remain at 20 acres. 

Areas open to ORV use would decrease to 326,780 acres, reducfng 
access and opportunities for cross-country travel. Areas where ORV 

use 4s lim4ted by seasonal restrtceions would increase to 33,310 
acres; areas llmirted to designated roads and %rails would increase 

to 1,027,360 acres; and areas closed to ORV use would increase to 
151,770 acres. 

The proposed RMP would place 278,340 acres In VRM class f (all 
dncrease from alternative A). The Increase includes I-70 Scenic 
Corrfdor, Muddy Creek, upper and lower portions of San Rafael 
Canyon, San Rafael Reef, Segers Hole, Slds Mountain, Bowknot Bend, 
and 5Sg Flat Tops ACECs and ROS P-class areas.. Yo-surface- 

occupancy stipulaejons may be wafved in the I-70 Scenic Corridor if 
an enVilrOnm?ntal aSSesSRlen% concludes that the proposed actfon would 
ho% adversely impact scenic values. 

O%her VW class areas would decrease where acreage was shi[ fted into 

class H. Class If would decrease 240,170 acres to 256,200 acres; 

class IIT 26,060 acres to 357,210 acres; and class IV 12,080 acres 
%o 647,470 acres. 

It 1s projected that fn 118 cases, by the year 2000, vdsual contrast 

rating scores would exceed the VRM class objectilves for that area (a 
decrease of 2 from alternatifve A projec%ions). 

Comlraolon 

The area in VR# class It would jncrease to 278,340 acres. The area 
jn other VRM classes would decrease a correspondtng amount: 240,170 
acres in class II to 256,200 acres; 26,060 acres in class XIX to 

357,210 acres; and 12,080 acres in class IV to 647,470 acres. In 
118 cases (2 fewer than fn alternatfve A), vfsua? Contrast ratfng 

scores would exceed the VRM class objec%ilves. Through the year 
2000 ) 1Jt 4s anctjcfpated that few, ilf any, proposals would be 

received for projects in scenk areas. 

Lands 

Under the QrOQOSed RMP, 24,440 acres would be desllgnated as rlght- 
of-way corrfddrs (alI Increase over alternative A). Lands avaflahle 
(standard conditions) for r%ghts-of-way oultside corridors would 
total 738,740 acres (a decrease of 746,860 acres1 and 709,160 acres 
would he avoided (an Increase of 655,570 acres). An area of 66,880 
acres would be excluded from right-of-way grants (all fncrease). 

Lands available for dl sposal under the proposed actlon would 

increase by 910 acres over alternatfve A to 7,730 acres. Thlls 
addgtilon would resuT% from adding parcels for comunity expanston 
and isolated parcels not previously Included tha% woulld not be 
needed for other surface-resource uses. 

Lands proposed for withdrawal from entry (locatables) would be 

increased by 66,880 acres to total 68,660 acres. Lands would be 
withdrawn for developed recreation s'i%es and the Swasey Cabin, 
Pictographs, Copper Globe, Bowknot Bend, 8ig Flat Tops, upper and 
lower portions of the San Rafael Canyon, and the north portjon of 
the San Rafael Reef ACECs. 

Lands identified for possible acqulsftions under the proposed action 
total 6,070 acres of state lands (al% increase) within the upper 
portion of %he San Rafael Canyon ACEC (640 acres), lower portion of 
the San Rafael Canyon ACEC (640 acres), north portfon of the San 
Rafael Reef ACEC (4,480 acres), and Big Flat Top ACEC (640 acres). 
Actual acreage could be adjusted for ease of managemen%. 

Conclusion 

CorrDdors for right-of-way systems would be desdgnated on 24,440 
acres; lands available (standard conditjons) for rights-of-way would 
degre~~se to 738 740 acres; avoided areas would increase to 709,160 

and excluded areas would increase to 66,880 acres. 
avallible for djsposaT 

Lands 
would fncrease %o 7,730 acres. Lands 



proposed for withdrawal from entry (locatables) would fncrease to 
68,660 acreS. Lands fdentfffed for Qossfb'le acqufsftfon would total 
6,070 acres. 

The area covered by special conditions would fncrease 434,200 acres 

(925 Qercent) relatfve to alternative A, which would fncrease the 

COS% and Tower the outgut value of mineral exploratfon and develop- 
mmt in these areas. 

The Dry Lake Archaeological Dfstrfc% ACEC special conditions are 
sfrrrllar to s%andard operatfng procedures and should have little or 
no effect on mineral ac%fvi%fes. The VRH class IX special condi- 
tions fn the central portion of San Rafael Canyon ACEC would 
preclude major mfneral deve%opnm%s and may force relocatfon or 
special reclama%fon standards, thereby fncreasfng the cos% of 

smaller deveToQments. 

Wf%h effective coordination of manpower and equfpment, the seasonal 
speccilal condftfons would not add to actfvfty cost. However, the 

seasonal condf%fons could be cos%%y (more than a '1 percent cost 
fncrease) ff they fdle eqMfQmen% and labor. Seasonal conditions 

could also force demobfilfzfng and remobflfzfng equipment when an 
exploratory well fs followed up wfth development wells. adding more 
%han 5 Qercent to development cost. This has rarely been a problem 

wi%h exfstfng seasonal s%fpula%fons. 

Mineral ac%fvfty costs would increase an average.of 1 percent where 
bfg game offsfte mftfgatfon would be requfred. 

Under the PrOpOSed RMP the acreage where mineral exploratfon and 
development would essentfally be excluded in the no-surface- 

occupancy and closed areas would nearly be tbe same as alternatfve A 

(less %han .3 percent difference). 

The 1-70 Scenic Corrjdor exclusfon would have the greatest effect on 
d,SveToQfng and Sto&Qflfng of mfneral materlalo. Increased bfo WaY 

hau%fng dfs%ances would average 5 mfles, adding an average $2.50 Qer 
cubic yard, or approxfma%ely 25 percent, %o the cost of ge%%fng 
minerall materials to the Qoint of use. However, topographfc screen- 
fng adjacent to the interstate would oP%en penni% exceptfons to be 
granted. 

Under the proposed RKQ there would be a much larger area where 

because of specfal condftfons, mineral explora%fon and/or deVe%OQ- 
men% would be more cos%%y, some of whfch would be spent in the local 

economy. These addftfonal costs may also discourage some ac%fvfty 
from takfng place. The net effect on the local economy cannot be 
quantfffed; however, based on the assumed mfneral actfvfty projec- 

tions under %he proposed RRP, %he overall effec% would be small. 

Soil and Wa%er 

Sediment yf e%d resultfng from the surface disturbance projected 
under the proposed RlvlP would decrease annual damage to downs%ream 
capital fnvestments by $24,200 to $191,925 over alternatfve A. SaSt 
loadfng resultfng from the surface disturbance proJec%ed under %he 
proposed RMP would decrease annual damage to water users fn the 

lower Colorado Rfver basfn by $221,200 to $2,555,400 over 
alternaefve A. 

Lfvee%ock Grazfng 

Altogether one oQera%or would have more avaflable forage, 61 would 
have less, and available forage would remain the same for 77 
operators. Forage losses and gafns under the alternaeives are 
discussed in the Grazfng sec%fons of thfs chapter. Changes in 
available forage would change rancher fncome by affecting herd sfze, 
wefght gain, calf survival rates, or operating costs. 

Of the 139 lfvestock operators, 89 could be excluded from usfng 
public rangeland forage at some point in the spring. The spring 

livestock exclusions would be of particular concern as mos% 

operators have few oQ%fons with whfch to respond to Ithese exclu- 
sfons. Replacfng forage loss thr ugh 
would represent a worst-case ana%yS ? 

sprfng excfusfons wfth hay 
S. 



The number of operators affected, the degree of fmpact, and %he 
rela%ed effects on local employmen% and earnilngs are presented in 
tables 71-A and 72-A. 

The combjned effect of spring exclusions and changes In available 
forage wou%d reduce opera%or returns above variable cost by 
$221,900, a 24 percent decrease. 

The change of Tilvestock class restrictjons would affect 69 permit- 
%f?@S. Although this would not affect therlr existing operations, it 
could affect their abflity to take advantage of changing economfc 
conditions. These restrict3ons could also affect permit values. 

However, the two decades declfne of the western sheep industry and 
the corresponding decrease in sheep use of publfc rangeland forage 
Qndl[cates that thfs restriction would have a dlminIshlng economic 
affect. 

Based on the direct effects from the budget analysi[s and on the 
indirect and induced effects derived from a county economic model, 

it is esttmated that local empfoyment. earnings, and taxing district 
revenues would decrease as shown here. 

Revenui ($1 305,200 -14,300 

Carbon- Employment (jobs) 233 -11 
Emery Earnings ($1 1,054,600 -49,300 
Coun%y Revenue ($1 694,000 -33,400 

Any gratfng pennit change could affect ranch value and therefore 
operator wealth, particularly if the changes affect the ranch's 

total carrying capac-ity. The decrease 'In available forage wou%d 

decrease aggregate opera%or wealth by $2,300, a 0.01 percent 

decrease. 

Base propert4es are used as collateral for some types of loans. 
Since aggregate base property values are projected to decrease under 
%he proposed RR, the level of total jndebtedness allowed should 
a%so decrease. The operators.' abll3tfes to obtafn and repay loans 
would change In proportfon to their projec%ed Wncanes. 

The limitations on range improvements may Increase the cost of 
maintaindng and reptaclng range improvements. These Timftations 
cannot render existing Improvements uneconomiJc to maintain or 
replace; however these IImitations may prevent new dmprovemen%s from 
being f nstalled by efther outright exclusions or by rendering the 
projects uneconomic %hrough special conditions. 

Recreatfon 

Recreatlon use of %he planning area and its related local Importance 
11s projected to tncrease as descrfbed Sn alternatIve A. The rela- 
tive mix of uses mqy change because of changes fn recreational 
opportunities from alternatfve A (see Impacts to recreatfon). The 
local economjc effect of this changQng mix of opportunity settfngs 
Is unknown. However, judging from the existing economic importance 
of recreatfon in the planning area (less than 0.1 percent of local 
employment and earnfngs), these changes would have lfttle effect on 
the local economic condftfons. 

Existing cotmaerclal outfitters rely heavily on the P, SPNM, and SPM 
opportunity se%%fngs avai%able in the plannrng area. The 33 percent 
gain of P and SPNW opportunity settings from alternative A could 
increase the demand for primitive backcountry outfitter services in 
these areas. The IO percent loss of SP# opportunity settdngs could 
decrease the demand for pri(miit4ve backcountry outfitter servdces In 
SPW areas. Because projected demand for coomercfall servfces js 
small and would comprise a small por%ion of any outfitter's busi- 

ness, these changes On oppor%uni%y settings would have little 
economfc effect. 

The addltlonal developed recreation sites should have lfttle or no 
effect on use and rela%ed %ocal expendftures. The services offered 
should not compe%e wfth, and therefore not affect, QriVi&ly-OWfied 

recreation deVe’lOpan@ntS or consnercfal ou%fft%ers. 



#mixer aad ctr Under the Propmad klan 

PwbB lc rmgelsnd forage 

Operators wfth an Increase from Operators wilth a Decrease Prom 
Exils%fng Use and Me% Revenues Opera%ors Existing Use and #e% Revenues 

ado% 
Over 51% 81 to 50% I to 10% Affected 1 %Olo% 11 %o 5m Over 51% 

0 0 1 77 31 44 6 

Total feed requitreamts 0 0 1 77 55 6 0 

Opera%or returns above variable costs 0 1 0 41 15 69 13 



Aggregate Econdc Impacts to k~vestock Operators Under the Proposed Plan 

Livestock Operators Baselfne Situation 

Gross Revenue $2,920,700 
Total Varfable Cost 2,008;400 

$eturns Above Var%able Cost 912,200 
Returns to Labor and Xnvestmnta 858,000 

Proposed RR 

$2,812,100 

2,112,300 

699,800 

-22,900 

Livestock Bilmbers (cattle) 9,206 8,755 

(sheep) 3,761 3,806 

Total Earnings, Emery County 
Total Eeplopent, Emery County (Jobs) 

$459,500 $438,900 
154 149 

Total Earntngs, Carbon-Emery County 1,103,900 1,054,600 

.Total Employment, Carbon-Em-y County 242 231 

NOTE: These budgets assme that ranchers have no long-term outstandfing debt. that all operating capfhl is borrowed, and that 
exfst8ng ranchers uou'ld not go out of busdness. 

aReturns net of varDabWe and fIxed costs to management, non-hired labor, macidnery, equlpraent, and land. 



There Is no known relatlonship between special management designa- 

tfons and recreatjon use. Pubifcfty following designation could 
ilncrease public awareness of these lesser known areas, and therefore 
dncrease visitatfon and related local expenddtures. Even if vfsjta- 
taon to these specilal designation areas were doubled, the locaY 
economic effect would be insignificant. This effect, however, could 
be sfgndf8cant to outfitters who might use these areas. 

Desert blghom sheep, antelope, deer, and elk populations are 
projected to increase from alternative A. Assuming that population/ 
harvest, harvest/hunter, and population/primary nonconsumptive use 
ratios remain constant, projected w%ldllfe use and related expendi- 
tures would increase employment, earnings, and taxllng district 
revenues as shown here. 

Total 
Change from 
AlternatDve A 

Emery Employment (jobs) 24 +4 
County Earnings ($1 215,100 +40,800 

Revenue ($1 33,000 +6,200 

Carbon- Employment (jobs) 31 +6 

Emery Earnings ($) 314,100 +59,570 

County Revenue ($1 52,200 +9,900 

Other Land Uses 

Special condi til ons , the no-surface-occupancy stipulation, and 

closures to resource use and production would affect other land uses 

dn much the same way as they affect m%neral activities. Some 

activities wIthin areas of restricted ORV use would require 
additional coordinatiion with the ELM through a lands action which 
would not otherwlse be required. Much of the increased costs assol 
cdated wfth actDvdties in special-condition and no-surface-occupancy 
zones would be spent in the local economy, thereby increasing local 

employment and earnings. However, the increased costs would also 
decrease the amount of other land use activity, thereby decreasing 
local employment and earnfngs. The net effect on the local economy 
cannot be quantff%ed, although ilt is expected to be small 1. 

The proposed land disposals would be widely scattered and would 
represent a 0.5 percent jncrease from the private land base relatilve 
to alternative A. MS increase ifn private land base would not 
affect nearby'land values, but would increase local taxing revenues 
by at least $1,000 from alternative A. 

The cost of envdronmental review for major utflifty lines is 

typilcally $8,000 to $15,000 per mile. This review would cost only 
an estimated $1,500 to $2,000 per mDle in the 24,440 acres of 
utilfty corridors proposed for desdgnation under the proposed WMP 
[Pacific Gas, 19811. The right-of-way avoildance and exclusion areas 
should have little or no effect on locating major utility lines. 

Plan Budget 

The 36 percent increased budget over alternative A needed to Ilmple- 
ment the proposed RPIP would increase employment, earnings. and 
taxing district revenues as shown here. 

Change from 
Total Alternative A 

Emery Employment (jobs) 12 +3 
County Earnjngs ($1 143,500 +37 ,800 

Revenue ($1 3,200 +800 

Carbon- Employment (jobs) 49 +I3 
Emery Earnings ($1 924,400 +243,600 
County Revenue ($1 25,800 +6,800 



c@mclrsuom 

Mineral-related employment. earnings, and tax3ng ditstriict revenues 
wo%nld not slgn%fIcantly change. Sediment- and sallnfty-rel ated 

costs would decrease. Livestock operator returns above varfablle 

co$ts, ranch value, and associated local employment, earnfngs, and 
taxing dlstrkt revenues would decrease. Wildlife-related local 

e4qloyment, earnings, and taxing distrfct revenues would increase. 

Increased managesnent restrictions would Increase the cost of land 
dlsturbrlng actfvities in some areas, but the net effect on the local 
economy ds unknown. The Band disposals would Increase taxdng 

district revenues In Eiaery County by $970. The envIronmenta review 
cost of maJor ut41%$y lines would decrease by $6,500 to $13,000 per 
mfle wIthin the utiil?lty corridors. The increased budget needed to 

Bmplement the proposed RMP would increase local employment, 
eamfngs, and taxing district revenues. 

None of the management actIons would Impact local communities so far 
as to noticeably affect existing social conditfons. 

Social conddtfons of nearby communities would not be affected. The 
IilfestyJes of some ranchers would change. 

OQl aspd Gas, Coal, Meral terials, amd Locatable Bslfnerals 

under alternative 9, closure of some areas and applicatjon of the 
no-surface-occupancy stipulation In other areas would reduce the 
short-term productfon of all mjnera? resources; however, the Tong- 
term productrJvilty of these resources would not be affected, since 

the area could be made avaflable for devellopment at a later date. 
The same would be true for locatable mPnerals under alternative C. 
Should the plan restrictions rema'in in place, long-term production 
would be lost in areas closed to mdneral development activities. 

SoIll s 

Weductiions rln 'soil loss caused by restricting surface-disturbing 
actlvfties would Increase short-term sofl product9vfty potentfall and 
vegetation conditSons and productivity, as well as reduce long-term 
sediment and salt yield under all alternatives. 

Water 

Reductfons jn water yXeld (or water flow) caused by restrfcting 
surface-dIsturbin act'svities would Increase short-term vegetation 
productivity and reduce long-term sediment and salt yield under all 
alternatives. 

Vegetatfon and Riparira and Aquatic Habitat 

Reductions in vegetation-disturbing actfvites under alternatives 5, 

C, and D could improve vegetation conditions in the short term and 
vegetation productivity over the long term. Actfvdtfes that cause 
short-term disturbances to vegetatfon could decrease vegetatfon 
condition and productlv9ty Sn the long term. The level of potentllal 
adverse impact for vegetation would be sfgnfficantly higher under 

alternative A than under alternative F and proposed RWP. 

Desert Bfghorn Sheep 

Short-term reductions 4n actilvilties that disturb desert bighorn 
sheep could Improve vegetatfon productivfty and increase habitat 
acreage and condilti(on, and desert bdghorn sheep health and pogula- 
tfon numbers over the long term under all alternatives. Potential 
of ddsease transmission from livestock to desert bfghorn sheep would 
be reduced in all alternatfves @XCept B. 



An%el opt? 

Short-term reductfons in surface-disturbing activilties could lead to 
long-term improvement In vegetation productfvfty, habitat condi%fon, 
amd the health and pogulatfon numbers of antelope under alternatives 
C, 13, E, F and proposed RW. 

Surface-disturbing activftfes could lead to a long-term decreased 
vegetatdon productfvfty, habftat acreage, habftat condition, and the 
health and populatfon numbers of antelope under alternatfves D and E. 

Wde Oeer and EUk 

Shore-term reductions in surface-disturbing activftles could lead to 
long-term fmprovement in vegetation productlvi ty and long-term 
fncreases In habitat acreage, habftat condf%fon, and the health and 
population numbers of mule deer and elk under alternatfves C, D, F 
and proposed RW. 

Surface-dfsturbfng actfvfties could lead to a long-term decrease fn 
vegetation productivity, habftat acreage, habitat conditfon, and the 
heal%b and populatfon numbers of mule deer and elk under 

alternatives B and E. 

Wiild Norses and Burros 

Short-term reductions fn surface-dfsturbing actfvf%fes could lead to 
a long-term ‘increase fn vegetatfon productfvfty, habftat conditfon, 
and habitat acreage, as well as a long-term increase in the heal%h 

and populatfon numbers of wild horses and burros under all 
al ternatlves. 

H USES 

U.ivestock Grarilmg 

Shor%-%erm reductions On surface-dd sturbfng actfvitfes could reduce 
%he acreage available for grazing and the vege%a%fon condftfon and 
productfvf%y in the long term under alternatfves A, C, I), E, F and 

proposed RW. The level of reducltion for %hese alterna%ives does 

not produce a wide change from the current conditions. Reduction of 

level of surface-dfsturbfng activfty fn the short term for alterna- 
%fve 5 has the potentfal to increase %he available acreage for 
grazfng and the vegetation condftfon and productivity in the long 

term under alternatfve D. 

Reductfon in surface-dfsturbfng activfties in the short term has the 
potential to reduce acreage availab'le for grazfng and the vegetatfon 
condftfon and 'productivity in the long term under alternatives A, C, 
0. E, F and proposed RMP. The level of reductfon for these alterna- 
tives does no% produce a wide change from the current conditions. 
Reduction of level of surface-d1 sturbing actdvil ty 1 n the short term 
for alternatfve D has the potential to increase the avai,lable 
acreage for grazfng and the vegetation condftfon and productfvfty in 
the 'long term under alternative B. 

Cul %wal Resources 

Increased surface-dfsturbing actfvftfes in the short term has the 
potential of damaging cultural resources fn the long term. 

Recreaction 

Reductfon in surface-dfsturbfng actfvftfes in the short term has &he 
potential to increase the value of primftfve recreation in the long 
term in all alternatives. Closure of areas to ORV use in the short 
term would cause ORV use opportunfties to be lost in the long term 
for alternatives C and D. 

Vfsual Resources 

Reduction fn surface-dfsturbing actfvitfes in the short term has the 
potential to increase the visual quality In the long term under 
alternatfves C, f3, E, F and proposed RW, with no change under 
al%ernatfve A. An increase in surface-disturbing actfvftfes In the 
short term would cause a loss of visual qualfty in the long term 
under al ternatfve 8. 



Addltiion of exclusion areas in the short tern would reduce the Table 73 sumarlres irreversible or 4rretrlevable comiltments of 
prtunil~ for righ%s-of-way and surface fadli%les and structures resources that would occur wi%h i[mplementation of the varfous 

cow%raac%iloo tn %k loog tern for alternat4ves 8, C, D, E, F and al ternatfves. 

grclposed REP. MO loss uouWd occur under alternative A. 



TA%&% 73 

Smnary of Major Environmental Consequences and IIrreversible or Xrretrfevable Ccmftments of Resources 

Increase from Base Rate at Year 2000, by Al%ernative Resource Comitment 
Envi rorduen%al Current Proposed Krre- l[rre- 
Co#ixpomen% Base Ra%e Unft A 5 C 0 'E F Plan versifble trievable 

Petrol em 
produc%%on 0 barrels 13,200 

Natural gas 

prodsrctfon 424,000 KCF 330,000 

Coal production 150,000 tons 0 

Wmeral material 240,000 CM yds 110,000 

prodwtdon 

soilu loss 

SedDrnent 

yield 

Salt ydeld 

Vegetation 

dis%urbance 

Desert bfghorn 
sheep crucfal 

habitact 

per year 

34.324.020 avg tons 

per year 0 

13.729.605 avg tons 
per year 0 

230,194 avg tons 
per year 0 

38,400 acres 

per year 0 

a109,600 acres 
lost 0 

13,200 13,200 3,000 13,200 13,200 13,200 

330,000 330,000 0 330,OOo 330,000 330,000 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

510,000 110,000 0 110,000 110,000 110,000 

Ax0 

NO 

NO 

NO 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 NO Yes 

0 NO Yes 

0 iI0 Yes 

0 No NO 

0 MO Yes 



Antelope 

habltat 

Mule deer 
crucial 
habitat 

Elk crucilal 
habftat 

Rfparfan and 

aqua'tfc 

habf%at 

Mild horse 
and burro 

habitart 

blvestock 
grasilng area 

Cultural 
resources 

Primitive 
recreatfon 
opportunitfes 

kclotorfzed 
recreation 
opportunitfes 

Rfgh%-of-way 
corridors 

Exclusfon 
areas 

a507.340 

a35.510 

a18,200 

a14.770 

"475,680 

“1,618,940 

c70,ooo 

b?17,720 

acres 
lost 

acres 
lost 

acres 
lost 

acres 

lost 

acres 

Yost 

acres 
lost 

sftes 

damaged 

acres of 
lost 

0 1,020 340 340 760 780 780 NO Yes 

0 1,800 34,490 75,500 510 0 0 No Yes 

0 500 0 0 500 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NO 

NO 

Yes 

NO 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 No NO 

6,820 0 81,440 28,440 7,870 7,790 7,790 

6,735 6,712 6,060 1,707 6,738 6,707 6,183 

48,040 99,070 

1,539,190 

0 

3,500 3,480 86,340 36,220 36,220 

NO 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
opportunfties 

b1,539,190 acres of 
lost 0 

opportunftfes 

0 acres 27,340 

1,097,850 1,282,060 158,320 716,310 

0 0 17,060 

1,910 

24,440 

0 acres 0 2,030 472,820 l,281,270 

1,179,130 

24,440 

4,970 66,880 

NO Yes 

Yes No 

Yes NO 



Increase from Base Rate a% Veer 2000, by Al%ernatlve Resource Commitment 
EnvfronimMal Current Proposed Hrre- Irre- 
Component Base Rate IJnllt A 5 C D E F PI an versilble trfevable 

Land d4sposalSs 8,600 acres 0 0 150 0 990 910 910 Yes Yes 

Lands w4thdrawn 

from entry 1,780 acres 0 2,060 472,820 1,280,290 1,910 4,970 4,970 Yes NO 

RIOYE: If the value under an alternative 1s zero, no unavoidable adverse dmpact %s expecrted to occur under that alternative i[n 
comparrlson %o the current level of managenewt. A value greater than zero measures %he Bevel of unavoidable adverse Impact 
occurrl ng for that alternative. 

aYLhe current base rate equals acres currently avaflable, not bThe current base rate equals acres where opportunities are 
acres currently lose. currently available. 

CThe current base rate equals %Re number of sites estimated 
to be present, not sites damaged. 



Thfs chapter presents information on consulta%fon and coordfnation 
wfth other federal, state, and local agencfes fncludfng other Bureau 

of Land Management (BLMI offfces, as required by 40 CFR 1502.25 and 
43 CFR 1610.3. 

Formal plans and polfcfes of other agencfes that may have a bearfng 
on %he San Rafael Resource management Plan (RMPI are sumnarfred 
here. The proposed RMP and ffnal environmental impact sta%ement 
(US) wfll d4scuss whether the proposed WHP 1 s or Is not consf stent 
wf%h these plans. 

Thfs chapter also dfscusses public partfcfpatfon in this plannfng 
effort. 

AGENCIES AFFECTED 

The area covered by thfs MfP/ElfS Includes lands administered by 
varfous federal, state, and local governments. The agencfes listed 
below were presumed to be directly affected by this plan. Agencies 
admfnfsterfng lands adgacent to the San Rafael Resource Area (SWRA) 
are not lfsted, although they may be ilnd3rectly affected by the RWP. 

DepartaanO of Agr(*icul%ure 

Forest Servilce (USFS) 
Mantf-LaSal National Forest (#PI 
Ffshlake NF 

DeparWnt 04 %he Hnterfor 

Bureau of Land Management 
Price Rfver Resource Area, Moab Dfstrfct, Utah 
Sevfer River Resource Area, Rfchfileld District, Utah 
Henry Mountafn Resource Area, Rfchffeld Dfstrict, Utah 
Grand Resource Area, Moab Ufstrfct, Utah 

National Park Servfce (OdPS) 
Canyonlands Natfonal Park (NP) 

Capftol Reef NP 
Glen Canyon Natfona'l Recreatfon Area (NRA) 

State of U%ah 

OilV 

OiV 

isfon of Lands and Forestry 
State lands 

*fsfon of 011, Gas and mining 
State ml nerals 
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Dfvfsfon OP Parts and Recreation 

Goblin Valley SOate Park 
Green River S%a%e Park 
Huntington State Park 

Diivlslon of Willdlilfe Resources (UDWRI 

Local Governments 

Em-y County 
County facilllties 
Law enforcement 
Land adtnDnQs%ratVon 

Cr%y Governments 
Castle Dale 
Clawson 
Emery 
Ferron 
Green Rilver 
Wuntfngton 

Orangeville 

Federal, s%a%e, or local agenciles having management, advisory, or 

consultant responsibility for resources wiithin SRRA not direc'tly 
tied to specfffc tracts of land are discussed under Agencies 
Consulted or listed under Distribut%on, below. 

AtamES CONSULTED 

Various agencies have been consulted througbout the planning 
process. HnformatOon. ideas, and interpre%a%fons were exchanged 

through formal and Informal meertings, telephone calls, and corre- 
spondence. The results of these consultations are sumnarfzed in 

%able 74. Complete records of these contac%s may be reviewed iln %he 

SRM offke. 

A pub1 Sc workshop was held in Huntiing%on in November 18, 1987 for 

the purpose of explaining %he planning process and receivf ng public 
Input for alternative develiopment. 

The U.S. Fish and Wdlfdlffe Service (USFWSI provided an iinformal 
consultatron for &he San Rafael RMP/EIS under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act Ifn December 1987 and Aprifl 1988. The 
requirement for formal consulta%fon wilth %he Advisory Council on 
Hilstorlc Preservation and the USFWS was met by provifding copies of 
the draft RPBP/EXS to these agenciles for revfew. 

The area manager explained the planning process and %he upcoming RR 
to the Emery County Coavalsslon and the Green River Cf%y Council in 
February and April 1988. 

The area manager explaaned the upcomdng RHP %a U.S. Congressman 
Noward MeI son in February 1988. 

Informal meetings were held In February and march 1988 to brief 
represen%atfves of RkM's Henry Mountain and Sevfer River Resource 
Areas on proposed alternatives, off-road vehicle (ORV) designations. 
and range managemen% practices wfthfn the upcaalng Rk/EIS. 

The BLM planning regulations (43 CFR 1610.3-Z) require that RMPs be 
consistent with %he plans of other federal agencies and state and 
local governments, so Bong as the RMP ils also consistent w%th 
federal law and regulatfons governing management of the public 

lands. Where no formal land use plans have been developed, the RMP 
must be consistent wrlth officially approved policy and programs of 
the other agencies. 

Formal land use plans already developed or under preparation for 
several areas covered by the San Rafael RmP are sunmaarized below. 



federal Agencies 

U.S. Forest Service 

Topics Discussed 

Vfsual Resource Irlanagement classes/Visual Qualfty objectilves along 
DkN/Mantf-LaSal Watfonal Forest boundarfes. 

U.S. Geologfcal Survey Water quality and quantf%y data. 

Bureau of Reclamation Current s%a%us of studies within plannfng area, status of salfnity control 
projects; water qualfty data Price/San Rafael project. 

Soil Conservatfon Servfce Salfnfty control work status and da%%. sofls data, irrigation data. 

Bureau of Land Management 

Sevfer River Resource Area 
Rfchfleld District. Utah 

Henry Mountafn Resource Area 
Rlchfleld Ofstrfct, Utah 

U.S. Fish and Wdldlife Service 

S%a%e Agendes Ooplcs Of ScMSSed 

Utah Departmen% of Transportatfon Mineral ma%erfals needs for S%ate and federal hfghways. 

\B%aR Dfvfsfon 04 Water Wfghts 

Utah DWsdon of Willdldfe Resources 

Utah Dfvfsfon of Water Resources 

Livestock, bfg gama, and crftfcarl sofls management on Sevfer Rfver allotments 

admfnfstered by SWRA. ORV desfgnatfons on FPU. 

Livestock, and crftfcal sofls management on Henry Mountafn allotmen%s 
admfnfs%ered by SRRA. 

Threatened sod endangered specfes. 

Water rfgh%s fnformatfon; Utah water rfgh%s allocatfons. 

Woodlands fnventory fnformatfon. Bfg game managmen% plan status. 

Watershed acreage. 

(Con%1 nued) 
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TABLE 74 (Concluded) 

County and Local Agencies 

Emery County Road Departmen% 

Emery County Water Conservancy Dfstrfct 

Castle Valley Special Servfces Dfstrfct 

Southeastern Utah Association of Governments 

Emery l[rriga%fon Company 

Huntfngton Cleveland Irrfgatfon Company 

O%her Organlzatfons 

Utah Power and Lfght Corporation 

Jensen Law Offfce 

Utah State Unfversfty 

Johansen & ?ut%le Engfneerfng 

Bfountafn Fwl 

Worth Emery Water Users Associatfon 

Topics Pfscussed 

Mfneral materfals needs for county road mafntenance. 

MunifcQpal water fnformation and demand, frrfgatfon and fndustrfal water demand 
and statistics, current water use and municipal watershed concerns. 

Mundcfpal, 9rrlgatfon. and industrial fnformatfon and demand statistfcs and 
municfpal watershed concerns and current water use. 

Water qualfty management plans under Section 208; water qualfty and clilmatic 
data, special recollgnendatfons and concerns for munfcfpal watersheds. 

Irrfgatfon water dmnd and statistfcs; specfal reconmendatfons for munfcfpal 
watersheds and concerns. 

Reservofr status; irrfgation wa%er demand and statlstfcs, special management 
concerns, recomnendatirons for municfpal watersheds. 

Topfcs Discussed 

Current water use, fndustrfal water use statfstics, municipal watershed concerns. 

Muddy Creek l[rrfgation Project. 

Woodland invenrtory informatfon. 

Specfal managemen% concerns and recoamnendatfons for municipal wa%ersheds. 

Status of proposed reservoir project in Emery County. 

Culfnary water use fnfonnatfon. 



The USPS released managemant plans and EitSs for all unfts of the 
Mantf-LaSal and W&lake Ws in 1986. 

The USFS plans show zones for general bfg game wfnter range, grazfng 
use by domestfc lIvestock, and wood-ffber produc%fon and harvest. 

The zones are consistent wO%h the base da%a used fn %he Rw/EXS, 
although trea%men% of publfc lands adjacent to the proposed WS 

zmes would vary by aY%erna%ive in Phe RsrgP/EI[S. 

The USPS admfnfsters the surface over federal mfneralls fn Phe 
plannfng area, while 8LW manages the mfnerals. Both USFS plans 

address areas of potential coal mfnfng operatfons. All coal mfning 
on the Wasa%ch Pla%eau and addressed in USPS land use plans wf 11 be 

by underground methods. 

For coal land on Mantf-LaSal NF. USPS applied the unsuf%abf'ffty 
crfterfa [USPS. 1986al and then conducted a capabjlity assessment 
and a multiple use managemen% evaluation. A map prepared from all 

three assessments shows efght geographic areas on the Wasa%ch 
Plateau. The doclelrenl CUSS. l986bl presenits fssues and concerns 
for each of the eight areas and a narrative of conclusfons as to 
each area's suftabilf%y for coal leasfng. 

Under MSFS management, all other mineral activi%ies are treated in 

the same manner as on pubafc lands. 

Sfnce potentfal utflity corridors identilf%ed in the USPS plan which 
adjofn planning area lands are no% open to new rights-of-way, the 
Huntington Canyon potentfal utflf%y corridor ends a% the Huntingrton 
powerplant and does not extend to %he fores% boundary. No other 
potentfal rfght-of-way corridor adjoins %he Mantf-LaSal NF. Rfghts- 
of-way ex%endfng from the plannfng area into the fores% are coordi- 
nated with USFS. Management is consfstent wfth the Manti-LaSal 
plan. The Ffshlake Land and Resource Management Plan fdentfffed the 

Trough Hollow planning wfndw for potentfal wfndw desfgna%fon. 

This plannfng wfndow abuts %he po%entfal corridor/window fden%%ffed 
On the forest planning unft (FPU) and contfnufng fnto SRRA fn thfs 
RW/EIS. Management Is consfstenlt witi regard to the Trough Hollow 
wfndow. No transportatfon corridors were 51dentlfled in the RMPKIS, 
and management may or may not.be consfstent wfth regard to %he USFS 
Salfna Canyon wfndow. 

Sfnce none of the lands fdentfffed for potential disposal have been 
1Identilf3ed as needed in any other agency’s plans, management for 

disposal uould’be consfstent. 

Curran% USPS plans do not directly affect lands ac%fons fn the SRRA 
and FPU, but may do so Sndfrectly. For example, oil and gas ‘I eases 
on the NFs could requfre access across publ4c lands, whfch would 
require BLM action. 

She USFS plans also establfsh recreation management areas wfthfn %he 
RFs, according to a system very sfmflar to, but not exactly the same 

as, 8LM's recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS). Existing ROS 
classes identified by RL# are generally consfstent with ROS classes 

fdentified by both Man%f-basal and Ffshlake NFs. 

ORV designations fdentfffed in the USFS plan are generally 
consfstent with the R&TP/EIS alternatives. Minor varfatfons occur 
along the USFS-BLW boundary; however, extreme changes in topography 
and elevation make these areas largely inaccessible to motorfzed 
vehicles. 

The USFS plans establishes vfsual resource management (VRM) areas 
wfthfn the NFs, based on a system very similar to, but not exactly 
%he same as, BLM's VRM system. 

EIVIROWMENTAL PROTECJXON AGENCY 

8LM has reviewed the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA's) 
concerns regardfng management of afr, watershed, and soil resources 
on public lands and incorporated them into the RMP analysfs wherever 
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possfble [EPA, 1985 and 19871. Some watershed concerns would be 

handled at the aclfvity planning stage, fnstead of wfthfn thfs 

RWPIE1S. Site-specfffc concerns, such as the use of pesticides or 

herbicides, would be fncludedl In the latfonal Environmental Policy 

AC% (NEPA) docmientatdon prepared for a specdffc project. 

IPS has prepared general management plans for Canyonlands YP, 
Capftol Reef MP, and Glen Canyon WA, as well as actfvfty plans 

covering specfffc resource uses in these areas. 

Publfc Law 88-590, September 12, 1964, establfshed Canyonlands )ilP, 
and Publfc Law 92-154, November 12, 7971, revfsed %he park's 

boundaries. Although all grazfng was tern4 na%ed as of June 30, 1975 
on lands wD%hin %he orfgfnal park boundarfes, the Secretary fssued a 
polfcy dfrective on February 11, 1975 allowing grazing on the lands 
included fn the boundary until May 31, 1983 (revision In Publfc Law 

92-1541. Ourfng this time, a cooperative managemen% agreement 
between ASPS and BL#l outlfned BLM's management of grazfng wfthfn the 

park until the phase-out was cunpllete. 

The management plan for Canyonlands UP [RIPS, A9781 dfvides the park 
into different management zones. The fsolated section of Canyon- 

lands NP, entirely wfthfn the Horseshoe South Allo%ment, Is fn the 
park’s historic zone. The affected acreage of the NP in %hfs allot- 

men% %otals approxfmately 6,870 acres CBLM recordsj. 

NPS has prepared activfty plans to cover specific land uses wfthfn 
Canyonlands MP. The Natural Resource Management Plan (September 

1985) and the Back Country Management PI an (December 1985) do not 
address uses of the ad,facen% pub'lic lands. 

CapS%ol Reef Ma%fonal Park 

The general management plan (October 1982) for Capitol Reet MP 

established four managemant zdnes: natural, recreation and resource 
utfl fratfon, development, and cultural. Lands along the UIPS-8LM 
boundary fall Into the natural zone. 

Federal lands managed by IPS wfthfn the plannfng area are closed to 

mfneral leas4 ng. Capitol Reef General Management Plan does not 
address mineral materfal dfsposal, but fndfcates that an approved 
plan of operation would be required prf or to any explora%fon or 
mfnfng actfvftfes. 

Under the Capf%ol Reef' Bilatfonal Park Act, 8LM fs responsible for 
management of grazing in Capf%ol Reef YP. The Act contains a plan 
to phase out grazfng in %he NP by allwfng %he orfgfnal permit 
holder or his hefrs only one renewal of a lo-year permft. Publfc 
Law 97-341 (October 16, 1982) amended %hfs act to allow the current 
pemf t holder or his/her heir to maintafn the permft until Oecember 
31, 1994. After %his date, the permf% ceases to exfst. The permit 
cannot be transferred to another party. 

A portfon of the Rock Springs Allotment overlaps Capitol Reef NP. 
The orfgfnal permft holder was Carlyle iBaker, who transferred 

grazing prtlvileges to the Taylor-Johnson Land Company on September 
26, 1972. The grazfng prfvfleges on the Rock Springs A'flotment, 
fncludfng the portfon fn Capitol Reef RIP, were transferred to 
Jeffery Ranches, Inc. on March 17, 1978. BLM issued a decisfon 
suspending grazing fn the Capf%ol Reef NP portfon of that allo%ment 
to comply with the Capftol Reef Natfonal Park AC%. Jeffery aanches, 
Inc. filed an appeal on march 31, 1986 (case MS-050-85-4). and an 
Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA) decision on tha% appeal is now 

pendfng (May, 1988). The affected acreage of the NP in thfs allot- 
ment totals approxfmately 3,310 acres [BLi# records]. 



The Capitol Reef plan allows for maintenance of %he natural sett4ng 

~4th no development o&her than routine road aalntenance. ORV use 4n 
these areas 4s lM%ed to desilgnated roads. The adjacent publiic 
lands in Emery Coun$lr fall Into the sem4prMtlve motorized (SPW 
and roaded natural (I) ROS classes. #o confl4cts have been identi- 
fied wil%h ex$st%ng I@ILM mnagement and deslgna%ed ROS classes of 
adjacent areas in Emery County. Managmnt of public lands would 

vary amng the RW/EHS alternatives and may or may no% be consllstent 
wf%h BPS managent. 

63rn Canyon #a%flonal RecreatQon Area 

The Act of Oc%ober 27, 1972, wh4ch establ4shed Glen Canyon WA, 
gives GLM the responsdblllty to manage graz4ng In Glen Canyon NRA 
and requires consultat4on wfth WPS prtlor to any range 4mprovements 
or proposed changes 4n graz4ng use. A portdon of Glen Canyon NRA is 
In the Horseshoe South Allo%ment. The affeckd acreage of the MA 

In th4s alloWn% totals approxDmat.ely 12,810 acres DLM records]. 
The msa tops are in the recreation and resource ut414zation 
wtanagemtt zone, and Jands below the rdms are iln the natural zone 

IMPS, 1982aI. 

?he general management plan for Glen Canyon NRA (November 1979) 
establfshed four management zones: natural, recreati[on and resource 

utilizatdon, developmnt, and cultural. Lands along the NRA-BLM 
boundary fall fn%o the recreation and resource utilization zone. 
ON use in these areas 4 s 1Mted to designated roads. Vhe adjacent 
publk lands In E~ry County fall Qn%o sem4prdodtive nonmotorfzed 

(SPWMirslr) and SPPl ROS classes. Management of publilc lands would vary 

among the RW/EIS alternatives and may or may not be consistent ~4th 
NBS management. 

The recreartjon and resource ut%l%ration zone perwIts development of 
ai[nera# resources and is &bus consfsten% with both exfst4ng BLW 

nenagement and al1 other alternat4ves. 

U.S. Ffsh and Wdlfh krv’8ce 

WWS has approved recovery plans for the peregr4ne falcon Ipocky 
Moun%aln southwest population, 1984). the bald eagle (198311, the 
black-footed ferret (19781, .endangered fish species 4n the upper 
Colorado pilver Basin (1987). and Wrfgh% PIshook Cactus (19851. 
These recovery plans are conslls%ent with BLM policy and provfde 
guidance and informat4on for threatened or endangered (T/E) spec4es 
management. 

8ureau of Land Nanagenient 

WRs have been completed for two aaacent resource areas: Grand 
Resource Area, Moab District, to the east, and Henry Mountain 
Resource Area, Rfchffeld LIdstrIct, to the south. A management 
framework plan (WP) was prepared for the Pr4ce River Resource Area, 
Moab DBstrdct, to the north. 

Grand Resource Area Resource Managemen% Plan 

The Grand RW, adopted In June 1985, %ncluded management decis%ons 

for several programs. Those affecting lands along the SRRA boundary 
concerned utjlfty corrifdors and recreation. 

The potential utirlllty corridor follows an exfstlng 345~kilovolt 
power transmlssfon line corrddor. The adjacent corridor considered 
4n th%s WW/EIS aldgns with that In the Grand W; thus management 
would be consl den%. 

Under a 1978 verbal agreement with Grand Resource Area, SRRA manages 
recreatilon use on both sBdes of the Green RDver In the Labyr4nth 
Canyon river corrfdor. 



Henry #ountafn Resource Area Management Framework Plan 

An 'Interd4strict Agreement for Vegetation Allocation to L4vestock. 
Wild Worses, Burros, and Wlldlffe Habitat Management between the 

Dfstr%ct Manager, Rilchfield and the Dfstr4ct Manager, Moab' (May 4, 
1980% defines the adenilnistrative responsdbll4ty for %4vestock, 
wfld%ffe, and w4ld horse and burro management; plannllng and EIS 
developsmnt; and range Improvement programs on a%%otments overlap- 

p4ng dlstr'lct boundaries. SRRA 4s respons4b%e for managfng grazing 
on the Sweetwater (69,780 acres), Pasture Canyon (30,390 acres), and 

Jeffery We%% (74,560 acres) a%%otments [acres obtained from BLM 
records]. Collection of eco%ogilca% site rlnventory data for these 

areas 4s the responsibi%lty of SRRA (completed 1985%. 

price River Resource Area Menrgement Framework plan 

The potent4al utf14ty corridor fo%%ows an existing 345~k4%ovo%t 
power transmission Iine corrlldor. The adjacent corr4dor considered 
In th4s RIMIP/EIS a%igns w4th the potential corr4dor 4dentif4ed in the 
Pr4ce River WFP; thus management would be consistent. 

Eco%ogfca% site inventory was comp'leted 4n 1985 on two parcels of 

Pr4ce Rrtver Resource Area land that were not previouslly inventoried 
(the Buckmaster Allotment (1,160 acres) and the Cleveland Sussner 

Al%otment (9,280 acres)). The grazing portion of the Prfce River 
Resource Area NFP 4s consistent with a%% a%ternat%ves 4n the San 

Rafae% WNP/EXS. 

The Pr4ce River Resource Area 'HFP proh4bfts major constructfon 
activft%es during critica% t4me periods on occupied desert bighorn 

sheep range (lah4ng area) that adJoins the p'lannfng area. The 

RNP/EIS consilders a sOmi%ar restrfctlon for the desert bilghorn sheep 
Rab4 tat. Mnagement would be consistent. 

Managewent under the Sen Rafae% Proposed REP wou%d be 4 nconslstent 

lander antelope herd. The Price R4ver Resource Area has completed 
the Grassy Pa41 HabItat Management Plan (HMP) on the major ante%ope 
habitat area in the Icellander herd. Jh4s incons4stency will be 
corrected by compWet4on of an.HMP. 

STATE OF UTAH 

The Utah Divifilon of OX%, Gas, and Mining IDOGM) manages oil and gas 
resources on state lands. The ELM and DOGp9 work closely together 
under simillar management p9ans. 

The state does not have a comprehensive land use plan, but it d4d 
propose In Project 8OLO CUDNR, 19821 to block up the pattern of 
state and federal land ownership. If Project BOLD 4s ilmplemented, 
the San Rafaell RMP would probably have to be amended or revised to 
bring it into conformance wfth the new ownershfp pattern. 

Hn 1980 the state comp'leted the Utah Outdoor Recreation Plan, whdch 
shows outdoor recreation use and projected increases. Recreation 
management on public lands wlthfn SRRA wou%d vary by R)rBP/EHS alter- 
native and may or may not allow for ancreased recreation use levels 

consistent w4th the state recreation plan. 

Green Rdver, Huntfngton, and Gobllln Va%%ey State Parks do not have 

current management plans. The p%ans are scheduled for completion in 
1988. 

Pub%ic Law 566 prompted watershed p%ans to be written for the Muddy 
Creek Watershed, Cottonwood Watershed, and Ferron Creek Watershed. 
#anagement of these watersheds wou%d be consistent with these p%ans 
under a%1 alternatives ana%yted In the proposed Rw/EHS. 

Wo bllghorn sheep or antelope herd managment plans have been 
4nftdated. UDWR has stated 4ts intention to prepare e%k herd 
managwnt plans for the '#ant4 and Fishlake herds. These plans ~41% 

wfth the Prfce War Resoatrce Area WP on managessent of the Ice- be completed by 1 



IJDMII has prepared deer herd management p%ans for units 29, 33, 34, 
35, 36, 45, and 46. These are 4nteragency p%ans, ~4th UWR being 

%be leaed agency and M contribut%ng to the draft. ?hese pfans have 
been e The p%ans do not conf%fct w4th 

w4%d%4fe hab4tat management 4n the planning area. 

Emery County is in the process of produc4ng a %and use plan, 

scheduled for canplletlon 4n December 3988. Wowever, tiere are 

ind4catbons that the plannfng effort has been put on hold due to 
budget pr4orit4es. 

The January 1984 Emery County Zonilng ResoWution establfshed zones 

for residentfal, agrfcultural, and min%ng and grazing uses as we%% 
as for the county's un4ncorporated areas. The 1979 Revtsed Ordil- 

nances of Sevler CounPy include a zonfng plan for that county's 
unincorporated areas. The p%ans include zone llocattons and identify 
conformdng or nonconforming uses. Lost of the pub%ic land In SRRA 

4s in the mining and gratfng zone WIG-%) and 4s open to oi% and gas 
devetopment, but comganles may apply for variances in other zones. 
Lands actions have fal%en into one of two cetegorfes: penniltted 
noncondit4ona% uses or permitted cond4tlonal uses. Public Bands 
withdn the town of Emery Pa%% tith4n the residential zone (R-1) as 
establiished in the town's zon'lng ord4nence. Small segments of 
publfc land bordering private land fall in the agrdcultural zone 

(A-1 1. Lands act%ons 4n these areas have been consistent with A-% 
zoning. A%% of the pub'84c %and 4n FPU 4s in the grazing, recrea- 

tfion, and forestry zone (GRf-1). Lands act4ons 3n this area have 
been consistent with GRF-11 zoning. Management of publfc land 

addressed 4 n this RR/EIS would vary by alternative and may or may 
not be consistent with the county plans. 

Under current BLM policy, both the Emery and Sev'ler County CommI(s- 
slons and the Governor are asked to provide consfstency review of 
each major %ands actlon contemplated. The comissioners are 4nv4ted 

to can#nt on each ind4viduall action as it re%ates to county 

development. The Governor rev4ews plans and planndng amen&ents for 
consistency with state and local plans, po%%des, or programs (43 

CFR %6%0.3-2(e) 1. 

Loca% agenc4es fnvo’lved w%tb use and management of the waters 4n 
municf~% w63tershd areas were asked about watershed managent 
concerns. They expressed some concerns about water quallity, fnclud- 
4ng 4ndsrstrilaJ con%am%nation, 4.e., chemicall spl%%s, recrea%fiona% 
po%%u%fon, and mkro-con%amilna%%on. However, they did not provide 

specific ret adm%%ons BDarre% Lealulster, 03str4ct Manager, Castle 
Va%%ey Special Services; Carly Burton, UP&L; and Howard Tuttle, 
Engineer, Johansen and Tuttle Engineerilng, persona% cmunica%fons. 
February 119881. 

The SRRA has coordinated with other federal, state and %oca% govern- 
ments for management of certa4n aspects of federal lands and 
resources. These are sumar4zed here and expilained more canp%ete%y 
in the management situation analysfs WA). 

8bn 4s responsible for issuing mlnera'l Seases and recording and 
adjudicating mining clallms on USFS lands. USFS sets the reclamation 
requirements and part%cfpates 4n BLW's approvall of app%icat%ons for 

permit to drill (APDs) on USFS lands. 

DEPARTPEWT OF TWE XYTERXOR 

WatilonaB Park Servflce 

The Act of October 27, 1972, which established Glen Canyon MRA, 
provided that lands with4n the NRA wou%d be managed under the NPS 
Organic Act. The %aw further provided that BLM would administer the 
minera'ls and graz4ng Ileases, follow4ng the same policies used on 
public ‘lands. The law wtthdrew Sands w4 th4 n the NRA from mlnera% 



entry, but provided that non%easable minerats cou%d be %eased upon 
preparation of sul%ab%e regu%atlons. However, no regulatory 
provds%on has ye% been made to lease locatable or salable minerals. 
Urn&r current regulat%ons and agency polifcy, minerals can be 

deve’loped in the NRA only under an 014 and gas lease. An APB for a 
lease on the WR& uou%d be handled the same as APDs on USFS lands. 
A%% other federal %ands managed by MBS wtthln the p%anning area are 

c%osed to m%nera% leasdng. 

BLDg admdnisters livestock grazing wtOh4n Capitol Reef MP on one 
graz4ng allotment (Rock Sprfngs) consisting of 3,390 acres and 

wfthln Glen Canyon WRA on one a%%otment (Morseshoe South) cons4stDng 
of 12.8110 acres. LM consults WPS prior to approval of any range 
Bmprovemen%. 

5LW is presently (Way %988) workilng with WPS to develop an agreement 
for a goint study for potent%a% d%d and scen4c river des4gnat4ons. 
Th4s study ~41% incllude a%% nominated areas within BLM's Moab 
Drstrict. The stucty wi%% be comp’leted w4thQn 5 years after 

completdon of this RMP/EHS. 

Bureau of Reclamat4on (ROR) and So4% ConservatBon Serv4ce (SCS) are 
working on a plan 00 contra% deep water seepage and reduce 4rr4ga- 
tion return f%ows on the Ferron, Cottonwood, and Hunt4 ngton drain- 

ages. BLM w4%% contfnue work4ng with these agencies and assllst them 
with itheir plans. 

BOOR has a maJor proposal to inject salirne spr4ng and ground water 
from %he R4rty Dev-01 drainage system Into the Cocon'lno Formation. 
Bhe drainage systems involved are Manksvillle Salt Wash and Emery 
Salt Wash. RLM WI%% cont%nue to work w4th BOW on %his proposall. 

%wew of Land Mana 

fnterdts%rfc% agreements between the Rilchf4eSd and Moab dfstrilct 
managers define the administrative respons4bilities for management 
of lfivestock, w4%dllfe, and w4%d horses and burros and development 

of p%anning documents, EIISs, and range Qmprovement programs on 
allotments over%app%ng dris%rfct boundarfes. 

Under a 1978 verbal agreemetit w4th Grand Resource Area, SRRA manages 
recreatilon use on both sddes of the Green River in the Labyrf[n%h 
Canyon r4ver corr4dor. 

STATE AU0 LO$AL GOVE 

%LM cooperates ~4th the Utah Divllsion of Parks and Recreation to 
ma4ntafn interpretive fac4litfes at Green R4ver S%ate Park and to 

manage the annua'l Gob% 4n Val%ey %rai% ride and Green River canoe 

tr4p. 

Management of wi%d%ife 4n SRRA is covered by severall agreements 
among %LM, USFWS, and UDWR. UDWR acMn4sters the wi%dlffe resource 
and hunt4ng; %LBvl manages the wi%d% ife AabQtat. 

The Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, as amended, 

prompted watershed plans to be wrftten for the Mud@ Creek Water- 
shed, Cottonwood Watershed, and Ferron Creek Watershed. Fllanagement 
of %he watersheds wou%d be consilstent with those plans under all 

alternatives analyzed fn the RHP/ElIS. 

Management of local roads wlthtn SRRA, excluding state and c4ty 
roads, is coordinated under a 1980 memorandum of understanding 

between Emery County and %LPO's Woab District. This agreement recog- 
nf zes the coun%y's c%aim to 4ts class % roads under Revf sed Statute 

2477 and sta%e laws. 

Managemen% of roads in FPU 4s coordinated under a 1970 memorandum of 
understanding among Sev4er County and BLM's Richfielld and Fi%%more 
DistrlOcts, and the former Pr4ce Nstrict (which is now the Moab 
01 s%ric%) . 

The Southeastern Utah Assocflation of Governments has been preparfng 
water quality management p%ans under Section 208 of the Water 
PolYutSon Control Act. The greatest potential for improvement in 
the p'lanning area 4s fdentified as sal4n4ty control. Watershed 



management under a911 alternatives analyzed 4n this RW/EHS would be 
consistent ~4th these olans. 

The Federa% Land Poldcy and Managemen% Act of 1976 IFLPMA), the 
Comci’J on Env4ronmental Quality (CEO) regulations, and %Lb! guide- 
%dnes requdre that the planning process ‘Incllude pub%4c 4nvolvement. 
A fornaB call1 for pub%fc rev4ew and comment 4s required for the 

iden%%fica%ilon of 4ssues (planning step III; development of p%ann3ng 
criOer4a (step 29; and the RW/EIS. wh4ch documen%s the formu%a%ion 
of a%%erna%ives (steo 51, es%fmation of effects (s%ep 61, and selec- 
tion of %he preferred a%terna%ive (step 7). Provis4ons are made for 
forma% publirc protest after se%ec%ion of the final RR (s%ep 8). 
Pub%fc pirtfcfpatfon may also be made a par% of %he implementation 
of the plan (step 99 through project-specdfic WA documontalt4on 
(%ab%e 2, 4n the In%roduc%ion to this RW/EHS). The BLM will revilew 
co&men%s and addi%ilona% information suoplled by the publ4c at any 

SW@ of the glann'lng process, and fncorporate them where 
appropriate. 

The San Rafael RW/EIS process began wf%h pub%fca%fon of a notlfce of 
fasten% %o plan 4n the FederaJ Register on June 3, 1985. The not4ce 
%fs%ed proposed plannfng issues and called for public c-n% on 
those or additiional Issues. Th4s me% the scoping reqsfremen% found 

a% 40 CBR ‘1501.7. 

A prepllannfng ana%ysfs, whfch fncluded a publdc partfcfpatfon p%an, 
was prepared In Sep ber 1985, wBtA a Supplement A added %n June 
1986 and ddstrbbo%ed to %he public to provilde infonsation abou% %he 
San Rafael RW effor%. 

A 30-d&y pub%ic c-n% iperiod on %he draf% planning cr4terla ended 

February 22, 1 W6. The draft crf%er%a were revised in response to 

tie cwnts received. 

Publication of the draft RW/EfS marked %he beg4nning of a formal 
publlic review and comment perdod. The public was 4nvi ted to comment 

on any aspec% of the planning process, bu% especially the alterna- 

t4ves analyzed, data considered On the descr4ot4on of the affected 
environment, &he projectfon of esMma%ion of effects, and selectfon 
of the greferred al%erna%4ve. 

The proposed RW and ffnaq EIS were prepared af%er the consnents 
recefved from %he public and o&her agenc4es were reviewed. The data 
and conclusions origiinally presented 4n %he draft REP/US were 
revised to accommodate add4t4onal 4nformat4on or public concerns. 
The proposed RW differs from the preferred a%terna%ive presented in 

the draft RWP/EIOS as a resu%t of pub'lic comnents, conmen%s of other 
agenc4es, and agency (EM) rev4ew. 

The proposed REP as presented wfth the f4na% 51s 4s subject to 
public prokst through a formal procedure expla4ned at 43 CFR 
1630.5-2. The f4naB RW may incorporate changes resulting from 
ellther a successfull protest or the Governor's consfstency revilew. 

A rangeland program surnnary (RPS) 4s required by %LM policy to brfef 
the pub%Dc on range management decisions and monitoring. The RPS 
~41% present information organized by grazing allotment and wl%% be 

pub%'Qshed along ~4th the f4nal RNP. 

Publifc par%ic4ga%4on has a%so been used %a compf%e information used 
in the WA, the affected environment gorO4on of the EXS, formulaltlon 
of alternatives, and thedr analyses. Bub%Qc nom4nations were con- 
sidered 4n Pomulatlng a list of potent4a'l ACES. Ranchers were 
fnrtervfeued to provfde 4nformatilon used 4n grazing analysfs. Other 

dndividuals and groups have also added to the data base for thds 
RW/EXS. 

Mon4%or4ng and evaluatgon of the f4nal RW may result in changes %o 
the RW. These wi%% be documenited through plan supp'lements, 
amendox?nts, or revis4ons (apgend4x A). Amendments and rev4slons 
will be subject to the same pub%%c participation opportunfties as 

this RM'/EIIS. Formu%a%ion of ac%ilvtty plans or 4mplementatIon of 
specific projects ~411 be open to public involvement through WA 
documentat40n requfrements, usualfy through an envfronmen%a% 
assessment (EA9. 



~W~~WXOW~S (Con%lnued9 

CopQes of the draP% WP/EI[S were sent %o the fo'l3ow4ng 4ndlvlduals, 
organ%za%ions, Indus%r4es, eduea%iona% Qnst4tutions. and government 

agencies. Followilng the pub~icatlon of %he draft, approxima%ely 200 
sddd%9anal couples were maOWed as reqwsted by Qndilvlfdual s and groups. 

Rilchard Al 1 io son 

Julile L. Andersen 
Rrass Anderson 

sb AWQM 
f. r% Un Ashmn 

Jew 5fnyon 
Char% OS Bongo 
Jim Bowlne 
John Bonlne 
Joseph Boy9le 
Lmce Bradlbury 
Ricehard A. Brass 
PM% Brfggs 

a Brilnkerhoff 

we Bwchanan 
MIX Cia%l 

Chas cartwri ght 
La2 Cassin 

Ii@ ChrlJsty 

J. flmr Co%%ings 
E%%fot A. Crane 
Jmes A. Crane 
Yililfm and/or Marlene E. Crane 
Wyne Cunnlnghm 

ca%hy oam 
Dennis BSvoky 

J. Elden Doman, M.D. 

We%ger WT 

Denver, CO 
bong Beach CA 

[<earns W 
w nd UT 

Greemdch UT 
sa%% Lake csty UT 
Se%% Late cr%y UT 
!h%% Llske CUQ WT 

Grand Canyon AZ 

Eagle ID 
Eugene OR 

El vorson PA 
OrangevlIle UT 

We%prr UT 
b3e&u%%c TX 
%lckne%% UT 
F-n% UT 

@lentil UT 

mo&lbBov 

Aspen CO 
SaBt Lake Caty BT 

Wonroe UT 
Salilna UT 

Sa39na UT 

sa%fncn WT 
Richardson YX 

Albuquerque PM 
West GJacler i#R 

PrOce UT 

31m Dryer 
Don P. Edwards 

Woody Farnsworth 
Hat-Ban Feder 
Ber% Fingerhu% 
Art Form 

Jfm FrankenfieWd 
Sandra Freethey 

B(8y k. Fr4schknech% 
Vaughn Furness 

Steven 8. 64ddQngs 
Asedrey 6raham 

Rodmoy Green0 

Sea%% Greene 
6m-y Mal%ows 

Qorge i%wrwia% % 

Evan Hansen 
Kevin Ho%%sdtky 
Keith R. Hooper 
Pete Wovingh, Ultah Ua%ure S&u* Socilegy 
Jay Wu@~rey 
Roger WUW% 
811% %nga%%s 
Tilwmas Jeffery 
Bruce Jensen 
Dr. Stepkn C. Je%% 
Abner JoAmson 
Andrew Jones 
5omua we 
Bob and Barbara Kerr 
Cl%vc ffncaid 
Wayne King 

Wi%liam C. KHwood 
Wi%%im Lockhart 

Ken Lucas 

Andrew MXonkey 

Brian NcDona~d 

Moab UT 
iBoulder CO 

W4cRfOeld UT 
Glenwood SprQngs CO 

Mew York NV 

C%ancy MT 

began. UT 

Salt Lake Cf%y UT 

Mant4 UT 
Logan UT 

Ldncoln MA 
@cab W 

$a%% Lake CU%y UT 
Rex4can Hat UT 

Loa UT 
Tarlarosa gasls 

knroe UT 

Grand Canyon AZ 
ticMe% d UT 

Sal% Lake C%%y UT 
Orangev4lle UT 

Qrice UT 
Werna'l WT 

Freemont UT 
San keandro CA 

oaviis CA 
FO%%more UT 

Los Amge'les CA 
Ferrom UT 
Frui%a CO 

Boulder UT 
Churdan IA 

Casper WY 
Salt Lake Cfty WT 

Grand JunctDon CO 
Bouilder CO 

A% buquerque WI 



&Wick H&awn 
Drnn4ol T. &zG4%% 

Joyce Marslng 

Ron WessJck 
Chrfs kson%gmery 

Heeks Morre%% 
Federfck E. #ue%ler 
Robert L. Wa$%%on 

George Ilckas 
Bavld S. Oakley 
Randa%% Payne 
Mark Pearson 
Henry Peck 
wf%liam Peterson 
Gwen Price 
Mr. and Mrs. Bruce Puctett 

Clay kackett 
Tom Rike 
John Remake1 
Nat% Richards 
Mike Rdley 
Nark Ristow 

K%ar Wobimon 
Jake Rothney 
Kevin Roy%e 
Wchael Salamacha 

David Sche’l n 
Terry L. Sell 
Owen Severance 
Rob Steele 
Tom Swe%% 
Catherine Sharps%een 

Earl Slack 
Ken S%efgh% 
Howard Sma%%owi%z 

John Soezfa 

Moab W 

Grand Junction CO 
Price UT 

Ari4ngton VA 
Rllverside CA 

Denver CO 
B4ckne%% UT 

B%anding UT 
West Va%%ey C4ty UT 

Sal% Lake C4ty UT 
80uBder CO 

Renton WA 
Grand Junction CO 

Mew Carl4ste OH 
Lltchfife'ld Ml 

Orangeville UT 
Los Altos CA 

Orem WT 
Eugene OR 

CMcago XL 
Fresno CA 
Lander WV 

IndBanapolds fW 

Richfie% d UT 
%ou%der CO 

Mar Vista CA 
Moab UT 

Mount Propsect IL 
Rock Sprfngs WY 

Montfce'llo UT 
Denver CO 

Florence MT 
Logan UT 

G%enwood UT 
Moab UT 

Austin TX 

Steamboat Springs CO 

S (Concluded9 

RUehard Spo%%s 
Sfd L. Swasey 
Kar% ?mft 
V%rg%nia Ta%bo% 

Peggy Taylor 
T8a Toburen 

Scott Truman 
Rober% Tlebbs,’ Jr. 
Wayne Urie 
Richard J. Valentine 

Be%h Wedge 
Leon Werdfnger 
Glen WBllardson 
DwighP W4%%4ams 
Br4an Wood 
Dennis Worwood 

American R4vers 
Amerdcan Hus%ang and Burro Assoc., Inc. 

Blue Rtbbon Coa%it;Qon 
Cen%er for Environmenta% Health 

Concerned C4tBzens Pub%%c Land Cmlttee 
Deseret Wews 

Oirector of River Pro%ec%fon 
Hondoo R%vers and Tra%%s 
Mlneralls Exp%orat4on Coal4tion 
#oab D4strict Grazllng Advisory %oard 

grloab DlstrQct IMlu%tip%e Use Advilsory Councfl 
Wok4 Mac R4ver Expedit4ons 
Mounta4n Nen of the Wasatch 
Wa%iona% Mus%ang Assoc%ation, Inc. 
Watfonal Parks and Conservat'son Assoclatlon 
Mtural Resources Defense Counc'el 
Pathfinders Motorcycle C%ub 

Piute Tribe of U%ah 

Sacramento CA 
Ferron UT 

Bickne%% UT 
Ferron UT 

F% agstaff AZ 
Ourango CO 

Cast%e Da%e UT 
Arvada CO 

Sprlngvi%%e UT 
H4ngham MS 

Grand Canyon AZ 
Terlingua TX 
Richfield UT 

Teasdal e UT 

Sari%%% Fe NM 
Cas%%e Dale Ux 

Washington, D.C. 
Liberty H4%% TX 

Pocate%%o ID 
Atlanta GA 

Escal ante UT 
Salt Lake C4%y UT 

Washington D.C. 
Torrey UT 
Denver CO 

Moab UT 
Moab UT 

Green River UT 
Salt Lake City UT 

Mew Castle UT 
Salt Lake City UT 

Washifngton D.C. 
Price UT 

Cedar City UT 
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lConc% u&d9 

PoiOsonoas P%ant Research Lab Logan UT 
Prwftt, Gushae and F%etcher Sal% Lake Ci%y UT 
$ed Rock &Wheelers Moab UT 
Red Rock Rfver Company Sa'lt Lake (3%~ UT 

Rocky Moun%a-!n 01% and Gas Associa%ion Denver CO 
Salt Lake TrRbune Sa%t Lake Ci%y UT 
Sierra Club Phoenix AZ 
Sierra Club, Cache Va%%ey Chapter Logan UT 
Sierra C%ub. W%aaA Chapter Salt Lake City UT 
Sferra Club Legal Defense Fund, Inc. Denver CO 
S% f ckrock Country Council Moab UT 

Southern Utah Wilderness A%%fance Springvllle UT 

The Wature Conservancy We%lsv4%%e UT 
Utah Professfona% ArchaeologfcaS Council Sa%t Lake Ci%y UT 
M.&I TraQ% Machfne Association Sa%t Lake C4%y UT 
Utah Wilderness Assocfation Sal% Lake City UT 

U& Trfbal Museum Fort Duchesne UT 
Wi II derness Soci e%y Denver CO 

Wilderness Socfety Salt Lake City UT 
Woodward-Clyde Consultants Denver CO 

XYOUSTRXES 

ARC0 Exp%oratBon Company 
AFRCE-CR/ROV 
AMOCO Productfon Company 

ASARCO Incorpora ted 
%WA%, Inc. 
Co’lorado Wlver Basq n Sal f n4 ty 

Consol idated Coa'l 
Coors Energy Company 
Energy Fuels Wuclear, Inc. 

Exxon Company, USA 
Grand Rfver Consu%tan%s, Inc. 
Jacobs Engfneerfng Group, Inc. 
Jeff@ry Ranches, Inc. 
Johansen and Tutt%e Engineering 

Denver CO 
Da%%as TX 
Denver CO 

Tucson AZ 
Uenver CO 

lountiful UT 
Emery UT 

Go%den CO 
Kanab UT 

Mfdland TX 
Grand Junction CO 

Hous%on TX 
Fremont UT 

CastBe Da%e UT 

PES (Conc%udedI 

Johnson Ca%t%e Coatpay 
Orlarathon pSS Company 
Herfdan Of%, Inc. 
Mobi%e 04% Company 
Mountafn Staees Resources Corporation 
Placer U.S., bnc. 
Seeley 01% Company 
Southern Utah Fuel Company 
The Pace Company 
Unilon Energy Mfnling Divfsfon 
Uranerz, USA, Inc. 
Utah Power and Light Company 
Utah Power and Lfgh% Company 
Wf% d Horse S%ra%egfc #fnera%s 
Va%es PeOroleum Company 

Aurora UT 
Casper WV 

Englewood CO 
Denver CO 

Salt Lake Cfty UT 
San Francrlsco CA 

Sa%% Lake Cfty UT 
Sal4na UT 

Houston TX 
Los Angeles CA 

Denver CO 

Richfield UT 
Sal% Lake City UT 

Lexington XV 
Artesla W# 

Co%%ege of Eastern Utah Price WT 
Co%orado Unfversity boulder CO 
Worthwestern University Evanston l[L 
Prfce Cfty Lfbrary Price UT 
Unfversity of Utah Sa%t Lake C4%y UT 
Utah S%ate Wnlversl%y Logan UT 
Washington State Unfversfty, Dept. of Anthropology Pu%%man WA 
Washington State Unfversi%y, 

Environmenta% Scfence and Regulatfon Planning PulSman WA 

Advfsory Councfl Wfstoric Preservation Denver CO 
Canyonlands Watfonal 
Capfto% Reef WatDonal 
Ci?y of Clawson 
Cir%y of Green Rfver 
C4ty of Orangevf%%e 
Environmentall Protect 

ark 
Park 

on Agency 

Moab UT 
Torrey UT 

CSawson UT 
Green River UT 

Orangeville UT 
Denver CO 



6~~~W~~ AGEWCIES (Concluded) ELECTED OFFIICJIALS (Conc%uded) 

Envfronmental Protect4on Agency Washington D.C. 

Emery County Cotnnilssion CastBe Dale UT 
Federal Highway Adm4 n4 s%ra%ion Sa'it Lake C4ty UT 
Fishlake Matrona% Forest Richfield UT 
G%en Canyon Watlonall Recreation Area Page AZ 

Wational Park Service, Rocky Wountaln Regiona% Office Denver CO 
Office of Plannilng and %udget, State of Utah Salt Lake City UT 
Southeastern Utah AssocXation of Local Governments Prdce UT 

State Historic PreservatQon Officer Salt Lake City UT 
U.S. Bureau of Land Managernewt Richf?e%d LIT 
U.S. Fores% Service, Man%i-LaSa% Superv4sors Off4ce Prdce UT 

'U.S. Bureau of Rec'lamation 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamatfon 

U.S. %ureau of Reclamat4on 
U.S. F4sR and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Geo%ogfca% Survey 
U.S. Geolo94cal Survey 
U.S. Off4ce of Surface Mining 
U.S. Soil Conservation Serv-ice 
Utah Department of Transporatlon 
Utah D4vis4on of 011, Gas and M4ning 

Utah Division of Parks and Recreation 
Utah 04vis4on of Water Rights 
Utah Dfvision of Water R4ghts 

Utah Division of Wf%d%ife Resources 
Utah Farm Dureau 

Honorable Tom Humphrey, Mayor 

Honorable Jake Garn 
Honorable Dr4n Hatch 
Honorable Donald Jorgensen, Mayor 
Honorab%e Sheril McCarthur, Mayor 
Honorabile Jerry Wangum, Emery County Comnissilon 
NonorabSe Howard Mielson 
Monorable Cary Peterson 

Honorable Gary L. Pe%%y, Mayor 
HonorabSe Max Ralphs, Mayor 
Honorable Wade Re4%%y, Mayor 
Honorable Clyde Thompson, Emery County Consnllssion 

EIS AVAILADXLHTV 

Copdes of 434s draf% RB/IP/EIS WI%% be ava49able for publfc 4nspect4on 
a% the DLM off4ces ‘listed below: 

Washington Office of Pub'fic Affairs Utah State Off4ce 
18th and C Streets, NW 324 South State Street 
Washington DC 20240 Salt Lake CJty, UT 84111-2303 

Phone (80%) 524-4227 

Utah Resource Coord4na%4on Comnittee 
Utah State Lands and Forestry 

Provo UT 
Durango CO 

Grand Junction CO 
Salt Lake Cfty UT 
Salt Lake City UT 

Port% and OR 
Denver CO 

Price MT 
Pr4ce UT 

Salt Lake City UT 

Sal% Lake City UT 
Price UT 

Salt bake City UT 

Price UT 
Springville UT 

Salt Lake City UT 
Moab UT 

Moab District Office 
82 East Dogwood S%reet 
Moab UT 84532-0970 

Phone (80%) 259-6111 

San Rafael Resource Area 
900 Worth 700 East 
Price UT 8450% 
Phone (80%) 637-4584 

ELECTED OFFICHALS 

Honorable Worman Bangerter, Governor 
HonorabSe Omar Bunwe%% 

Wonorable Tom Christensen 
Honorable Duane Co%%ard, Emery County Com4ssion 

Honorab’le Michae% Dmil%rlch 

Honorable Rey Lloyd Hatt, Mayor 

Salt Lake City UT 
Price UT 

Venice UT 
Castle Dale UT 

Price UT 

Green River UT 

Orangeville UT 
Salt Lake City UT 
Salt Lake City UT 

Cast%e Dale UT 
Huntington UT 

Castle Da%e UT 
Provo UT 
Weph4 UT 
Emery UT 

Ferron UT 
Clawson UT 

Castfe Dale UT 

Richfield Dfstrfct Offfce 
150 East 900 Worth 
Richfield UT 8470% 
Phone (801) 896-8221 

Copies may be obtained by contacting the San Rafael Resource Area 
offiice. 
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J. BWhre% %erch, Supervfsory Real%y Speclalfst, served as the 
%6?chnica% coordinator for the proposed R@F and final 59s. Mike has 
worked in SRRA since 11988 and has 13 years exgerience 4n this and 
rellated jobs. 

Les E. oobson, Staff Hydrol og4 st, prepared the alternative 
mmagerfient ac%lons for and anaBys4s of impacts to air qua%i%y. Les 
has worked 4n the Moab Dis%r;Oc% since 11983 and has 6 years 
experdence 4n this and re'lated jobs. 

San Rafael Resource Area Manager, assumed 
responsQb484ty 11s Team Leader fol%owQng cuspletfon of the draft. 
Jllm has worked for %LM for 80 years, the %ast 2 4n SRRA. 

hen W. &It, Mning Engineer, ana%yzed %he impacts to the coal 
resource and its use and helped prepare &he proposed RMP and fina% 
EXS. Seeve has worked In SRRA s4ncc 1983 and has TO years 
exgerlence 4n %hds and relarted jobs. 

EMecea A. Grave&er, Range Conserva%4onfs%, prepared Phe 

a%%erna%4ve menage&?nt actlows for and analysis of 4mpacts to 
vegetatfon and 1 ives%ock grazing. She helped prepare the proposed 
R&p and f4nal EIS and the geographic Informa%ion system (G.TS) maps. 
Secky has worked in SRRA since 1986 and has 4 years experience 4n 

%hifs and re%ated jobs. 

A. Lem%%e HasgOres, Rea%ty Special4st. prepared the alternat4ve 

managemen% actions for and analysis of impacts to rights-of-way, 
Bands, and wi%hdrawls. She was a member of the core team 
respons%b%e for formulating alternative and analys'ls parameters and 
helped prepare the proposed RR and final EHS. Laurelle has worked 

4n SRRA since 1963 and has 9 years experience in th4s and rellated 
jobs. 

Terry A. W~hrey, Outdoor Recreat4on Planner, prepared %he 
alternative managemen% actions for and analysis of rlmpacts %o 
recreaeion. Terry has worked 4n the PSoab Dfstr4ct since 1980 and 
has 1% years exper4ence in thfs and related jobs. 

PatrilcQa L%ndman, Ou%door Recreation P%anner, helped prepare %he 
proposed R#P and f4nal US. 

I#. Vqns Luding%on, W%%d%lfe 84o%og4st, prepared the alternatfve 
managemen% actions for and analyslls of fmpacts %o wi%dllfe and 
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the proposed RMP and f9naW EIS. Bob has worked in %he Moab District 
off4ce s4nce 8980 and has 8 years exper4ence 4n this and related 
jobs. 
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Davfd S. Grr, Range Conservationist, prepared the sec%on on w4%d 
horses and burros and helped prepare the proposed RMP and final 
EXS. Dave has worked in SRRA s4nce 1975 and has 26 years experience 
in Phfs and related fields. 
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Am?+-fe&. The volme of ma%er'BaW or wa%er %ha% will1 cover an 

mea of 1 acre to a depth of 1 foe% !43,560 cubfc fee% or 325,851 
gallosrs). 

k%Ova prefere~r. Tha% por'tfon of the total grazdng preference 
for whdch graz4ng may be authorized tlkensed). 

Ac%W%y plrm. A d@%alled, spec4flc plan for managmnt of a 
sdngle resource program or plan element undertaken as necessary to 
implement the more general resource management plan (W) decfisllons. 

Actual MS@. A repor% of the actual l4ves%ock grazing use certi- 

flied accurate by the perwtttee or Jesse@. Actual use may be 
expressed In terms of animal unit months (AWs) or anilmal months. 

Affeded 4m%mes%. Any person, group, or organ4zation potent4ally 

affected by a proposed actdon or an alternative. 

A4r pollu%4on. Accwlat4on of aerial wastes beyond the concen- 

tra%lons that the atmosphere can absorb and which may, In turn, 
d&#ge the envlrokwnt. 

AQr qwm%y clrrsss. Classes establ%shed by the Env4ronnantal 

Protedon Agency (EPA) that define the amount of air pollut4on 

considered sifgnlfkant wlthln an area: 

I almst any change 4n air quaPI@ would be considered 
s4gn4f4cant; 

fl[ L%wifora%lon normally accompanying nmderate, 
controlled growth would be cons4dered 4nslgnrrSflcan%; 

IlfI de%erilorat!on up to %he naedonal s%andards would 
sldered inslgn%fdcant. 

Wll- 

be con- 

A4rshed. A reg4on with4n uhlch a4r movemen% %ends to be conf4ned 
by %opographlc barriers. meteorology, and local clfrcula%fions. 

Alkali soil. Soil hav4ng so high a degree of alkal4ni%y (pH 8.5 
or hdgher), or so high a percentage of exchangeable sodfum (15 

percen% or more of tie total exchangeable bases), or bo%h, the% 
plant growth 4s resrtrilcted. 

See Grazilng a'dlo%men%. 

A concisely written program of 

1 Qves%ock grazi wg managemen%, %ncludilng suppor%%ve measures, 4f 
reqlafred, desfgned %o a%%a4n specific management goals 4n a grazing 
allotment. 

Al%wmca%lves. Differemt ways of addressfng the planning dssues 
and mamagent actlv4ties considered %A &he pllaann'lng process. Tk?se 
serve to iprovide the decclslon maker and %he publilc a clear basds for 
chodces among opt4oras. 

A~hJv4ol. Relating %o or formed by wmtsr carrydng and depos4tilng 
rocks. solI. and other mater%als. 



%tan% air qwalO%y. Prevatll’fng conditfon of %he amsphere at a 
gdven %ime; %he ou%sDde allr. Concen%ra%don levels fn %he ourtsfde 
air for a spedPIed pollutant and a speclfled averagfng t9me period 
wl%hiln a gfven area. 

An%?&41 raa’8t ?uwl%h (Awl). The amoun% of forage necessary for the 
sus%enance of one cow or ffve sheep for 1 month. 

An IY ~geolog~cl). A geologic feature, especfally in %he sub- 

surface, Phat is different from 1%~ general surrounddngs and ils 
often of potential economic value. 

Aqut3%(Bc hrbi%?l%. Habiltat Phat Is inundated by water with a 
frequency sufficdent to support a iprevalent form of aouatfc Ilfe. 

AquOfer . An underground body of rock or sfmilar material capable 

of storing water and transmittfng dt to wells or springs (fncluddng 
both the saturated and unsaturated parts of the ipermeable unit). 

ArchaeologDcul dis%rOct. An area that provides a concentration of 
cultural propertdes in a discrete, deffnable Hocation. 

Area of W%fcal EnvSron6#an%al Concern OICECI. An area wl%hYn the 
public lands where special management attention fs required to 
protect Omportant historfc, cultural, or scentc values, filsh and 
wildlife or natural systems or processes, or to protect life and 
safety from na%ural hazards. 

Average 1Pcensed use. She average number of AUMs authorfzed 

durfng the past 5 years. This fjgure depends on forage productilon 

and economifcs in any one year. 

Avoidance area. An envfronmentally sensf%ive area where rights- 
of-way will be granted only fn cases where there ils a prevailing 
need and no practical alterna%ive location exfsts, and then only 
with approprilate prov4sions to protect the sens%%ive component(s1. 
(See Exclusilon area.) 

i9aca-i wd. Steep %o very steep barren land dVssectec-4 by many fnter- 
n%%tent drafnage channels; po%entlal runoff Is very hfgh, and 
erosion is active; a kiscellaneous land eype. 

koe proper%y. Those lands in a ranching enterprise that are 
owned or under long-tetersl control of %he operator and have the capa- 
bility to sustafn the number of livesltock for a specjfled the 
period for whdch a grazl ng pr%vilege 9s sough% (base property 
requfremen%). 

&se resource. In general terms, qs all publjc land values. 

renewable and nonrenewable. 

Baseline. Conditions, Oncludfng trends, exlstjng iln %he human 
environment before a proposed action is begun; a benchmark state 
fran whdch all envllronmen%al consequences are forecast and all 
changes expected to occur under existing managemen% are projected. 
(For Matilonal Environmental Polfcy Act (MEPA) purposes, exjsting 
management is the no-ac%fon alternatJve.1 

Browse. As a verb, to consume or feed on (a plant); as a noun, 
the tender shoots, twfgs, and leaves of trees and shrubs often used 
as food by cattle, deer, elk, and other animals. 

Brush. Vegetatfon consisting primarily of bushes and shrubs, 
usually undesirable for livestock or tfmber managemen%. It may 
sometfmes be of value for browse or for watershed protectfon. 

Bureau of Land Mana we (1811) sys%em road. A road whilch is on 

the FM transpor%atlon system and is periodically malOntained by %he 
51-M. 

Buete. An isolated hill tith steep slides and a top %hat is flat. 

Cawdfdate speccies (plan%s and animals]). Species for which listing 
as threatened or endangered 4s supported by InfonnaOlon currently on 
ffle wdth the U.S. Fdsh and Wildlife Servfce (USFWS) regardilng 



blologkal vulnerabildty and threats. The candddate 1Wst is made up 
of specdes listed in categorfes 1 and 2 In the Federal Register, 
Vol. 50 MO. 188, September 27, 9985, page 39526. 

Carrying capadty (graslng). The maxlmun stockilng rate possible 
without fnduclng damage to vegetation or related resources such as 
watershed. Normally expressed In terms of acres per AU&!, or some- 
times referred to as the total ALMS that are available in any given 
area, such as a grazing allotment. 

wrylng cagac8ty ~recroat4sn~. The maxfmln number of people at 

one the that an area 
the natural, cultural, 

or PaciltIy can accosmaodate without impaIr%ng 
or developed resource. 

csb Cleosiffest1on. 
and Multiple Use Act. 

Lands classffied under the Class9ficatOon 

Chainlq A method of vegetatlon treatment in which large, woody 
specQes such as plnyon and juniper are removed wPth a heavy chain 
dragged between two bulldozers. 

The apparent cause of an env4ronmental consequence, 

an antecedent related empiirically to an envfrot%nental consequence. 

C14BBBIBt62. The average weather condltfons of a place over a period 

of years. 

Claso~f0sat1on. Designation of publfc lands as being valuable or 

suitable for speciffc purposes, uses, or resources. 

The ffnal vegetatfon conssunfty that emerges 
after a serdes of successive vegetatfonal stages. The cl4max com- 
munity perpetuates itself Indefinftely unless disturbed by outsdde 

forces. This d4ffers from the potenttal natural conmunilty (PW) In 
that ft does not Include naturalized non-natdve specfes. 

bed byt!rocaebom lease (CHL). A lease fssued in a special tar 
sand area (SW) which entitles the lessee to remove any gas and 
nongaseous hydrocarbon substance other than coal, 011 shale, or 

g1lsonlte. 

biqmnent. One of the structural elements of an ecosystem. 

Cowdit9onal fire susppross9on. Current (1988) Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) policy of plann-lng fire suppression actdons to 
m!nimize costs based on acceptable resource loss in certafn areas. 

context. The context of an ifmpact is explafned fn the Counc4l on 
Enviironmental Qualifty (CEQ) regulations at 40 CFR 1508.27. Ht 
fncludes cons4derations of spatlal, temporal, socfal. and economilc 

factors that constftute a framework, setting, or 'context' for an 
impact. Context defines the relative ilmportance of an envfronmental 

consequence. 

Contrast (vilssral1). The effect of a striking dffference in the 

form, lfne, color, or texture of an area being vjwed. 

Contrast ratQ wg . A method of detemnllnlng the extent of visual 
Impact of an exdstlng or proposed actfvfty that will modify any 
landscape feature. 

Critfsel ~01910. Sofls that (19 contain very highly salilne soDIs 
and/or (2) are very hfghly susceptfble to water eroston. 

Crl thl watershed. An area of soils that (1) have a hOgh poten- 
tial for salt yield; (21 are sub$?ct to severe water and wfnd 
erosion when disturbed; (3) have high runoff potential durjng storm 
events; (4) are subject to frequent floodling; or (51 have a poten- 
Hal for loss of vegetatllon productivity under high rates of w%nd or 

water erosjon. 

Cropland. Land used prlmarllly for the productdon of crops. 

Crut9al ufldl9fe hab4tat. Sensftive use areas that are necessary 
to the exfstence, perpetuatdon, or introduction of one or mre 
specBes during critical perlods of theilr life cycles. 

Cryptogawlc oaf%. A plant that reproduces by spores dnstead of by 

seeds (e.g., mosses, algae, and Bung%), whfch occurs on the so91 
surface and generally produces an %rregular crust. 



Guesta. A hill or ridge with a steep face on one side and a 

gentle slope on the other. 

Cvltwul clearance. A statement, based upon an inventory, that a 
given tract of land contafns no cultural resource values or that, if 

cultural resources are present, compliance actions w'lll be under- 
taken and other adverse impacts on them sufficiently mitigated. 

Cultural property. A specIf4c site where cultural resources are 

located. 

Cultural resource inventory. A descrlptlve listilng and documenta- 
tion of cultural resources, including photographs and maps; included 

are the processes of locating, ldentifyyilng, and recording sites, 
structures, bulldings, objects, and districts through li[brary and 
archival research, information from persons know1 edgeabfe about 
cultural resources, and varyilng levels of intensfty of on-the-ground 
field surveys. There are three classes of cultural resource 
inventories: 

I (Existing data inventory): an inventory study of a defined 
area designed to provide (1) a narrative overview derived 
from existing cultural resource information, and (2) a 
compilation of existing cultural resource slate record data 
on which to base the development of 8LM's 
system. 

II (Sampling field Inventory): a sample-oriented 
tory designed to locate and record, from 

site record 

field inven- 
surface and 

exposed profile indicatjons, all cultural resource sftes 
within a port'fon of a defined area in a manner that will 
allow an objective estimate of the nature and d4strfbution 
of cultural resources in the entire deffned area. 

IIIt (Intensive field inventory): an intensive field inventory 
desllgned to locate and record, from surface and exposed 
profile indications, all cultural resource sites within a 

specified area. 

Cultural resources. Those fragile and nonrenewable remains of 
human activdtdes, occupations, and endeavors as reflected dn sites, 
buflddngs, structures, or objects, Including works of art, archI- 
tecture, and engineerfng. Cultural resources are commonly discussed 
as prehistoric and hfstoric values, but each perfod represents a 
part of the full contfnuum of cultural values from the earlilest to 
the most recent. 

Custodial management. A lImIted form of resource management 
employed on lands wdth low resource productfon potential that are 
producing near potential and where opportunJtdes for positive eco- 

nomic return on public ilnvestment do not exist. 

Demand. The amount of goods or services that users are wdlling to 
take at a specified prdce, tfme period, and condition of sale. 

Qe Rlniaio. Prevention of significant deterforation (PSDI stand- 
ards for pollutants besides total suspended particulate matter (XSP) 
and sulfur dioxide. 

Designated right-of-uuy corridor. A parcel of land, either linear 
or areal, that has been identified by law, by Setretarial Order, 
through the land use planning process, or by other management deci- 
sion, as a preferred location for existing and future right-of-way 
grants and sultable to acconmnodate more than one type of right-of- 
way or one or more rights-of-way which are similar, identical, or 

&nnpatVble. 

Mrect effect. Changes in sales, employment, or income of a firm 
that result directly from a fdrm's change in output. 

Dllrectfonal drllllng. Slant dri'flilng or drillling at an angle. 
Qdrectional drilling as sometimes utlljzed when the operator is not 
allowed to occupy the surface of a given tract of l&d, but still 
wishes to drfll a structure or target beneath that tract. 

DQstmce zone. The area that can be seen from a travel route as 
foreground-middleground (up to 3 to 5 miles), background (from 

foreground-mdddleground up to 15 mfles), and areas whlrch are seldom 

seen (or beyond 15 miles). 



Dr%iQn%ge brswl. An area bounded by a water partfng and dralned by 

a particular rfver and Its tributaries (watershed). 

Errly seml. The seral stage in which a bfotlc community is at 0 
to 25 percent of WC; formerly known as poor condition. 

&Mugs. The aggregate of wage and salary dfsbursements, other 
labor Income, and proprfetor Income. 

EcoiDog4crl st%tus. The present state of vegetation of an eco- 
logdcal site In relatfon to the natural potential plant community 
for that sdte. It is an expressfon of the relative degree to whfch 

the kfnds, proportions, and amounts of plants 4" a plant comMlnYty 
resemble that of the WC plant connnun4ty. Ecological status was 

formerly known as range conddtion. 

EeoIogicrlIy unique rangeland values. Plant cosnnunitfes that are 
composed of ecological sites that are relicts of a former period 

when these sftes were more wrldely distrfbuted. These plant coasnunf- 
tiles usually are naturally protected and therefore have developed 

wgthout the Onfluence of grazing or human activities. These areas 
are scientffically valuable because there are very few relict plant 
conslrmnitlles remalnfng. and these relilct sites can be used as com- 
parllson areas where the influence of human actfvnttes and grazing on 
thfs plant colAunity could be evaluated. 

Ecolg4cial sste. A dlstfnctlve kind of rangeland that differs 
from other kinds of rangeland in Its ability to produce a character- 

Qstfc natural plant coimsunlty. An ecologlcal site is the product of 
all the envfronn@ntal factors responsfb?e for fts development. It 
1s capable of supporting a native plant cumnun9ty typified by an 
assoclat8on of species that differs from that of other ecologfcal 
sites in the kind or proportilon of speckles or fn total broduction. 

Ecological site Ils synonymous with range site. 

The change, positive or negatfve, Iln econanlc 
conditions fincludifng distrfbution and rtabiflfty of employment and 
9ncm far affected local and regfonal econaniles) that directly or 

fndlrectly result from an activity, project. or program. 

Lffeet. Same as environmental consequence. 

Ewployment. Labor fnput into a productfon process. measured fn 
the number of person-years or jobs. A person-year is 2,000 work'lng 
hours by one person workfng yearlong or by several persons working 
seasonally. 

Endangered specfes (p%amts emd iani Specfes in danger of 
extinction throughout all or a signfffcant portion of theilr ranges. 
See Threatened, Candidate, and Sensftfve species. 

Envil romnt%‘8 am%?qM@me. A temporal or spatfal change in the 
human environment caused by an act of man. The change should be 
119 perceptible, (2) measurable, and (3) relatable through a change 

agent to a proposed actfon or a7ternative. A consequence Is some- 
thing that follows an antecedent (as a cause or agent). Conse- 
quences are synonymous with impacts and effects. Hn the CEQ regula- 
tlons, consequences are caused by a proposed action (40 CFR 1508.7; 
1508.8; 8508.14). 

A stream that flows only briefly after a storm 
or during snowmelt. 

EC@dS. Members of the equfdae fanfly. In this document, wild 
horses and wfld burros. 

ErosQon. The group of natural processes including weatherfng, 
dissolution, abrasion, corrosion. and transportation, by which 

earthy or rocky material is removed from any part of the earth's 
surface. 

Excavation ~archaeologicailb. The scfentiffcally controlled 
recovery of subsurface materilals and infonaatfon from a cultural 

sJ te. Recovery technfqtaes are relevant to research problems and are 
desfgned to produce maxlmum knowledge about the sfte's use, its 
relation to other siltes and the natural envdronment, and its 
sfgn%ficance In the mafntenance of the cultural system. 



Excl wdon wea. An env4ronmentally sensit4ve area where rights- 
of-way ~411 be granted only in cases where there 4s a legal requ%re- 
ment to prov4de access. (See Avoidance area.) 

Exfsting Imd l@%SSS. As used 4n thfs document, leases granted 
under the provisilons of Section 302(b) of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act (FLPMA), the RecreatXon and Public Purpose (R&PP) 

Act, or the AIrport Leasing Act. 

Existing rfght-ohmy corridor. A parcel of land, wf thout fixed 
limdts or boundar%es, that 4s be4ng used as the locetfon for one or 
more rights-of-way. 

Exotfe plants. Those plant speciles that are not nat4ve to an area. 

The Integration of fire protection, prescrfbed 
burning, and f4re ecology knowledge into multfple use plann4ng. 
decls%on making, and land management act4vitdes. Fire management 4s 

a program, not of letting ffres burn, but rather of plac4ng f4re 4n 
perspectfve ~4th overall land management objectilves to fulfi41 the 

needs of soc4ety. 

Ffscarll ywr. The BLlFB planning and budgeting year, October 1 

through September 30. 

FQve-mr average lileewscedl we. The average number of AU?& 
authorlted during the past 5 years. In any one year, this ffgure 
depends on forage production and econom4cs. 

Flood peak. The h4ghest value of the stage or d4 scharge attaiined 
by a flood; thus, peak stage or peak discharge. 

Fbodplufn. The flat ground along a stream covered by water at 
the flood stage for a g4ven 4nterval (4.e.. a 500-year floodplain 
wfll be larger than a loo-year floodplafn). 

Forage. Vegetatfon of all foms available for anfmal consumptilon. 

F@rb. A broadleaved herb other than grass. 

Foml%tf on. A d%stfnct4ve Sayer or group of layers In a stratf- 
graphic sequence that are most frequently tabular 4n shape and are 

mappable at the earth's surface or traceable in the subsurface. 

F?WpI?“Cy. A quant4tatlve expressWon of the presence or absence 
of 4ndivDduals of a species 'In a population. It 4s defined as the 
percentage of occurrence of a specfes dn a seriles of samples of 
unf form size. 

FM%1 49re suppre!osfon. An all-out effort to extinguish wildfllres 
to prevent unacceptable resource damage or loss of life and property. 

eeoghyoilcs. The measurement and 4nterpretatdon of characterist4cs 
such as specific gravfty, electrical conductivity, and magnetllc 
suscept4blldty to determine the geologic properties of the earth's 
subsurface. 

jot& The destred state or condlt4on that a resource managwnt 

polilcy or program 4s designed to achiteve. A goal 4s usually not 
quant4ffable and may not have a specific date by wh4ch 4t is to be 

ccmpS eted. Goals are the bases from wh4ch objectives are developed. 

An area of land des4gnated and managed for 
grazing livestock; such an area may fnclude intermingled pri[vate, 
state, or federal lands used in conjunctIon ~4th publdc lands. 

Gruz9 ng mm. As used in this document, the graz4ng area ilncludes 
all of San Rafael Resource Area, Forest Plann'lng Unit. and the 
Richfield OIstrict grazing allotments for which Moab DlstrBct 4s 
responsible under a May 1980 Interdqstrlct agreement. 

6mx1mg preference. The total number of ALMS of lilvestock graz4ng 
on publfc lands apportloned and attached to base property owned or 

and controlled by a permIttee or lessee. Actfve preference 
suspended preference combined make up total grazfng preference. 

Ground wb3tor. Water f4314ng the unblocked pores of underly 
materlal below the water table. 

fng 



Exposures of nearly pure soft gypsum, which has an 
unstable surface with poor trafffcabflity and 9s highly erodfble. 

Hrblt%t. A specific set of pbysfcal condftlons that surround the 
single speciles, a group of specfes, or a large conmunfty. In wild- 
life managment, the major components of habitat are considered to be 
food, water, cover, and living space. 

The natural and physfcal 
relatfonshfp of people with that environment. 
ndtfon in the CEQ regulations, 40 CFR 1508.14.) 

hydrogen and carbon Hydrosrrbons . Organic chemical compounds of 
atoms which form the basils of aTl petroleum products. 

envfronmant and the 
(See complete deff- 

wydrologfe groep 8). Soils with similar runoff potentifals under 

sW!lar storm and surface cover condftions are grouped into four 
ma,jor classes (A, 8, C, and PI. Soils f n group 0 have the h’lghest 
runoff potentf a9 s and very slow i nf ll tratfon rates when thoroughly 
wetted. They consist chiefly of clays and shallow $011 s to bedrock 
or hardpan. 

ct. Sum as envfronmenta? consequence. 

IWO@@. Employee compensation, profits, rents, and other payments 
-househo ds. 

Hat&x. A ruaaber, usually dfmensfonless (such as a ratjo), that 
-r@s the condition of an ecosystan component or process against 

a standard value or against another component or process; also used 
in relatfon to thresholds, such as a%r or water quality standards 
that Indicate environmental gualilty. 

IndOcutor . An element of the human envfrorrrent affected, or 

potentially affected. by a change agent. An Indicator can be a 
structural caaseonent, a functfonal process, or an index. A key 

fndicator (Tntegrates several systan elements 4n such a way as to 
flnddcate the general health of that system. 

hd11rect effect. Economic impacts that result when supporting 
fndustr3es sell goods or servilces to dilrectly affected fndustrfes or 
busfnesses. 

IwdQrect or 1nducad loyment. Employment %n all sectors of a 
regional economy resul Of ng from an increase or decrease 1 n direct 
employment. 

Pnducsd affect. Econom3c Impacts that result nben employees or 
owners of directly or indirectly affected ifndustriles spend tbefr 
income wfthi n the economy. 

Hnfrartructure. The basic transportation systems, utilf tfes, 
servfces, enterprises, and other jnvestanents necessary for the 
operation and growth of a consnunfty. 

Moldfng. A tract of land, located wfthfn a large block of 
public land, that is owned by a private fndfvfdual or by the State 
of Utah. 

Hnput-ootprat mod@1 . An economic model of the Interdependence of 
the producfng and consuming sectors iin a given area. 

mtmt smdy %Peu 8BA9. All publfc lands that were formally 
designated as natwral or prinitIve areas before November 1, 8975. 
These areas are being considered for designat%on as wilderness areas 
and, 94 designated, would be included On the national wilderness 
preservatilon system. 

xm 1 vfrt%. A v4wshed, or area of view, from a prf stine 
locatfon, such as fran a class H afr qualfty area, that has been 
Ildentffiled as befng an important attrjbute to the area from which dt 
Bs being vfewed. 

MerdlsciplQnary approach. Cooperative, fnteractfve consul tatfon 
and analysis among %ndivfduals representfng two or more d%sci- 
plf nes. Such an approach should ‘insure the integrated use of tie 
natural and social scfences and the envfroraaental design arts In 

plannfng and in decfsfon makfng, which laqy have an impact on man’s 
envdronment’ [hEPA 102(2)(AI3. 
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IPrkrln management policy (IP5Pp). An fnterfm measure governing 
uses on lands under wilderness revfew. This polfcy protects wflder- 
ness stuQ areas (WSAs) from impairment of thefr suftabflfty for 

desfgnatfon as wilderness. 

fntrusfen Wsual'D. A land, vegetatfon, or structural feature 

that is generally considered out of context with the characteristic 
1 andscape. 

Irolated tract. A parcel of publifc lands surrounded by nonfederal 
lands. 

I[ssw?. See plannfng issue. 

toy we81. A relatively small portion of a rangeland selected 
because of its locatfon, use, or grazfng value as an area on whfch 
to monftor the efhcts of grazing use. It 4 s assumed that key 

areas, If properly selected, will reflect the effects of current 
grazfng management over all or part of a pasture, allotment, or 
other grazing unit. 

Kay mnagecrent area. An area that influences or Ifmilts the 
management opportunitfes on the land surrounding ft. Key management 
area may be synonymous with key area. 

Kmwn geologle structure (KGS). An area where an accumulation 
oil or gas has been dfscovered by drfYling and determfned to 
productive; the limits of the KGS fncl ude all acreage that 
presumptively productive. 

of 
be 
iS 

Known recoverable coal resource area (KKCKAI. An area with coal 

resources that have been measured usfng certafn data requirements 

and are capable of befng recovered by current mining methods. 

Labor force. Persons 16 years of age and older (excluding those 

fnstitutfonalized) who are currently employed or seeking employment. 

Land d(lsposa%. A transaction that leads to the transfer of title 

of public lands from the Federal Government. 

Land treatment. Alteration of the soil and/or vegetation of an 
area by mechanfcal, bfologfcal, or chemical means, or by burnfng. 
Land treatments are fmplemented to reduce erosfon or improve vegeta- 

tion for Bfvestock or wfldlffe. 

hate seris'd. The seral stage fn whfch a bfotfc conmtunity fs at 51 

to 75 percent of PE (formerly known as good condftfon). 

hPfe?stylylp!. The characterf stfc way people live, indicated by 
consumption patterns, work, lefsure. and other activities. 

LMted srappresrion. A policy of lfmitfng ffre suppressfon ac- 
tfvfOy in areas where the expense associated with usual suppression 
procedures fs not warranted (usually because of extreme suppressfon 
dffffculty or because the values threatened are low). 

Livestock dlrtrfbuthm. The unfformdty of livestock grazing use 
over a range area. It is affected by topography. avaflabf 1 fty of 
water, and type and palatability of vegetation. 

~~~g~n~ facflfties. Structures and other capital improvements 

that have been constructed to afd the administration of a resource 
program. 

Management framework plrn 04FFp9. A planning decision document 
prepared before the effective date of the regulations implementing 
the land use plannfng provisions of FLPM. 

‘#+I, 1, and C categorizatfon. The groupfng of allotments into three 
different categories (K=mafntafn, I=improve, and C-custorfal) for 
management purposes. 

Bidden. An accumulatfon of refuse about a cultural sfte. 

Mid-seral . fhe seral stage fn which a bfotfc connnunity is at 26 
to 50 percent of PKC (formerly known as fair condition). 

Mimeral favorabflfty. The probabflfty that a mineral resource 

actually occurs in a given area, based on the geologic environment. 



imfgatdng measures. Methods used (often included as stipulations 
or specfal conditions attached to a lease) to reduce the sfgnfff- 

cance of or elfminate an antfcfpated environmental impact. 

Modeling. A simulation technique for artfffcfally imposing 
physical characterfstfcs of an area onto some parameter to determfne 
what the interaction between the parameter and the environment will 
be wfthout actually observfng and measuring the fnteractfon. Air 

quality modelfng typfcallly takes expected pollutant emissions from a 
proposed source and predicts concentrations of the pollutant In the 

air at varfous dfstances. 

Hon$tor'lng. The orderly collection and analysis of data to evalu- 
ate progress in meetfng resource management objectives. Plonitorfng 

may also fnclude: (I) the collection of data to evaluate progress in 
complying wfth laws, regulations. polfcies. executive orders, and 
management decfsfons, and (2) the collection of data to assist in 
resource protection. Sampling of data and observation of progress 
toward plan objectives, the accuracy of impact analysis, and the 
effectfveness of mftigatfon measures are also of particular fnterest 
fn terms of RW monitoring actfvftfes. 

Kultlp'Be use. Management of public lands and their varfous 

resource values so that they are used in the combination best meet- 
ing the present and future needs of the American people. Relative 
resource values are considered, not necessarily the combination of 
uses that wfll give the greatest potentfal economic return or the 
greatest unit output 

kltfplfer effects. The indirect and 1 nduced effects resulting 

from a direct effect. 

k&Mona1 &Went rfr qua3fty standards MAQS). Watfonal stand- 

ards, established under the Clean Air Act by the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). prescribing levels of pollutfon in the 
outdoor air which may not be exceeded. fhere are two levels of 

WAAQS : primary (set at a level to protect the public health from 
air pollution damage), and secondary (set at a level to protect 
publfc welfare from air pollutfon damage. 

I#latfoaral W@gl$kr of Hfotorfc Platzes. A list of dfstrfcts, sites. 
buildings, structures, and objects sfgnfffcant iln American hifstory, 

architecture, archaeology, and culture, mafntaf ned by the Secretary 
of the Knterfor. 

#atfanrl Register psrrperty. A site. district, building, struc- 
ture, or object deemed signfffcant in American hfstory, archftec- 
ture, archaeology, or culture which 4s Ifsted in the Matfonal 
Regf ster of Hf storfc Places. 

#%tQonal Wildorncs$ m?r@rvrtfon sys A systm composed of 
federally owned areas designated by Congress as w%lderness areas. 
These areas shall be a&f nistered for the use and enjoyment of the 
Amerfcan people; managment actions wf 11 preserve wilderness values 

for future use and enjoyment. 

Watural hazard. A natural characteristic of land or water 
resources or areas that: (I) constftutes conditions sfgnfffcantly 
dangerous, or potentially significantly dangerous, to human lffe, or 

prow W. or that (2) would be sfgnfffcantly dangerous to life or 
the safety of property if developlnent or other activity were 
penal tted. Such a hazard may be either existing or considered 
likely to occur in the future. 

WEPA doewe~tat4on. A document prepared to assess envfronnlental 
fmpacts of a proposed action, as requf red by #EPA and the CEQ regu- 
lations at 40 CFR 1500. Four types of documents could be prepared, 
depending on the scope of the proposal: an envrlronmentai impact 
statement, for major actions; an envfronnental assessment, for 
actions with no significant fmpacts; a categorfcal exclusion, for 

certain actfons predetermined to have no sfgnfflcant fmpacts; or a 
preemptory rejection, for projects that are not feasible from a 
legal or technical standpoint. 

We-action alternatfve. The alternative under which the current 
management dfrection or level of management intensity would be 
contfnued. 
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lotfca of fntent. A notice submitted to BLPI by a geophysfcal 
exploratfon company outlining a proposed oil and gas exploratDon 
program. 

0bjee:tives. Planned results to be achfeved wfthfn a stated the 
IperIod. Objectfves are subordlnate to goals, narrower in scope and 
shorter On range, and more I=?kely to be attained. Plme perilods for 
completfon are specVffed, as are measurable and quantiffable outputs 

or achievements. 

0bl~gations. PO&al resource management progrmn expenditures, 
including costs of the operatfon plan, equipment, and work months. 

Off-road vahflclle (ON'). Any motorf zed veh%cle capable of or 
designed for travel on or fmnedfately over land, water, or other 
natural terrain, excluding (1) any nonamphfbfous registered motor- 
boa%; (29 any military, fire, emergency, or law enforcement vehicle 
while befng used for emergency purposes; (3) any vehicle whose use 
is expressly authorllzed by the authorizing officer, or otherwise 
off9cfally approved; (4) vehicles in official use; and (51 any 
combat or combat support vehicle when used in tdmes of hational 

defense emergencies. (Quoted from Executive Order 11989.1 

Bulutubil9ty. The relish with whfch a particular specfes or plant 

part is consumed by an animal. 

P1leoonto1ogy. The stucjy of fossfls. 

hrtfculate matter. Any material, except water, Bn a chemically 
uncombined form that is or has been airborne and exists as a liquid 
or solid at standard temperature and pressure. Minute partfcles of 

coal dust, fly ash, and oxides temporarily suspended in the 

atmosphere. 

Pustwe. As used 3n th9s document, a subdfvfsfon of a grazing 

allotment. 

.P nt in lieu of faxes (PHLP). Payments to local or state 
governments based on ownershfp of federal land and not directly 
dependent on production of outputs or receipt sharing. 

Pedfment. A broad, flat or gently sloping, rock-floored erosion 
surface or plain of low relief. 

Peremnial stream. A stream that flows throughout the year. 

Pamability lsoil). The ease with which gases or liqufds pene- 

trate or pass through $011. 

Permit area (coal). The area of land and water within the bounda- 
rfes of a mine permft and desf gnated on the pemft applicatdon maps. 

Phenology. The scrlence concerned with perfodfc biological events 
in their relation to seasonal climatic changes. Plant phenology 
refers to dates of sprouting, flowering, seed productfon, and re- 
growth, as well as other observable occurrences in plant development. 

Photo tend. A method of rangeland monitor4 y that Includes 
taking a close-up photograph of a 3- x 3-foot plot awd a general 
view photograph of the study site. In addftion. measurements and/or 
estimates are made to provfde quantdtatfve data concerning vegeta- 
Paon characterlstfcs that may or may not be seen In the protographs. 

Pietopph. Prehl storfc rock art, ef ther drawn or painted onto a 
stone surface or pecked Into such a surface. 

Pitting. A watershed treatment fn which shallow pfts 5 to 20 feet 
wdde are dug with a backhoe or bulldozer for the purpose of 
retafning runoff. 

Plarcer cledm. A mfnlng claim on a surface mfneral deposit formed 
by the mechanical concentration of mineral particles from weathered 
debt-4 s. 

Plrmnfng area. ltn thf s document, the planning area dncludes both 

San Rafael Resource Area and the Forest Planning Unft of the Sevler 
River Resource Area. 



Planning criterfa. The standards or rules and other factors 
developed by the manager and InterdfscQplinary team for their use in 
form4ng judgments about decfsfon makdng, analys4s. and data collec- 

tion during planning. 

Plam4ng horizon. The period of time, expressed in years, that 
serves as a cMIK)n base for consfderfng future cond4tlons and 
effects in the plannfng process. 

Plann%ng issue. A matter of controversy or dispute over resource 
wsanagmnt act4vities or land use that is well defined and/or 
topfcally discrete and entai¶s alternatives among which to choose or 
decide. 

plan at operations. As used in thf s document, a plan submitted by 
an operator (lessee or mlnilng clafmant) which outlines in detail 
proposed exp'loratf on and mf nf ng activities that would df sturb more 
than 5 acres. 

Plunt vigor. The relatf ve well-being and health of a plant as 
reflected by f%s ability to manufacture sufficient food for growth 

and maintenance. 

Potewtial evaporation. A measure of the degree to which the 
weather or climate of a reglow 4s favorable to the process of 

evaporation. 

Pob~ltirl natural c Rlity MC). The seral stage in which a 
bdotic community is at 76 to lo0 percent of potential. 

Potential nrturcsl c Rity vegetation. The ffnal vegetation 

c-unity that emerges after a series of success4ve vegetational 
stages. The climax cowmuni ty perpetuates Qtself indefinitely unless 

disturbed by outside forces. 

Pot hunting. Illegal collection of artifacts, either from the 
land surface or by d4gging into an archaeological s4te. 

Powerstte. Publ4c lands that have a potential value for water 
power development. 

Preferred alternative. That plan alternative, in the draft 
environmental analys4s or iimpact statement, which management has 
4nftially selected as offerllng the most acceptable resolution of the 
planning issues and management concerns. 

Prescribed fire. The skillful appllcat4on of fire to natural 
fuels under condftfons of weather, fuel moisture, so41 moisture, 

etc., that will allow confinement OB the 4fre to a predetermined 
area and at the same t4me produce the Intensity of beat and rate of 
spread requllred to accompldsh certain planned benefits to one or 
more objectives of wiB dl4fe management, graz4ng, hazard reduction, 
efx. Its objectilve 4s to employ fire sc4entiffcally to realize 
maxdmum benefits at m4n4mum damage and acceptable cost. 

Priritive reweirrtiow. Nonmotorized and undeveloped types of 
outdoor recreatdon activities. 

Prior stable population (w4ldl4feI. The long-term yearly average 
population of a herd, generated fran lo-year averages of harvest 

data. For herds that have not stabJlbred, the ffgure represents the 
reconmRnded attarlnable numbers that a given area can support. 

Pt=ocess. A mechanism whereby an ecosystem component undergoes 
metabolism, transfonaation, or any other kfnd of change. Any 
process lmplfes an energy flow. Processes are responsfble for 
ecosystem dynamics. They control the way cmonents functdon and 

IInteract. 

Pro*wniQ to COrrS~. The proportion of a consumer's personal 
fncme that is spent on goods and services. 

Proper use. (1) A degree of utilization of current year's growth 
which, 4f contilnued, would achieve the management objectives and 
maintain or dmprove the long-term productfv4ty of the site; or (2% 
the percentage a plant 4s util fzed when the rangeland as a whole 4s 
properly utilfzed. Proper use var4es u4th t4me and systems of 

grazing. Proper use is synonymous with proper utilfratfon. 



Broprlletor. Owner of an enterprfse. 

Pub1 %e I andt . Any lands or ilnterest in lands outsdde Alaska owned 
by the Un%ted States and administered by the Secretary of the 
Interior through BL#, except lands located on the Outer Continental 
Shelf or lands held for the benef%t of Indians. 

PublIe Water Reserve (PWRll. A reservatifon under varllous execut%ve 
orders for public land containing a spr%ng or waterhole, reserv%ng 

water to the public for the purpose of human and am%na% consumption. 

waatge %tssp=ov~nt. An authorized act%v%ty or program on or relat- 

%ng to rangelands wh%ch %s des%gned to improve production of forage; 
change vegetation caposition; control patterns of use; provfde 
water; stabilize so%1 and water cond%t%ons; and provide habitat for 
l%vestock, w%ld horses and burros, and w%ldW%fe. The term ilncludes, 
but %s not limfted to, structures, treatment projects, and use of 
mechanical means to accotnpl1sh the desired results. 

Ramgelamd. A kind of land that supports vegetat%on useful for 

grazing or browsilng. on which routine management of that vegetation 
is through manipulatdon of grazing rather than cultural practices. 

(Rangelands Include natural grasslands, marshes, rfparlan zones, and 
wet meadows. Rangeland includes lands revegetated naturally or 
artif%c%ally to prov%de a plant cover which Is managed l%ke natfve 
vegetation.) 

F&wage or?.@. See ecologilcal sil te. 

Reerea&%en opportun%Py spectrum MOS). A conceptual framework for 
inventory, planning, and management of recreation resources. 

~~%b%l%~~%~. Restoration of damaged or lost environment as 

nearly as possible to its or%g%al state. 

Re &VW. One of the IW adm%n%strat%ve areas contained %n a 

BLkn dlstrlet. The two resource areas Included in tkiis document are 

the San Rafael Resource Area and the Sevler River Resource Area. 

Wesouree mar381 no plan QftW9. A wr%tten lands use plan that 
outlfnes 'EM's dec%s%ons and strateg%es for managment of the 
resources %n a partilcular area. The RMP replaces the MP in BkSwl's 
p'lann%ng system. 

Rest-rotat%on graz%ng sysm. A grazdng plan provfdilng for 
systematdc and sequentilal grazing by livestock and resting from 
ffvestock use on a range area to provide for product%on of l%vestock 
whjle maintaining or improvl[ng the vegetatfon and so41 fertllfty. 

Rcearmo above cask cost. Annual sales minus those costs that must 
be paid that same year. 

Re%a~mr to labor and ‘QrrverW~t. Annual sales minus the cost that 
must be paid that same year and the deprecfatlon %ncurred on capital 
equipment. 

R%gRt-Of-WW. The legal rfght for use, occupancy, or access 
across land or water areas for a specified purpose or purposes. 
Also, the lands covered by such a right. 

Right-of-wqy eorri dor. The deslgnatlon of an ex%st%ng group of 
r%ghts-of-way capable of accomodatdng one or more compatible 

rifghts-of-way of like kfnd. Such a corridor contadns only public 
I and. 

R%par%aot hab%tat. A Wque, spec%al%zed form of wetland restrilct- 
ed to areas along, adjacent to, or contiguous wjth, perennially and 
%ntenaittently flowing r%vers, streams, and other bodies of water. 

met o%!terop. Bare, exposed bedrock consfsting chdefly of sand- 
stone, s%ltstone, limestone, and conglomerate. 

sll%w3 so%l. Sol1 containdng soluble salts %n an amount that 
airs growth of plants. A salfne so%1 does not conta%n excess 

exchangeable sod%ur. 

S@l%W%?#. A measure of total dllssolved solids (TDS) Including all 
dnorganlc naterifal %n soIut%on, whether Ilonflxed or not. 



SeoaUe eorrldor. In th!s docment, the area encompassfng the 
foreground-middleground zone along Highway 11-70. 

The visual aesthetIcs of an area, based on the 

k@y factors: landforms. vegetatfon, color, water, influence of 
adjacent scenery, scarcity, and aRlount of cultural moddflcatdon. Ht 
ind%eates the v4sual quality of an area relative to other scenery dn 
the region. 8L# ratings are A = exceptdonal/ extraorddnaty; B = 
moderate; and C = low/eonmn. 

Seasord of use. 'Ihe tfme of livestock grazdng on a range area. 

mt. So11 or nsirneral materIw% transported by water and 
deposited In streams or other bodfes of water. 

fkmt y4old. The total amount of eroded material that 

cc#spletes the journey from 10s source to a downstream control point, 
such as a resewollr. 

ation. Generally speaking, any action (such as wfthdrawal) 
that suspends the operation of the general public land or mineral 
laws on partkular public lands. 

SeiirlOtlwe sofls. Solls that are erodible, have a reWat4vely hfgh 
content of clay and sflt, and are slightly to moderately saline. 

Speccies occurring on 
publtc lands and requdrfng specfal managmnt attentfon to protect 

It and to prevent irreparable damage to the ifmportant resources or 
other natural systa~ or processes on which It depends. The sensf- 
tive lllst 4s made up of specfes Idsted In category 3C Iln the Federal 
RegOster, Vol. 50 Ho. 188, September 27, 9985, page 39526. 

semt4twty k?val (rlowl ). An Index of the response to vfsual 

change In an area based on such weilghted crdterfa as social attd- 
tudeo, amount of use, types of resource uses, management attftudes, 
etc. Levels are classlffed as hfgh, medfua, or Bow. 

Serrl 6 SsUtJf. One of a series of blotfc conmiuniltXes that 
40110~ one another On time on any given area. Seral conanrnity is 
synonymous with successgonal cansnunlty and may be synonymous with 
seral stage and success4onal stage. 

Starr1 stage. See seral cmn%ty. 

SkIPUb. A plant that has a persdstent woody stem, a relatively low 
growth hablt, and generally produces several basal shoots linstead of 
a sdngle trunk. 

SfgmuPucam. The degree of Ifnportance as %nd%cated by either 
quant%tative measurmnts or qualiltatfve judmnts. SIgnlficant 
Issues and impacts require explicilt consideration dn ipreparIng a 
plan. 

Slakhole. A hole worn by water dn Idmestone along a jolint or 
fracture, usually connected with an underground channel. 

SlOpO. The incldnatfon of the land surface from the horizontal. 
Gntage of slope D s the vert9cal distance divided by horfzontal 
ddstance, then multi[pl4ed by 100. Thus, a slope of 20 percent is a 
drop of 20 feet fn 100 feet of horOzonta1 distance. 

SpecUa~ cowdiltfom. A requitr%nent attached to approval of a 
specdfic project, often dealing wXth protection of the envfronment. 
Cqare to StQpulatQon. 

SpeeUaS tar sand area ISTSAW). An area desilgnated by order of the 
Secretary of the Interior on November 20, 1980 ($5 Federal Register 
76800) and January 21, 1981 (46 federal Register 60771, and referred 
to in those orders as desfgnated tar sand areas, as contaaindng 
substantial depostts for tar arid sand. Eleven SEAS are reeognfred 
dn Utah by the Combined Hydrocarbon Leasing Act of 1981. The Act 
provdded for the conversfon of existilng o%l and gas leases 4n SOSAs 
to CHLS. This Act also requ%res colnpetitive leasrlng for currently 
unleased lands wdthi[n SEAS. 
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Specfrl Recreation Management Area An area where sfgnificant 

public recreation issues or management concerns occur. SpecQal or 
more intensive types of management are typfcally needed. 

StabfII1ratilon (eu%turrl'D. Protective techniques usually applied 
to structures and ruins to keep them in their existing condition, 
prevent further deterforation, and provilde structural safety without 

slgniffcant rebuilding. 

StlpMlatlon. A requlrement, usually dealing with protectflon of 
the environment, that is made a part of a lease, grant, or other 
authorizing docuaent. 

SubliBuJse'C'lon. The change of 'Ice to water vapor. 

Surface water. All forms of water on the surface of the earth. 

Suspended preference. That portion of the grazing preference that 
exceeds the present avadlable livestock grazing capacity. 

Threatened spec'9es (plants and anhalsl. Any plant or animal 
speckles likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future 
throughout all or a significant part of its range. See Endangered 
and Candidate specfes. 

Wsrerkel d . A maximum or minimum number, or other value, for an 
environmental llmpact or resource use whfch, if exceeded, causes that 
'Impact or use to take on new fmportance. The relative importance of 
a threshold depends upon its context. 

Topography. The reldef and contour of the land, espec’fa’fly when 

taken collectively, as over a region or large area. 

To%%1 d9ssolved solids UDS). All InorganIc material 4n solution, 

whether Ionized or not. 

Total suspended partfetelates (TSP9. All solild or semisolid 
materXal found in the atmosphere. 

Trend. The direction of change in range conditron (ecological 
status or resource value ratings) observed over time. 

The sum of persons In the labor force who are 
currently unemployed but who are lookilng for work, and those who are 
on layoff or waitfng to start new jobs wQthin 30 days. 

~~s~i~~~~~~ erl%tar$a. Crfteria, specllfded in coal management 
regulations at 43 CFR 3461, that ident%fy those lands that shall be 

considered unsuitable for certaDn stipulated methods of coal mining. 

MtllBmatfon. The proportion or degree of current year's forage 
production that ds consumed or destroyed by animals (including 
insects). Ray refer to e%ther a single plant species, a group of 

species, or the vegeta%ion as a whole. Utilizat4on ds synonymous 
with use. 

Var%able cost. A cost that varies with the level of control led 
outputs in the time horizon covered by the planning period or the 
decisions beilng considered (for example, investment, operational, 
and variable general ackninistratfon costs). 

Vege%a%ilon type. A kind of existing plant coazaunity with dis- 
tingudshable characteristics described In terms of the present 
vegetation that dominates the aspect or physiognomy of the area. 

Vlsft (recreation). The entry of any person into a sfte or area 
of land or water generally recognized as providing outdoor 
recreation. 

Violitir day. Twelve visitor hours which may be aggregated con- 
tinuously, intermittently, or simultantously by one or more persons. 

Visual dilstance tone. The normal distance of viewers from an area 
being viewed: foreground/ mlddleground (up to 5 miles); background 
(up to 15 milles); and seldom seen (more than 15 miles or areas 
screened from normal viewpoints). 



v4sw-l el W&S. The elements that determfne how the character of 
a landscape fs percejved. Form: the shapes of objects such as 

Tandfonns or patterns Bn the-dscape. Line: perceivable lfnear 
changes in contrast resultfng from abru~ddfferences 3n form, 
color, and texture. Co1 or: the reflected 14 ght of dfffernt wave 
lengths that enables theye to dffferentfate othetwfse fdentfcal 

objects. Texture: the visual result of varfation in the surface of 
an object. 

ril rnal resowees. The land, water, vegetatfon, anfmals, struc- 

tures, and other features that are vistble on all public lands. 

Vllsraal mSOure@ nt PM9 classes. Classiffcatfon contafn- 

fng specific objectives for mafntafnfng or enhancfng vfsual re- 

sources, fncluding the amount of acceptable change to the exdsting 

landscape to meet established vfsual goals. 

Watershed. The total area above a gfven point on a stream that 
contributes water to the flow at that pofnt. 

water table. The upper level of an unconffned underground water 

body. 

Wealth. The aggregate market value of an owner's assets. 

Wetlands. Lands fncludfng swamps, marshes, bogs, and sfmflar 
areas such as wet meadows, rfver overlflows, mud flats, and natural 

ponds. 

Wfl&mss area. An area offrlcfally deslgnated as wflderness by 

Congress. Wilderness areas wf'B1 be managed to preserve wilderness 

W9l dernoss mm nt p6919ey. The T&s% polfcy that governs adm4ni- 
stratfon of public Bands desfgnated as wflderness areas by Congress. 
It 'Is based on the Wflderness Act of 1964 and FLPMA of 1976. FLPMA 
requfres a wilderness area to be a roadless area or fsland that has 

been Inventoried and found to have wflderness characteristfcs as 
described in Sectfon 603 of FLPMA and in Section 1 (c9 of the 

Witlderness Act. 

Wflldermert revlend. The fnventory, study, and reportfng phases of 
BLW's wflderness program. 

w9k&?rness stw at-m twsA9. An area under study for possible 
fncllusion as a wilderness area. 

W9ldlUh. All specfes of mammals, bfrds, ffsh, amphfbfans, and 

reptfles~found fn a wild state. 

W91d11fc habltat. All elements of a wfld animal's envfronment 
necessary for completion of fts life cycle, fncluding food, cover, 
water, and lfvtng space. 

Wfthdrawa? . An action that restricts the use of pub'lfc lands and 
removes the land fraa operatfon of some or all of the public land or 
mineral laws. 

work month. A unit contafnfng 173.3 hours of government labor. 

characterfstfcs and shall be devoted to the pub?fc purposes of 
conservatfon and recreatfonal. scenic, scfentffic, educational, and 
kistorlcal uses. 
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This sectfon of the San Rafael Proposed Resource Management Plan 
(RMP) and Ffnal Environmental Xmpact Statement (EIS) contafns Copies 

of the publfc and agency ctnmnents received on the draft and the 
Bureau of Land Management’s (RLM's) responses to those comnents. 
For ease of reference, the consnentors are listed here. 

N? Piumm 

?he San Rafael draft RolrP/EIS was printed in August 1988 and 
dfstrfbuted to the public for a go-day review and comnent period; 

RLM's notice of availabflity appeared fn the Federal Register on 
August 17, 1988. The Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA's) 
notfce of avaflabflity. which marked the offfcial beginning of the 
go-day cornnewt period, appeared in the Federal Register on 

September 9, 1988 and called for cornnewts to be received by 

Decmber 7. 

Four open-house meetings were held to df scuss the draft RMP/EXS: 
September 20 at the courthouse fn Castle Dale, UT; September 22 at 
the Tamarfsk Restaurant in Green River, UT; September 27 at the cfty 

hall in Huntington, UT; and September 29 at the Salt Palace In Salt 
Lake City. 

PUBLIC AND AGENCY C NTS RECEIVED 

The conmnents have been grouped fnto ffve categories: those 

submiltted by specfal fnterest groups, fndustry, federal agencies, 

state and local government agencies, academfc fnstftutfons, and 
fndfvfduals. The comments are presented in the order listed. 

Several cornnewt letters were recedved after the close of the go-day 
public conanent perfod. Although BLM fs not required to consider 
late comments, the fnterdfscfplinary team analyzed and responded to 
all camnents received. 

ORGANKi!ATPOWS 

a Amerfcan Rivers 
2 American Wilderness Alliance 
3 National Parks and Conservation Association 
4 The Nature Conservancy 
5 Red Rock 4-Wheelers 
6 Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Associatfon 
7 Utah Chapter Sferra Club 
8 Sl ickrock Outdoor Society 
9 Ufntah Mountain Club 
10 Utah Farm Bureau Foundatfon 

11 Utah Nature Study Socfety 
12 Utah Petroleum Assocfatfon 
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13 Utah Professional Archreoliogfcal Councfl 
14 @ah Brafl Hachqnc AssocfatBon 
15 Utah Wflderness Association 
16 Wasakh Hountafn Club 
17 The Will&mess Society 

118 Celsius Energy Company 
as Chevron U.S.A., Inc. 

20 Narathon 041 Company 
21 Perwifts West, Inc. 
22 Texaco W.S.A., Inc. 
23 Tram-Atlantic Pacilffc, Inc. 
24 Utah Power and Light Coqany Research Farm 

25 Utah Power and Lfght Cosnpany Lease Supervisor 
26 Wild Horse Strategfc ~fnerals 

27 U.S. Departmnt of the Interior, Bureau of #fnes 
28 U.S. Deoartmnt of Hearlth and Human Sewfces, Center for Dfsease 

Com%roQ 
29 Congress of the United States, Howard C. Nielson 
30 U.S. Envfromental Protection Agency 

31 U.S. Department of Agrfculture. Forest Service, Fish Lake 

Wational Forest 

32 U.S. Department of the Interior, Wational Park Servfce, Rocky 

~untafn Region 
33 U.S. Department of the Air Force, Central Regfon 

34 Castle Dale Cfty 
35 Emery County Board of Caafssfoners 

36 Emery County Economfc Deviplopment Councfl 
37 Enery.County Road Department 
38 Ferron Cfty 
39 Huntington Cfty 
40 Orangevllle City 
41 Southeastern Utah Assocfatfon of Local Governments 
42 State of Utah, Qfffce of the Governor 

43 Utah State Unfversity, College of Natural Resources 

HNWMNMLS 

44 Jack Spence 
45 Lon Leonard 

46 Dan PB. Wells 
47 Jay Mark Humphrey 
48 #ax Ralphs 
49 Oral E. Johansen 

50 Johannah Jensen 
51 El Ray Bafrd 
52 Derk Beckstrand 
53 Bruce Berger 
54 Val J. BieYecki 
55 Greg Bloomer 
56 Charles Bongo 

57 Lee Bunderson 
58 Bruce Chesler 
59 Gale Cox 
60 iFII. Crookston 
61 Karen Egan 
62 StanElmer 
63 Art Foran 
64 Dale Grange 
65 Chris S. Guymon 



66 
67 

69 
70 
71 
72 
73 

74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
a4 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 

94 
95 
% 

wee Gwymon 

A. Loe Jeffs 
caay Yohmson 
Dale Johnson 
Gale Jorgensen 

John L. Jorgensen 
JMS%MS Ray Jorgensen 
Don and Boolnle Keele 
Bean and Hflda King 
Randy Long 
Jim Majors 
Lee kElprang 
Lorie @kElprang 
Don A. N%chols 
Wilton A. Oman 
P-111 Associates, Xnc. 
Alan 9. Peterson 
Mackae Potter, Great Outdoor Stores 

Mike Ralphs 
Verne1 1 Row1 ey 
Kenne%h Sassen 
Carma W. Sherman 
Betty Sa14 %h 
Dudley SWaSey 
Rfchard Tatton 
Kfmlennyson and Bamfan Fagan 

Clyde fhowpsbn 

Debora Three@ 
Betsy L. Tfpps 
Yosepk Treadwell 

97 6ary Veapermsn 
% my W%rehms 
99 Leon Werdfnger 
100 D.A. wDlcox 
107 Gary and Janet Wooler 
$02 Dennits Worwood 

A total of 532 partfes submftted cornnewts. 

Of the total couaaents submit%ed, 426 were origfnal letters, while 
the remaining 106 were form letters. 

Of those sendfng origfnal letters, 17 (4 percent) were specfa'l 
fnterest groups; 9 (2 percent) were industries; 7 (2 percent) were 
be&wall agencfes; 9 (2 percent) were agencfes of state and local 
government; 1 was an academic instftutfon; and 383 (90 percent) were 

indlv$duals. 

BLN's response 1s prfnted beside each cofmaent page for ease of 
reference. 

Individual colllsgntors submftted a large number of form letters and 
many other letters wfth slightly ddfferent wording but the same 

SUbStanCe. To reduce printing costs and make thfs volume easfer to 

read, fn cases of dMglkat%On, Bkb! has prfnted only one representa- 
tfve c n% letter and followed its response wfth a Ills% of the 
coemnan%ors whose submfssfons were %he sasm or sfmflar. 
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icormaent page 11 

Deo.&er 7, 1988 

Jim Drgden, 
San NaTad Rercumb &cm !4armger 
Bureau of Land Ihna8eacnt 
900 North, 700 Bwt 
Price, UT 84501 

According to Instruction Memorandum 88-670, Wild and Scenic River Guide- 
lines, and appenaix J. Wld and Scenic River Study Segments and Poten- 
tial Classifications, river segments classifjed as potentially wild, 
scenic, or recreational will be protected for those values so that their 
eligibility for designation is not damaged. There Is no requirement 
that prescriptions be developed and applied to the various river seg- 
merits, but management prescriptions can be developed and utilized if 
deemed necessary. 

Dear Mr. Dryden, 

- 

NOTE: Conrment ‘letter 1 from American givers contained a lo-page enClOSUre 
detailing Green Mountain National Forest manageeient preSCriptiOnS for 

Aatrlcm Rivers has the followin$ commnts rmerdlng treetment of potential. candidate rivers. The enclosure is not printed here. 
Wild and Scenic Rivers in the 8an Rafael RIP. A6 I indicated in our telephone 
oonaervatiOn of 8OVerbl breaks agO, we wish to ooam?ad you for your decision to 
stidy three rlvera, including two Nationuide Rivers, Inventory listed rivers, on 
the San Rafael @iA for potential inclusion if the national rivers syatea; 
however, we he1 that We epra&ee* expressed in the Iy.P to protect federal 
lands along thwe rivers durm the five years contemplated for the completion 
of the60 btudles $6 inadequate. 

1 A6 rSQUfrd by the UsDA/U3)1 Rcvi~d Guidelines for the consideration and 
proteotion of wild end acenio river candidates (September, 1982) and the bureau 
of Lukd PkfUKeaent’& own internal Kuidelines (M tin8lited September 8, 19881, 
the Bureau ust provide detailed mumgement pm#oriptions for the protection of 
potentially l liKible rivers. hclowd plabse fit4 . oow of the men~ement 
hadard8 emplgred by the Green kuntain National Porwt for the proteotion of 
their candidate rivers. It is igortant that a separate management 
PI'WCriPtiOn e&cYirg such specific standards aa are oonsibtent with the bbOVe 
oitrd guidelinr, unl ulth the various claraifications. be created for 

~oandldate rivers. 

lhprlr YOU for this opportunity to comment. Please feel free to contact me 
or Kevin Cqyle of this office for information or wri&mce. 
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Decmber 6, 19@$ 

Mr. J4me8 Dryden, Mmmgor 
84m R4f4el Remurce Area Blm4ger 
Bureau of until management 
900 19. 708 8. 
Price, UT 845QlL 

rer Resource Management Plan 

Dear Mr. Drydenr 

We have reviewed tbe San Rafael Resource management Plan. 
The time and work that you and your staff have spent on this 
Plan are appreciated. However, we are writing to ask that 
you make a number of improvements in the Plan. 

The American Wih3emess Alliance is a national non-profit 
organization whose members and staff are working to conserve 
the nation's publicly owned wildlands , wildlife habitat and 
free-flowing rivers. We have members throughout the United 
State, including in Utah, and many of them and I are familiar 
with the remarkable San Rafael country. The San Rafael 
Swell, in particular, ia of outstanding national park 
stature, and the BIN should be proud to give it no less than 
the greatest posrible protection. To do less is to invite a 
national movement for national park status. 

According, we respectfully urge that you make the following 
changes in the Plan: 

1. pesfgnate the 600,000 acre San Rafael Swell as an ACEC. 

2. Include within the ACEC the follawingr Wexfcan Mtn. USA, 
San Rafael Reef WSA, Side Mtn. WSA, Crack Canyon WSA, bevils 
Canyon USA and Ruddy Creek WSA, as well as tbe San Rafael 
River and Ruddy Creek corridors. Close these areas to off- 
road vehicle we, mining entry and mineral leasing. 

3. Designate Roraesboe Canyon WSA aa an ACRC, and close the 
unit to off-road vehiclea, mineral entry and mineral leasing. 

1. De8iguate the Green River Corridor a8 an ACRC. Confine 
vehiolo use to demignatod ro4d8 , and close the corridor to 
mineral entry and leasing. 

5. mea, the PIat *pa and Rot&not EencI XRCD to safeguard 
relict plant wecllem. 

CCoPlPent Page II 

1 See the response to cofxnent 44. 



2 
I: 

6. Protect threatened and endangered l peciea tbrougbout the 
Sm Rafael area with ACNC deaigaationa. 

7. 
3 

[ 

Rliadnate domaatic livaatock from a11 importAnt desert 
bighorn sheep range. Bighorna cannot co-exist with domestic 
l heep, and cattle provide excaaaive competition for forage. 

4 
I: 

0. BPiminate %fveatock from riparian areas, which are vital 
to wildlife. 

5 
I: 

9. Reduce livestock aad adopt improved grazing programs on 
allotwnta in poor or fair condition. 

6 

L 

10. Extend the eligible wild river designation on the San 
Rafael River upstream to Red Canyon. 

11. Extend tba eligible wild river dasfgnation on Muddy Creek 
downatreaa to Whet8 it laavea the San Rafael Reef. 

7 
12. 

II 

Conduct a program to sample cultural reaourcea on the San 
Rafael Resource Area. 

13. 

I 

Identify and protect cultural aitea through cloaurea to 
off-road vehiclea, mineral entry And mineral leasing. The 
Resource Bbaaagement Plan admita that the planning AreA is the 

a Center Of the Pr8mOnt Indian Culture, and that infOrQAtiOn t0 
ba obtained from cultural reAourcea in the AreA ia UnigUe-- 
not alP+a!ubAXe avAilAble. It folloua, then, that the BLM must 
protect tbeae irreplaceable cultural resources by closing 
them to the Aforementioned conflicting uses. 

II. 

iI 

Last but not leASt, SStAbliSh the San RAfAel Swell AS A 
9 NAtiOnAl COnamVAtiOn AreA And give it the nAtiOnA]l 

recognition And protection thst it d8SerVeS. 

PleAae include theae commenta in the official record of the 
San Rafael Resource NAnagement Plan, and make sure that ay 
na# And Addr88S are on the Pailing list to receive word Of 
your final decision on this Plan. 

Sbncerelrr. 

Clifton R. &itt 
Rxecutive Director 

RESPON$E TO CObMENT 2 AMERICAN WlLDERNESS ALLIANCE 

LComent page 21 

2 See the response to cement 44. 

3 See the response to comment 44. 

4 See the response to cement 44. 

5 See the response to comment 44. 

6 See the response to conment 44. 

7 See the response to torment 44. 

8 See the response to cement 44. 

9 See the response to comnent 44. 

NOTE: Maps accompanying this cement are not reproduced here. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 NATIONAL PARKS A@ CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION -- __- -- 

icotxnent page lj 

Additional features, points of reference, and township and range markers 
have been added to the large proposed alternative maps. A plastic 

Jim Lbrvdrrl overlay with additional features has also been included for use with the 

San Rata61 Resc'urcc Area Md!iec:rr- page-size maps. Using the 1:25U,OOO ownership maps as a base would have 
6urrau of Land Managemenr displayed so much information tnat the reader could not discern the 

360 Norxh 700 East proposed actions. 

Price. LItah 845Ul 

Dear Ml-. Drvden. 

The National Farks and ~onservat~on Assbclatl~n apprecrar+s 
the opporrunitv t-0 suorn~~ rhe toiic,ulng commenrs or, Itit: Sar, 
hafael F~esource Management Plan (kMFl and EIS. IJPCA 815.1, 
enoorses and adoprr t'v reirrencc commerlts subm~rred f L' tt,t 
Wilderness Sncirtv. hutherr, Utan tili.ricrneas tiiil*Il-+ jr,2 liiii 
ir,aprer c,f me sierra clut,. 

iisadable maps are a irl~lcal p*rt Gf sil;~wln~ zre L,uc,il: pi, 
unoerctand and commenr c,n ariv bLM ~-c-course nar~ajimi*-~t r,l&r, Lr 
understand that the BLM 1s tx~*rrlmenr~r,~ ultt, r,ew c;m~,u~t! 
generarca mapping svs~etns. arrd realize t.t-bar ztlev Chirps 
versatllltv anrJ convenlencc. It is al-co Irr,pcrrent !r;~wivti 

While tnere were a 1~81 of maps in rhs San F;eiael hIIF. It 
1 was verv diiflcult to read them. Tnr primal-v prc'c'leni N&S Illt- 

lack of a base map with basic topographic. geographic and 
cultural features. It was dlfficulr. if not ~mpossicle. tc. 
determine proposed management prescriptions for specli~c areas 
because without topographic or geograpnic features 1~ was 
impossible to locate one’s area c4i concern on The mepc. if 
possible. ue would recommend provision of a base map uittl 
topographic. geograpnlc or cultural features and a series csf 
rrarasperent overiays. Alternateiv. the 6LM could supplv 

-topo,yaphic. geographic 

M&mal Parks and Conserv%ion hsocialion 
Street, NW., WashingIon, D.C. 2~007 
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FAILURE TO CONSIDER CONSISTENCY WITH PROTEcZJXQN OF NATXONAI, 
VAIUES OR.&DJACENT L&NOS.-OR C!WZTURALRESOURCE RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 ---- NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVAT-IIN ASSOCIATION ETe--_ __--.-- 
PLANNING ISSUES OR PROBLEMS TO BE ADDRESS= 

NPCA objects to ELM's failure to include cultural resource 
management and consistency with protection of National Park 
Service units as planning issues, or otherwise to provide 
adequate consideration and planning to address the problems these 
issues present. It is requested that BLM issue a revised draft 
which adequately addresses these issues. 

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

Both cultural resource manaqement and consistency with 

CCoMilent page 21 

The National Park Service (NPS) organic act, as amended, states that NPS 
is to "promote and regulate the use of the federal areas known as 
national parks, monuments, and reservations hereinafter specified...[so 
as to1 leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations" 
i16 USC 11. This law Goes not address the administration of public 
lands, wlietner 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 managed 
for multiple use and sustained yield, whether in proximity to an NPS 
unit or not. 

national meet the criteria outlined in the San Rafael Tnc explanation in the draft resource management plan and environmental 
RRP for identification of planning "problem areas." The serious impact stdtement (RI@IEIS) (page l-4) of why cultural resources is not a 
threats to cultural resources clearly involve Circumstances. 
acknowledged in the SRRMP in which "existing land use allocations 

pldnning issue may have been oversimplified; review of the public com- 
ments indicates a certain amount of confusion. Protection of cultural 

conflict with current agency resource management policies or resources was identified as a significant concern for this area in the 
guidance.*' SRRMP p. l-6 And adoption of the proposed oil and gas management situation analysis (GA). In the MSA, management opportuni- 

2 leasing categories, VRR classifications and permitted vehicle use 
which can result in potential damage to 

ties were developed to reduce this concern. Those opportunities that 
adjacent to NPS units, can be achieved through the planning process were included in the draft 
the scenic, recreational and aesthetic values of those units, 
involves "existing resource management practices [which! c:onflict- 

RI@/EIS (page 2-44). 

with management plans, policies and guidance of another !ederdl According to the ULM planning process (mxiual 1600), a planning issue 
surface management agency." SRRMP p.l-6. involves the interrelationships of various resource management 

programs. Since cultural resource management is one of those programs, 
Furthermore, the SRRRP explicitly demonstrates that it cannot appropriately be labeled as an issue. 

alternative plans will have widely varying impacts on both of 
However, the management 

of cultural and historic resources not only was listed as a management 
these important protected values. Thus, the plan indicates that concern, but alS0 plays a suostantial part in the resolution of various 
damage to cultural resources from the different proposaed plans planning issues. 
can range from a "low" of 1507 sites damaged to a "high" of 6738 
sites damaged, depending upon the alternative chosen. SHRMI' 1'. ii-- Management under the proposed R1.U' (chapter 2, Standard Operating 
6 (Table 1.) Similarly, for both Capitol Reef Natior;.ll Park ;~nil ProCedUreS and Cultural Hesource Eldrragenwrrt) is considered the optimal 
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, the plan acknowledges that choice tar cultural resource protection. The interdisciplinary ted111 

fount no conflicts between other resources and the management 
management of public lands would vary among the P.HP/EIS described. 
alternatives and may oir may not be consistent with NPS 

Since no conflicts were identified, the team decided to use 
this optimal alternative as management comrnon to all alternatives rather 

management. than develop lesser alternatives tnat would not meet the resource 
needs. Impact differences between alternatives are due to diffenences 

SRRMP p. 5-6. in the management of other activities, such as off-road vehicle (ORV) 
use. 

In light of the admittedly substantial effect that 
The proposed objective, with the management directions presented 

variations among the alternative plans would have OKI the impacts 
in the proposed RMP (chapter 2, Cultural Resource Management), would 
offer a framework for prOteCtiOn of all cultural resources, both tliose 

to park and cultural values, BLJ4 offers no lawful or reasoned 
justification for its disregard of those issues in the planning 

that dre now known and those that would be identified in the future. 
After the RMP is complete, its objectives and direction will be used to 

process. develop activity plans tnat can provide the on-the-ground protection 
needed to meet these objectives. 



CONSISTENCY WITH VALUES AND RESOURCES OF AE=JACEN_T NATIONAJ-.-.&RK 
UNITS 

&. Faiw To -6s Cmues f&L Resources of 
latent Nat&sglcA Park Units 

The SRRMP discusses only generally, at pp. 5-5, 5-6 and 5-9, 
the significant problems involved in providing for consistency 
with the resource values and uses of National Park Service lands 
adjacent to the San Rafael BLM lands. That problem of assuring 
consistency with the established policies for protecting scenic 
and other values of National Park lands, and avoiding or 
minimizing conflicting proposed uses on adjacent BLM lands, 
presents a fundamental planning problem. 

In light of the specific requirements for consistency with 
planning for adjacent lands and the required sensitivity for 
"areas of critical environmental concern," it is simply not 
sufficient for BLM to dismiss the problem of consistency with 
values protected on adjacent park lands by noting, as it does 
with respect to Canyonlands National Park, that the Park's 
Natural Resource Management Plan and Back Country Management Plan 
"do not address uses of the adjacent public lands.*@ SRRWP p. 5-6. 
Nor is it sufficient for BLN merely to note, with respect to 
management of lands adjacent to Capitol Reef National Park and 
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, 
public lands under its plan 

that management of the 
"may or may not be consistent with 

NPS management." SRRMP p. 5-6. 

As with BLM's protection and management obligations for 
cultural resources, SRRMP p. l-4, "under law" the national parks 
are to be managed bv the Secretarv of the Interior to avoid any 
impairment. 16 U.S.C. 5 1 and la-l. At a minimum, BLM's 
consistency obligations under its own planning regulations, as 
well as its duty under NEPA to assess any reasonably predictable 
impacts, impose a duty to assess and avoid any impairing impacts 
on park values. 

The draft SRRMP, however, does not analyze the impact of its 
plans and management prescriptions upon the Park resources and 
values. Chapter 5 offers nothina more than bare conclusions 

d resources likelv to be 
afected or the potential imvact of the kinds of developments and . . . ltles that would be DeITiitted on adjacent BIM lands. 

Planning for consistency should obviously be a major concern 
where BLW lands play a significant part in the Park's scenic, 
natural or wildlife resources, or where conflicting uses on 
adjacent BLM lands would significantly "impair" or *'derogate'* the 
Park's values or resources, contrary to the requirements of 16 
U.S.C. 86 1 and la-l. And where those values are present on Park 
lands adjacent to BLM lands, their protection through identifi- 
cation and designation Of ACECs or other adequately-protective 
management designations is required. Yet it is clear that BIN 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 NATIOnAL PARKS AND COhSERVATION ASSOCIATION 

iConment page 31 

3 BLM oelieves that tne proposed RIP would oe consistent with park 
planning; however, it is not necessary for puo3ic lands to be managed 
the same as NPS lands. Under 43 CiR 1610.3. 3LH is required to oocument 
whether the proposed RW and final EIS would be consistent with the 
plans of other agencies; this was aone in cnapter 5. 



4 r ?lanagement actions that would be provided for or permitted 
under the SRRl4P clearly have the potential to significantly 

nd despite specific requests, 
protection of those Park values 
ideration as a planning issue 
agement designations adequate 

. . . or 0-1~ vaL& 
s$&tencv be-en the w 

the oark vwotected from went on diacent NPS 
Llilib 

The San Rafael Resource Area abuts or surrounds three NPS 
units--Canyonlands National Park, Glen Canyon National Recreation 
Area, and Capitol Reef 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 nbl. units of the National Park System. 

Congress declares that the national park system, which 
began with (the) establishment of Yellowstone National 
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. The amended Organic Act states: 

The authorization of activities shall be construed and 
the protection, management and administration 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. 

16 U.S.C.A. Bla-1. 

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 SRRMP can and should be evaluated and resolved. 

NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION 

iComent page 41 

4 The RW team identified elements of the human environment that would be 
affected by the al ternativer assessed. No impacts were Identified as 
affecting NPS land. ELM planners are under no obligation to meet the 
requirements of the NPS Organic Act, just as I4PS planners need not meet 
the requirements of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) 
of lY76. The factors mentioned in tnis comment are considered at the 
time of autnorization. See also the response to col;nent 3-3. 



I. 

affect -- and possibly impair -- national park resources and 
values. The BL&l has failed in the draft SRRMP however to: 

> adequately acknowledge the interrelationship between 
national park service resources and SRRA resources; 

> to assess individually or cumulatively potential impacts 
to national park resources and values from alternative BLM 
managemont practices considered by the SRRMP; 

> 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 protections required by 16 U.S.C.A. $5 1 
and la-l, as well as the consistency requirements of FLPUA and 
BLM planning regulations, and adequate analysis of alternatives 
and impacts under NEPA. 

FLPUA 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 
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 . . . 'I FLPMA Sec. 202(c)(a), 43 
USC Sec. 1712(c)(9) 

BLM planning regulations elaborate on this requirement, at 
43 CFR 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, BIM planning regulations require that guidance 
provided by the Director and State Director for the preparation 
of a RMP shall: 

(1) Ensure that 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 

RESPONSE TO COWENT 3 UIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIJT_ION 

icocrnent page 51 

5 See the response to cement 3-3. 



inconeietent With much po~iciee, plan or progrems and 
provide reaeone why the inconeietenciee exist and 
cannot be remedied: and 

(3) Notify the other federal e~enciee . . . vith whom CCoaJent pages 6 an6 71 
coneietency be not achieved and indicate any 
appropriate method=, proceduree, action8 and/or The interdisclplfnary team has evaluated the proposed REP and final EIS 
programs which the State Director bslievoe lay lead to against the Utah State Director's planning gUidaIICe and l[S Confident 
reeolutfon oi such inconeietonciee. that the docwent cmplies with thdt guiddnce. 

43 CPI? $ X610.3-1 (c)(Z). 

WPCA requeete that the final §RRMP//E%S fully comply with the 

NPCA aleo epecifically requests that the State Director 
ieeue guidance a6 authorized under CPS 1610.1 to the District and 
Area Xanagere on how to adequately fulfill coneietency 
requirements in I3I.M planning, including ep6ciPic guidance on the 
need to addreee the inadequaciee diecueeed abovr. Thee6 
PnadeqIuaciee strongly suggest the need to invoke the specific 
provision of 43 CPR Sec. 1630.1(a)(3) which require6 that: 

when applied to a epecific area 

We recommend that thie guidance require the RMP: 

> identify any interrelationehip betveen NPS and SRRA 
reeourcee, including but not limited to scenic, scientific, 

natural end hietorfc reeourcee: 

> identify coneietency vith national park plane and 
policies an a planning issue; 

> provide a summary description of EIPS glans and policies 
vhich provide management direction for the pertinent NPS unite. 
Identify the NPS Organic Act nonimpairment and nonderogation 
l tandardn, 16 USC Sec. 1 and la-l, a6 the et’andarde applicable to 
aeeeeeing and reeolving potential impacts and inconeietencies. 

> aeeeee individually and cumulatively the potential 
impact8 to national park resources from SM proposed 
alternatives; 

epacifically identify or require specific identification 
of potential. conflicts; 

c: 



> identify alternative actions or measures the BLM vi11 
to resolve inconeietencieo: 

> provide reasons vhy inconsistencies are not resolved in 
instances vhere they are not. 
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FAILURE TO PLAN FOR CULTURAL RESOURCE PROTECTION 

A. red *o vt for m 
s-rot-tion the draft sw32 

The draft SRRMP acknowledges that Ha wide range of cultural 
resources are contained in the planning area." s~~xp p. 3-42. 
Recognizing that "the location and extent of most of the 
resources are unknown," the SRRMP estimates that although “about 
70,000 archeological sites exist in the planning area,” only 
"about 1500 (2 ‘percent) are recorded." & 

Despite that profusion of cultural values and lack of 
information about them, the SRPMP proposes to adopt a preferred 
alternative, and considers primarily plan alternatives, that Will 
result in damage of in excess of 6000 sites -- or about 300% more 
than all sites now recorded! Despite its recognition that 
"cultural resource values are being lost in those parts of the 
planning area where energy exploration and development, 
recreation use. and pot hunting take place," &, the SUP fails 
even to address planning strategies to address and avoid that 
damage. 

The SRRMP further recognizes that "management of the 
archeological resource within the planning area has been 
identified as a concern by both BLM and the public," SRRMP p. l- 

d 
5. Yet it declines to address these serious problems as a 
planning issue or otherwise provide any planning response to 
these predicted losses of cultural values under its plan 
alternatives for the incomprehensible reason that "under the 
law, BLM must manage use of other resources to protect 
antiquities." SRRMP p. l-4. 

BLU 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. 
BIM 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 plane for an *8Anasazi Culture 
Nultiple Use ACEC,” as proposed by the San Juan/San Miguel RMP 
(December 1984). That RMP for the San Juan/San Miguel Planning 
Area -- an area in close geographic proximity and with similar 
cultural resource management issues -- includes cultural 
resources as a planning issue. The management objective under 
this issue was defined as the need to "determine management 
direction for important cultural sites and areas," Under "Needed 
Decisions," the Colorado RMP directs: 

> identify cultural sites that will be developed, protected 
or stabilized and interpreted for public use and research; 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATIPY 

[Comment page 81 

The phrasing of the coranent implies that only cultural decisions uould 
affect cultural resources, which is not the case. Management differ- 
ences between alternatives for other resource activities would have 
widely differing effects on cultural resources. An estimated 64,000 
sites, whether aocumented or not, would be protected under proposed 
management. The line in taole 1 of the draft RfW/EIS (page S-G) showing 
"sites protected" nas oeen dropped to avoid confusion between known 
sites (wnich is what the draft really meant) and those protected, known 
or not. 

Management under the proposed RW would reduce the number of cultural 
sites damaged or destroyed below the number previously given by about 10 
percent, primarily through increased ORV restrictions dnd closures 
(table 1, alterndtive F). 

As stated in a new footnote to table 1 site damage incluaes a whole 
range of impacts, from surface collection or displacement to complete 
destructjon. Some sites may nave ueen previously disturbed when so 
damaged. Moreover, tnis number includes non-significant sites judged 
not worthy to expend funds on to avoid or mitigate under 106 preserva- 
tion procedures. Also certain sites are included where adverse impacts 
are accepted (again under 106 procedures) as d balance against the whole 
mitigation effort for a particular undertaking. 

BLM could not ilope to eliminate all impacts or damage to cultural sites 
without barring other uses, such as grazing or nonmotorized recreation, 
in areas where sites are Known or suspected to occur. This is no more 
practical than fencjng all sites. Within the mandate dnd framework of 
multi 
plete y P 

le use. mitigation measures for cultural resources cannot com- 
preclude all other uses. So, even though site damage is not 

desirable. it is considered unavoidable where realistic dnd balanced use 
of al 1 resources is provided for. This is true everywhere on BLM- 
IIIdtIdged lands, whetner stated explicitly or not, and is a national issue 
that cannot be resolved through the planning process. 

As noted in the response to cment 3-2. the mandgcment strategy 
proposed for cultural resources is optimal and thus does not change 
among alterndtives, although strategies for Other activities do vary. 
However, more detailed site-specific activity plans will follow the RHP 
to carry out the strategies stated herein. 

a See the responses to cor,ments 3-2 dnd 3-7. 

9 If different areas did not have different resources and management 
needs. there would be no need for developing management plans. since one 
set of strategies woulu fit all. The cul turd1 section of this document 
provides for uses, guidelines, and special designations (including 
cultural ACECs) appropriate for the planning area. The difference in 
management strategies is appropriate for the inherent differences In the 

resources and overall environment of the areas planned for. 



L 
> determine special designation or management guidelines 

for cultural sites. 

The planning criteria also recognized the need to consider 
nthm need for protect on not afforded under exlstina laws." 

In view of BLM*s repeated acknowledgements of the serious 
and continuing damage to cultural resources, the profusion of 
sites throughout the area, and the lack of adequate information 
about them, careful planning and execution of planning strategies 
for protection of those resources would seem mandatory. There 
90-s not aooear to be mv ooint in the SRRMP where BLM considers 
&he need for or feasibilitv of a maior vlannina strateav or 
alternative desianed to vrovide more effective vrotection for 
cultural resources throuahout the vlannins area. 

There is simply no legal basis for the peculiar explanation 
given for the plan's failure to address cultural resource 
protection as a basic planning issue. Far from exempting the 
matter as a planning issue, the clear legal obligation of 
protection and the serious continuing threat to a major resource 
should intensify the obligation to focus planning efforts on 
strategies for protection. 

The failure to treat planning for the protecti b n of thest: 
fundamental resource values within the San Rafael Resource Ared 
as a central planning issue requires reconsideration dnd bdsic 
revision of the approach taken in the SRRMP, with development and 

-submission for public comment of a revised draft plan and EIS. 

RESPONSE TO COWlENT 3 -__ -___--. NATIONAL PARK~A@CQNSERVATION ASSOCI_A_TIm ------ ___-_- 

iiorrment pages 8 and 93 

10 

EiLM is confident that bottl trle draft RW/EIS and this proposed Rf9 and 
final EIS provide quality management guidance for all resource activi- 
ties wnicn will positively aftect cultural resources in the planning 
area. 

See the response to comment 3-2, pdragrapns 2 and 3. 



OFF ROAD VEHICLE MANAGEMENT 

Perhaps the sost disturbing aspect of the draft San Rafael 
RtlP is its failure to recognize or address existing and 

18 potential major conflicts between off-road vehicles and the 
protection of public resources. The RMP only closes 4.470 acres 
to off-road vehicle use. less than one percent of the San Rafael 

The RflP fails to even designate Wilderness Study 
se closed to ORVs. 

12 

The RMP fails to recognize the extent of existing and 
potential conflict between ORV activity and the protection of 
public resources. While the RMP acknowledges that ORV use may 
displace non-ORV users and damage soil and vegetation, it fails 
to mention, analyze. or address, the potential for ORV activity 
to harass livestock and other wildlife, stress bighorn sheep, 
trample T&E species (identified in the BLM Wilderness EIS, 
Volume VI, pp.30-40 as a serious concern in the Mexican Mountain 
area, but not mentioned in the RMP), damage or contribute to 
increased vandalism of cultural sites. 

The code of federal regulations (83 CFR E(431.2 - 8;132.1) 
requires stringent ORV restrictions where the need arises. The 
regulations require that 

. . . where the authorized officer determines that off-road 
vehicles are causing or will cause considerable adverse 
effects upon soil, vegetation, wildlife, wildlife habitat, 
cultural resources, historical resources, threatened or 
endangered species, wilderness suitability, other 
authorized uses. or other resources, the authorized officer 
shall immediately close the areas or trails affected to the 
type(s) of vehicle causing the adverse effect until the 
adverse effects are eliminated and measures implemented to 
prevent recurrence. 

. . . All designations shall be based on the protection of 
the resources of the public lands, the promotion of the 
safety of all the users of the public lands, and the 
minimization of conflicts among various uses of the public 
lands . . . 

Similarly, the Interim Management Policy for WSAS 
(11/10/87) requires: 

If impacts of ORVE threaten to impair the area's 
suitability, the BLM may limit or close the affected lands 
to the types of ORVs causing the problems. 

BLM has failed to adequately identify potential conflicts 
13 between protection of public resources and ORV activity. And 

BLM has failed to provide management prescriptions to prevent 
undue and unnecessary degradation of public lands and resources 
from existing and potential ORV activity. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION 

itosaaent page 101 

11 See the responses to sonnents 44-3, 44-4, and 44-6. 

12 Monitoring programs will be established for threatened or endangered 
(T/E) plant species; if the habitat is being adversely impacted uy ORV 
use. the area will be closed. Impact analysis in the draft RW/EIS, 
chapter 4 included impacts to cultural resources due to ORV use 
(appendix U). As a result of impact analysis, seasonal restrictions for 
ORV use were tieveloped to protect crucial habitat for bighorn sheep, elk 
and deer; ORV use would be restricted to designated roads and trails in 
mucn of the big game nahitat (draft RIP/EIS. pages 4-86 to 4-68). BLN 
believes that impacts from ORV use are adequately addressed in the final 
EIS. 

Also see the response to comnent 44. introouctlon. 

13 See the responses to comment 44-3, 44-4 and 44-6. 
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NPCA recommends that BLM cipge to ORV use: 

> riparian areas; 
> WSAS and areas recommended for wilderness designation by 

the Utah Wilderness Coalition (see Exhibit 1); 
> cultural sites; 
) existing ROS Primitive and Semi-primitive non-motorized 

classes; 
, candidate ulld and scenic river corridors: 
) endangered, threatened and sensitive species habitat; 
) crucial habitat for bighorn sheep, antelope, elk. and 

deer. 

These closures are needed to assure that ORV activity Uill 
,not adversely affect these resources. 

NPCA also recommends that ELM limit vehicle use to 
15 designated roads in the remainder of the resource area. 

Furthermore, the %LH should notify the public that any road not 
specifically posted as open can be assumed to be closed. 

NPCA is also disturbed by BLM's failure to identify which 
"designated roads" will be open to vehicle use in the areas 
proposed for the "vehicles limited to designated roads" 
category. It is impossible for the public to provide meaningful 
review of this recommendation because there is no uay of knowing 
which roads, or trails, will be designated. We recommend that 
%LM reissue a supplement to the draft RtiP for public comment 
showing which roads are proposed to be open to vehicle use. The 
public should be provided full opportunity to review and comment 

-on propoeed road designations. 

system 
alternatives. 

%Lfl can not meet its obligation to prevent undue 
17 and unnecessary degradation of public lands and resources 

without such an analysis. For example, a substantial part of 
the trail system is located in crucial bighorn sheep habitat, 
and adversely affects bighorn use of the area. Furthermore, we 
believe the trail system creates serious safety risks for less- 
than-expert riders. 

how this trail system affects public resources within the 
resource area. 

~ 

NPCA objects to treatment of the existing motorcycle trail 
in the resource area as a foregone conclusion under all 

The %Lfl has never completed a full analysis of 

18 

[ 

NPCA requests that the purpose and need of a trail system, 
and alternatives to the current trail system, including no trail 
system, be fully analyzed in the RMP. 

19 
L- 

The RMP also needs to discuss how ORV designations uill be 
effectively implemented and enforced. 

II 
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[Conment page 111 

14 All P class areas would oe closed to ORV use under the proposed RW. 
See the responses to coinwits 3-12, 44-3, 44-4 and 44-6. 

15 See the response to comment 44-6. 

16 See the response to comment 15-20. 

17 See the responses to colnments 15-23, 15-24. and 15-25. 

18 See the response to comment 15-23. 

14 Implementation and enforcement of ORV designation will be addressed in 
an implementation plan to oe developed after the RW is final (draft 
RIY/EIS. pages 2-8 and 2-57 and appendix Ll. Extensive signing and 
increased on-the-ground presence would be required to properly implement 
the ORV plan. 
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WPED AND SCENIC RI- 

The %LM has done a good job in determining "wild and 
scenic" eligibility and potential classification of segments of 
the Green River, San Rafael River and tluddy Creek. We concur 
ulth the Agency’s assessment of all three sections of the Green 
River. 

On the San Rafael River, however. ue recommend that the BLH 
classify the river segment from the Mexican Mountain USA 
boundary to Lockart Wash as "wild." If substantially noticeable 
impacts are occurring in the USA section of the river, then %LM 
q u5t improve its interim management of the area and rehabilitate 
impacted areas. 

On Muddy Creek. ue recommend that the 4 mile long stretch 
of river from Hidden Splendor to where the river exits the Reef 
should be classified as "wild." The human impacts in this area 
are not substantial. 

RECREATION OPPORTUNITY SPECTRUM CLASSES 

The draft RMP/EIS is unclear regarding the applrearion and 
management of RUS classes. The RMP claims that unaer 
alternative F. the ROS class acreages would shift rawar;l the 
primitive end of the spectrum, and Primitive and SPNM recreation 
opportunities would increase. The Plan purportedly 
"demonstrates" this rncrease bv comparlng alternative F to 
alternative A. However. the existing situation described at P.S- 
6 shows that 366.310 acres meet P and SPNM classes. Alternative 

+ would actuallv reduce this acreage by 21 percent. 

NPCA requests that the following areas be managed to retain 
their Primitive or SPNM classifications: 

> WSAS: 
22 B Areas proposed for wilderness designation by the Utah 

Wilderness Coalition; 
> all ACEC5 recommended by NPCA: 
J crucial bighorn sheep, antelope, elk and deer habitat; 
b riparian areas. 

NPCA strongly recommends that BLM adopt the management 
23 prescriptions identified for alternative C (PP 2-SS.S6J for ROS 

classes P and SPNH. 

RESPONSE TO Cm NATIONAL PAR~OCIATION, 

LCoavsent page 121 

20 BLM appreciates this statement of support for wild and scenic river 
designation. The suitability study on each of the river segments will 
include preparation of an EIS (appendix J). 

21 By the year 2000, based on management prescriptions for alternatives A 
and F, more acres would be in tile primitive (P) and semiprimitive non- 
motorized (SPNMl recreation opportunity spectrum (ROSl classes under 
alternative F than under alternative A. 

22 As a multiple use agency. BLM is required to manage for diverse uses and 
resources. 
considered. 

P and SPNM class areas are only two of tne many values 

restriction. 
Many of the areas mentioned are covered by some level of 

23 Based on public comment, the proposed RkP includes additional management 
prescriptions for ROS P- and SPNM-class 
Recreation and Wildlife). 

areas (proposed RMP. chapter 2, 
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WILDERNESS 

torv and rsdesi&on of 

FLPMA expressly directs BIW to base its planning process on 
the inventory of public land values which it reguires the 
Secretary to "prepare and maintain ma-...." 
FLPMA fb 201(a), 13 U.S.C.A. 8 1711(a). (Emphasis added.) 

It is clear that the wilderness inventory which adopted the 
pre8ent WSA designations within the San Rafael Resource Area was 
accosplished 
inventory, 

long before completion of the statewide wilderness 
without compliance with the FLPUA planning process, 

and on an accelerated basis in order to facilitate planning for 
the Intermountain Power project. 
time of the accelerated inventory, 

Because that project, at the 
was expected to be located in 

an area that would reeult in many severe impacts that 
inconsistent with wilderness designation, large and important 
blocks of roadless areas were improperly excluded from the 
wilderness inventory in anticipation of the IPP development. 

In addition, because of the accelerated schedule of the 
wilderness inventory in the area, critically important standards 
for the conduct of the wilderness inventory, later developed by 
BLM, were not available and were not applied. The inventory was 
conducted without the guidance later developed on standards for 
inventory consideration of solitude, relevant human impacts, 
mapping and explanation of exclusions, and similar standards from 
the later Organic Act directive and specific BLW policy 
statements on wilderness inventory. 

Substantial explanation of these inventory deficiencies in 
the San Rafael Resource Area are included in the 1986 comments on 
the statewide wilderness EIS submitted by the Utah Wilderness 
Coalition, previously supplied to BLM, 
reference. 

and incorporated herein by 

NPCA contends that, because of serious defects in the 
original, accelerated wilderness inventory in many inventory 
units affected by the abandoned plans for the Intermountain Power 
Project, the obligation of inventory "on a continuing basis" 
requires new consideration and expansion of the affected WSAs. 
BLM should CQndUCt a detailed review of the original wilderness 
inventory to identify all inventory units that may have been 
affected by the accelerated inventory prompted by the IPP 
project. BLN should then designate enlarged or additional units 
embracing areas that were improperly excluded. 

Affected inventory units would include at least the Muddy 
Creek, Cedar Mountain, Little Wild Horse, Mussentuchit Badlands, 
Limestone Cliffs, Upper Muddy creek, JQneS Bench, and Red Desert 
units. 

13 

HESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 p- FATIOtIAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION ASSOC-IATION ~- 

iCorment page 131 

24 Uilderness oesignation recomendations are being made through the state- 
wide wilderness EIS and are not addressed by this RW (draft RI.P/EIS, 
page 1-3). 
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B: Wilderness Studv Area w 

There is an inappropriate and unlawful consistency between 
the draft RUP and the draft Utah BLIP Statewide Wilderness EIS. 
BLM has identified seven USA5 and one ISA in the San Rafael 
Resource Area. In the Statewide draft Wilderness EIS. BLM 
recomsends six of the USA5 as "suitable" for wilderness 
designation. In the San Rafael RMP. howeVer. BLM proposes to 
allow mineral leasing, mining and vehicle Use in substantial 
parts of these "suitable" areas. At a minimum, to be consistent 
with its own wilderness planning and recommendation, ELM must 
recommend management prescriptions that are consistent with its 

-"suitability" recommendation. 

WILDLIFE 

ELM has recently issued statements and directives for 
managing uildlife Qn an equal basis with other resources. ( see 
for example, ELM's publication, "Fish and Wildlife 2000. A Plan 
for the Future.") RLM's San Rafael RUP fails, however, to 
recognize wildlife as a critical resource and provide it 
adequate protection. Wildlife concerns appear to remain 
subordinate to other interests, including livestock, ORVs and 
mining. 

To remedy this problem we suggest the following. 

) Close crucial bighorn sheep habitat to ORVs, mineral 
leasing and mineral entry. 

B Eliminate domestic sheep from crucial bighorn sheep 
range. Studies indicate that co-use of ranges by bighorn sheep 
.and domestic sheep result in declines, dieoffs, and extinctions 
of bighorn populations. I See "Effects of Domestic Sheep Grazing 
on Bighorn Sheep POpUhtiOnS," In Siannuai Symposium and GQat 
Council, 3:287-313.) 

> Prevent co-use of critical water areas, possibly by 
preventing liVeStock from entering the canyons that cut through 
the Reef. 

) Protect,yearlong habitat by limiting vehicles to 
designated roads, and subordinating domestic livestock grazing 
concerns to bighorn sheep needs when conflicts occur. 

Espouse ~0 COMMENT 3 

[Cement page 143 
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25 

26 

27 

When an area is designated wilderness, 
ally amend the plan. 

the designation will automatic- 
Uilderness study areas (USAs) will be managed 

under the interim management policy (IMP) until Congress either desig- 
nates them as wilderness or releases them from wilderness review. Upon 
release, these areas would be managed under the prescriptions contained 
in the proposed RMP (draft RW/EIS, page Z-52). 

ELM is required to apply the lowest levels of restriction that would 
protect resources values. The impact analysis in chapter 4 of the draft 
RtY/EIS does not justify higher levels of restriction. 

The draft RMP/EIS does consider wildlife on an equal basis with other 
resources. The management prescriptions presented in the proposed RW 
would mitigate impacts to crucial habitat for each species affected by 
ORV use, mineral leasing, and mineral development. 

The crucial bighorn sheep habitat would be protected by seasonal stipu- 
lations on ORV use and mineral leasing (draft RMP/EIS. pages l-69, Z-70, 
and Z-72). 

Under the proposed KIW. 49 percent of the crucial habitat and 16 percent 
of the yearlong habitat would be closed to ORV use. ORV use would be 
limited to aesignated roads and trails on 41 percent of the crucial 
habitat and 7l'percent of the yearlong. Seventy-eight percent of the 
crucial oighorn sheep habitat would either be closed to oil and gas 
leasing or have a no-surface-occupancy stipulation. Plans of operations 
for mineral entry would oe required on about 76 percent of the crucial 
bighorn sheep habitat, while 13 percent of the crucial habitat would be 
closed to leasing. 

The development of waters and prevention of co-use of waters by live- 
stock and bighorn sheep will be addressed at the activity-plan level. 
If domestic livestock grazing is found to be conflicting with bighorn 
sheep on yearlong habitat, the conflict would be addressed in an 
activity plan. 

See also the response to comment 15-63. 



) Complete a thorough lnvmntory of fawning and rutting 
28 Protect the entire range until the inventory is 

) Protect crttfcal fawning areas by closing these areas to 
Wm. r1nua.l leasing and mineral entry. 

Elk and -WE: 

B Protect crucial winter range by closing these areas to 
and snowmobiles. and designating thee NO Surface 

$XAZING 

30 
The San Rafael RMP falle to adequately balance grazing 

interests uith the protection of other resources -- soils, 
water, vegetation. ui-ldlife. 

[ 

First, the Plan fails to consider a meaningful array of 
alternatives. Under the alternative permitting the least 

31 
acreage grazed, 1.523.630 acres are grazed. Under rhe 
alternative permitting the most acreage grazed, 1,620,82u acres 
are grazed. This is only a difference of less than lc)i),OOO 
acres, or 6 percent in the amount of acreage grazed. This does 
not represent the "array of alternatives" required by NEPA. 

L 

Second, in its preferred alternative, BLM only excludes 
32 grazing on 5,800 acres, and 4.500 acres of this area is 

apparently inaccessible to cattle. This means that essentially 
all accessible lands in the RMP are open to cattle grazing. 

NPCA requests the BLM to revise its grazing section of the 
iWP and consider the follouing measures to better assure that 
grazing does not harm other public resources and values: 

33 
) eliminate grazing on crucial bighorn sheep and antelope 

habitat; 

) eliminate grazing on critical watershed areas; 

) eliminate grazing on T&E species habitat; 

> eliminate grazing in riparian areas; 

) protect important cultural aitem through fencing or the 
elimination of grating from certain areas; 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 

iCotmnent page 151 

28 See the response to cement 15-67. 

29 See the response to cement 15-68. 

30 BLM doe! not agree that the Graft RW/EIS fails to balance grazing 
interests with the protection of other resources. See the response to 
torment 42-l. 

31 Tne grazing proposals in earn alternative are oased or; now grazing would 
be affected by the goal of each alternative. The cha@es descrioed are 
in animal unit months (AU&.), not in acres. Change between the I;ighest 
and lowest average licensed use is 58 percent (draft W'/EIS, taJle 1, 
page 5-S). Changes in Al&Is are oased on such things as AiECs. land 
disposals, and the effect alternative jioals nay have on grazing. Yhen 
changes in season of use or a range improvement would nitigate tne 
effect on current grazing practices under an alternative. the mitigating 
practice was considered ratner than remval or reduction of li$estocx;. 

32 See the response to conent 3-31. 

33 One of the goals of the preferred alternative is to protect crucial 
wildlife habitat. This can be accomplished through offsite mitigation 
in oig game habitat (draft RW/EIS. page Z-74) and recuctions in live- 
stock, wild horses and burros, or wildlife numbers where crucial habitat 
is deteriorating. Monitoring stuaies are being established in crucial 
nabitat areas to determine if resource damage iS occurring. Anotner 
goal of the preferred alternative is to protect critical soils. In 
areas exceeding the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) critical soil loss 
tnreshold ano in a dcunward trend, it my be necessary to change live- 
stock management (appendix N). Riparian areas would be managed to 
maintain, restore, or improve riparian values to achieve a healthy and 
productive ecological condition for maximum long-term benefits. Spe- 
cific actions to protect riparian habitat would be determined on an 
allotment-by-allotment basis through activity planning following adop- 
tion of the RW (proposed RIP. chapter 2, Habitat HanagecPent). In areas 
where conflicts may exist between livestock and recreational opportuni- 
ties, restrictions may De placed on livestocx through activity-level 
planning. Certain cultural sites, such as the I-70 Pictographs and 
Swasey's Cabin (draft RW/EIS. page 2-49). would oe protected fra 
disturbance. 
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1 > remove unused areas from forage allocation programs; 

) reduce AUtis to what is utilized; 

RXPARIAN 

Riparian areas in the San Rafael Resource Area are 
particularly important because they are very limited. The iiMP 
notes that of l.SOO.OOO acres in rhe resource area. there are 
only about 14,770 acres of riparian areas. Hlparian areas are 
especially important for wildlife and recreation. 

To prevent the unnecessary and undue degradation of 
riparian areas. 

34 

I 

NPCA recommends the following: 

, close riparran areas to OhVs; 

) establish separate utilization studies and standar,js fear 
riparian areas. Install fences or grazing systeins to prevent 
damage. or close them co cattle grazlng. 

RESPONSE TO COMiENT 3 

[Comment page 161 

LATIONALPARKSANDSERVATIOY ASSOCIATION, 

34 ORV use in riparian areas rrould be limited to designated roads and 
trails. An ORV implementation plan written following adoption of the 
RI4 kould determine which roads and trails are designated. These pre- 
scriptions would aoequately protect reparian areas. 

See also the response to comment 3-33. 
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AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

A. nt.z&&&a 

NPCA's comments on the treatment of ACECs in the SRRMP are 
divided into three parts: required standards for ACECs; our 
specific nominations for designation of ACECs; and specific 
comments on EllM's ACEC recommendations. 

We offer specific comments on BLH’s recommendations in the 
event our nominations are not fully adopted. Should BLM not 
adopt our ACEC nominations, we request a written explanation 
detailing BIM's reasons for rejecting any nominations not 

-accepted. 

B. Failure to aive redred orioritv to the desianation and 
protection of ACECs 

FLPWA requires that BLJ4: 

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

FLPWA 0 202 (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 to important historic, 
cultural, or scenic values, fish and wildlife resources 
or other nat.ural systems or processes, or to protect 
life and safety from natural hazards." 

FLPMA g 103(a). 

These provisions--as well as BW planning regulations, 
1611.7-2 and the BIM Manual --obligate BLU to thoroughly inventory 
its resources to determine if there are areas which meet the ACEC 
criteria (relevance and importance). Furthermore, once that. 
determination is affirmatively made for an area, BLW is+;bllgated 
to consider it as a potential ACEC throuahout the ulannl g 
process. 

NPCA understands these provisions to require BIM to consider 
all potential ACECs (that is, all areas meeting the relevance and 
importance criteria) in &J 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 that the area will not be "developed 

&ESl'~,:.5E .I.& CCI'tiENT 3 ___.. -A-- NATIOllAL PARKS AND COt;>EKV~AJION ASSOCIATION --- - =_-m --L-z_ ~- 

iCor:ment pages 17, 18, and 191 
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j~fl has considered all areas Ilsted in the cement as ACEZ nominations 
and analyzed them against manual requirements to \ce if they qualify for 
furtier consideration. llle tlnal iIS oocumcnts tilt- disposition of each 
nomination (appendix 13). See also the response to cor;ment 15-9, 
paragrapro 2. 

dLi4 is aware of the FLPMA requirement to give priority to the designa- 
tion and protection of ACECs. Guidance for idenfifying and designating 
AiEZs is given in BLHmanual section 1613 (dated 9/29/dd). BLM con- 
sidered the potential for designation of ACECs under every management 
program analyzed in part 11 of the MSA. 

BLM does not agree that every area considered as a preliminary potential 
ALEC must de carried through the entire planning process. Tne f&I 
documents the interdisciplinary team's findings. The BLM manual pro- 
vides tnat the Area Nanager, with the concurrence of tne District 
Elanager, aeternines which of the areas discussed in the MSA should be 
classifies as a potential ACEC in the draft RflP/EIS. The manual 
requires potential ACECs to be considered in at least one EIS 
alternative, not all alternatives (including the preferreo alternative) 
as suggested in this comment.. The manual does not require that all 
potential areas be designated as ACECs. 



or used" at all; or where BLM affirmatively demonstrates that 
none of the contemplated uses will result in the prohibited 
"irreparable damage" to any of the protected values and 
resources. ) 

As the BLH Manual notes, the purpose of the formulation of 
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, 

Ina the inventory DrocesR 
d be considered in all plan alte r&&&~& including the 

preferred alternative, because it has been determined that the 
area meets the criteria of an ACEC under FLPMA. 

Furthermore, once an area is recognized as 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 BLB has improperly implemented the ACEC 
requirements of FLPMA and its implementing regulations by failing 
to consider areas determined to have relevant and important 
values as potential ACECs throughout all the draft SRP.MP 
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 BLM has failed to identify all important resources for 
potential ACEC designation. 

NPCA requests that BLM issue a revised draft plan which 
properly considers all potential ACECs throughout the planning 
process, or, alternatively, affirmatively demonstrates that 
planned activities will not irreparably damage the values and 
resources identified by FLPMA 5 103(a) for protection. 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 the 
threats arising from different management emphasis, a 
management prescriptions must meet the FLPMA requirement of 
protecting important ACEC resources and preventing irreparable 
harm to those resources. 

NPCA further requests that the State Director issue guidance 



that BLn's detemination 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 nominate8 the area identified on the enclosed mylar 
werlay (exhibit 2) as an ACBC to protect important natural. 
scenic, racreational and cultural values. (See Area No. 1. San 
Rafael SweIl/ReeP) 

The &agortance of the San Rafael Swell/Reef region is 
-Iearly established by a long history of public recognition of 
its outstanding natural, scenic, recreational and cultural 
valuem. Recommendations for the protection of all or parts of 
the San Rafael Suell/Reef have repeatedly been 8ade over the 
past fifty years. Recommendations include designation of the 
area as a Wational Park, as a ELM Wilderness Area, and as a 
National Conservation Area. These recouendations have been 
xade by the state of Utah, Emery County, national and state 
conservation orlganizations. the BLU and professional planners. 
Some examples include: 

) In 1935, the Utah State Planning Board proposed a 360,000 
acre "Wayne Wonderland" national park. 

) In 1936. Wilderness Society founder Bob flarshall 
identified a wilderness area of nearly 2 million acres in the 
San Rafael as deserving protection. 

B In 1972. a report by the Institute of Outdoor Recreation 
and Bouriss and the Colle(ge of Natural Ruources. Utah State 
Univermity. recorrmnded primitive area designation for 307,000 
acre8 of the San.Iafael Swlll/Raef and recommended approximately 
572.000 acres for congressional designation 88 a National 
Conservation Area. The atudy uas titled "land Uae in the Utah 
Canyon Country: Tourism, Interstate 70 and the San Rafael 
sudl . " 

The report also rmoogniud the national par& quality of the 
am. Thm report said. 

During the courme of this investigation. it ha8 bsen 
suggested that the San Rafael Sue%1 im of national park 
syatae caliber. lgxuination of the San Rafael Sue11 and 
corparimon with the Utah units of the national park system 
indicatea that this is indeed tha came. . . In theevent 
hoaulmr. that a tdatllonal consalw l tbon Area im not created 
and tha Bureau doem not recefve an organic act, thm 
creetbon of a San Rafael Swell NationaX Park or Monument 
l hould be morioum%y CONidUUd. 

Ibe report described the scenic qualities of the San Rafael 
region as: 

@'ONSE TO COl.BMT 3 NATIOfJAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION -- ASSCI CIATION 

[Cornlent page 201 

37 See tne responses to comments 15-g and 15-10; also see appendix 3. 

In response to public cor;nent, the proposed RMP (chapter 2, Oil and Gas 
Management) woulu increase to u6,aaU the acres in category 4 for oil and 
gas and tar sand; increase to 68,660 the acres proposed for withdrawal 
from mineral entry; increase to dd,rjGO the acres excluded from 
rights-of-way; increase to 1,027,380 the acres where ORV use would be 
Iimitea to oesignatea roads and trails; and increase to 151,660 the 
acres closed to ORV use. 
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superior to many of the better recognixed canyon country 
areas to the south. It is comparable to the scenic quality 
of Canyonlands and Capitol Reef National Parks and is 
perhaps superior to that of Archem National Park. 

> In 1873. 53L.H. in its "nultfple Use Manawment Plan for 
mational Resource Lands, San Rafael Swell." proposed to nominate 
the San Rafael Sue11 area for designation as a Nationa 
Conservation Area. The BLN explicitly recoSnited the area's 
wtmtmndingl scenic values, and the fact that theme values were 
rpread out over a broad area and not limited to specific scenic 
features. The BLH maid: 

The San RmfaelL'm exceptional variety of colorful canyons. 
mpectacular monolithm (mammive l tone blockm). arches. 
cliffm. buttes mnd memmm intermfngled with placid grammy 
parks and eeedlandm created scenery of equal or superior 
quality to national park8 Iyin to the south. It8 value 
liem in its variety -- not in single unique features. The 
views rangr from pamtoral. to fnterutfngl. to breathtaking. 

In describinig the aesthetics of the area, BLtf uaxes poetic 
on tne arem's special and important value to visitors: 

Thm San Rafael Suell'm Sreatemt natural resource is It8 
aenthetic quslity. Nature ham applied mpace. color, 
texture. and symmetry with unparallelled variety in this 
unique bulge in tne earth. To thim is added cool, clean 
air scented by pine and juniper, unpolluted soils and 
mtreetm. molitude. peace, murprine. exultation and uell- 
beingl. 

Travel through the Seell YO many personm is an emOtiOnah 
experience. lpollou a tourimt along I-70. Uatch him slow 
perceptibly am he enters the SuelA. Watch fingers point. 
Watch him muddenly mtop along tlm road, and mee necks 
crane. Ask the traveler what he think8 of the area and 
invariably he will answer "beautiful" or "spectacular" or 
"very nice." But look into him eyes -- the eyem of tne 
YOU-. the old, the vacationer. the travel weary. The eyes 
all radiate a Sleae. a look of wonder. a Sloe of life, and 
you know his surroundings have touched him Inner self. 

B In 19S4. the Emery County Developeent Council proposed 
national park designation for 210.000 acrem in the northern San 
Rafaell Suell. 

B In 1986. the BLN identified five Wildernemm Study Areas. 
totallin# approximately 265,445 acres, in the San R8f8d area. 

% also in 1986. the Utah Wildernemm CoalitiOn (UK). a 
coalition of more than 20 national, regional, and state 
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conservation or~anirationm, proposed approximately 649.590 acres 
for uildernesa designation in the San Rafael Swell/Reef area. 
Specific details describing the natural, ncenic, recreational 
and cultural values of these lands are provided in the UWC's 
comments on BLN'm draft Wilderness EIS. 

a In 1967. the National Parks and Conservation Association 
(NPCA), in a national survey of areas deserving of national park 
designation, identified the San Rafael Swell/Reef area as one of 
20 top natural areas in the nation deserving of national park 
protection. N?CA’m proposal is described in Volume Eight of 
N&VA’s National Park SyStmS Plan. "investing in Park Futures: A 
Blueprint for Tomorrow." 

Other sources of public recognition of the important 
natural, scenic, cultural and recreational values of the San 
Rafael Suell/Reef area include: 

) The area is featured in at least six different 
guidebooka, included three published mince 1966. One of these 
identifies more than 300 miles of hiking routes inside the area 
we are nominating for ACEC designation. 

a Utah uriter, Joe Bauman, features the San Rafael area in 
his recently published and very popular book, '*Stone House 
Lands." He ob8erves, "The San Rafael country may be the best 
remaining unprotected desert land." and argue eloquently for 
national park designation. 

1 The San Rafael resion is an increasingly popular area for 
hikers, campers. climbers. boaters, photographers, amateur 
archeologists and sight seers. Only a three hour drive from 
Salt Lake City, the area is the nearest and most accessible part 
of Southern Utah canyon country for remidents of the Wasatch 
Front. BLM ham estimated that the area*5 srouing popularity say 
cause non-motorized recreation to increase more than ten times 
its current level by the turn of the century. 

&;levance exists because special management is needed to 
protect the area's important scenic, natural, recreation and 
cultural values. 

The long history of recommendations to protect the area 
arose in response not only to the area's outstanding values, but 
also to existing or potential threats to the those values. The 
most serious and immediate threat facing the area as a whole is 
increasing off-road vehicle use. ORV use threats to damage 
soils and vegetation, stress wildlife, including bighorn sheep, 
muddy water sources. trample T&E species, harass livestock and 
other wildlife spmcies. increase damage and vandalism to 
cultural mites. and create scan on the land. 
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Xn addition. oil and gas deve%opeent. uhich under BLl¶'s 
draft plan would be l homed on all but 5.000 l cru flus than 1 
percent) of the reeource area, could dama8m scenic. 
recreational. natural and cultural valuu by dimturbinm the 
surface. raqubrir@ neu road construction. creat%r@ no188 and 
odors. scarring the land. and menerally introducing industrial 
developeent in otherwise pristine aream. 

Similarly. almost the entire resource area is left open to 
dnmral entry under thm proposed plan. Uranium development in 
the past ham degraded the area's natural and mcenic values, and 
increased vanda1ism to cultural sites. and it could do so amain 
in the future without provisions for mpectal management. 

Tar sand development has also been propoad in the area, 
which would also mean significant impacts to the area's natural. 
scenic. recreational and cultural values uithout special 
management provimionm. 

In order to amsure adequate protection from irreparable 
harm of the important scenic, cultural, natural, and 
recreational values identified in this ACEC nomination. we 
recommend the following manamement prescriptions: 

) Close the areas within the proposed ACKC that are 
recoemended for ui.lderness desimnation by the Utah Wilderness 
Coalition's to off-road vehicle use. (These areas are 
identified on Exhibit 1.) Limit VehiCleB to designated roads in 
the remainder of the ACEC. 

) Close the area to oil and ma8 leasinm. 

B Withdraw the area from mineral entry. 

) Prohibit the development of tar BandB. Deny the 
conversion of existing oil and pas leases to combined 
hydrocarbon leases and prohibit any future hydrocarbon leasing 
in the area. 

> Exclude the areas proposed by the Utah Wilderness 
Coalition for uilderneam designation from all land disturbing 
activities. (These areas are identified on exhibit 1.) Exclude 
the remainder of the area from land disturbing activities unless 
it is demonstrated that an activity will not harm the area*8 

.important natural, scenic. recreation and cultural values. 

2, 



‘2 Horseshoe Canyon ACEC -A ---.------- ---- ---- --- 

NPCA nominates the Horseshoe Canyon area as an ACEC to 
protect important natural, scenic, recreational and cultural 
values. See the mylar overlay map (Exhibit 2) for proposed 
boundary lines. 

The natural, scenic, recreational values of this area are 
important because of their outstanding character and their 
rOl8tiOnBhip to the detached Horseshoe Canyon Unit of 
CbnyOnlbndB National Park. BLM recognizes the outstanding 
character of this area in its Wilderness draft EIS. ELM 
classifies the area as having Class A scenery, and describes 
backpacking, camping and archeological sightseeing opportunities 
as "excellent." BLH also notes that while no cultural inventory 
has been made of the area, the potential for finding significant 
sites in the USA is considered high because the area 1s located 
down canyon and adjacnet to the uell known Barrier Canyon 
pictographs in the Horseshoe Canyon unit of Canyonlands National 
Park. 

The area's importance is further established by its 
integral relationship to Canyonlands National Park’s Horseshoe 
Canyon unit. As the BLtl notes in the draft Wilderness EIS, 40 
percent of the visitors to Horseshoe Canyon hiked or horsebacked 
into the northeastern section of Canyonlands and possibly into 
this area. 

Furthermore. the area contains three endangered fish and 
habitat for bighorn sheep. 

The Labyrinth Canyon portion of this area is heavily used 
by river runners and proposed by BLU for "scenic" river 
designation. 

Relevance exists because special management is needed to 
protect special values. The area faces threats to its scenic, 
natural, recreational and cultural values from off-road vehicle 
ume and oil and gas development. Furthermore, uncontrolled 
recreational use could result in increased Vbnd8liBm to 
iaportant cultural mites. 

In order to amaure adequate protection from irreparable 
harm of the important scenic, cultural, natural, and 
recreational values identified in this ACEC nomination, we 
recommend the following management prescriptions: 

) Close the area to vehicle use. 

) Prohibit mineral leasing. 

_RESPONSE TO COC!$ENT_;? NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION 

LComnent page 241 

38 As a result of public cocrlent, tile Horseshoe Canyon and Green River 
Corridor will be evaluated for ACEC status. This will be done foliowing 
approval of the RIP oecause it would involve a joint study with tne 
Grand Resource Area that would require a plan amendment for both te- 
source areas. Also see appendix 6. 
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) Withdraw the area from mineral entry. 

) Prohibit land-disturbing activities. 

NPCA nominates the Jones Bench area as an ACEC to protect 
important scenic values. See the mylar overlay map (exhibit 21 
for proposed boundary lines. 

The 3.200 acre area includes the northern extension of 
geologic features protected in Capitol Reef National park. 
These prominent topographic features are important because they 
are a natural extension of the features protected within the 
Park. In its recently released National Park System Plan, 
"Investing in Park Futures: A Blueprint for Tomorrow," NPCA 
proposed the expansion of Capitol Reef National Park to include 
this area. 

Relevance exists because special management is needed to 
protect special values. BLM proposes to leave the area open to 
oil and gas leasing, mineral entry and off-road vehicle use. 
Any of these activities could scar the scenic topographic 
features that make this area important to Capitol Beef National 
Park. 

_PmPPsed_maaage~enf-P~~~~~~P~~~~~-~~~-~P~~~-~~~~~-~~~~: 
In order to assure adequate protection from irreparable 

harm of the important scenic values identified in this ACEC 
nomination, we recommend the following management prescriptions: 

) Close the area to vehicle use. 

) Prohibit mineral leasing. 

) Withdraw the area from mineral entry. 

) Prohibit land-disturbing activities. 

RESPONSE TO COIMENT 3 NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVAW ---= 

[Cocunent page 251 

34 ‘Under guidance in LiLM manual 8411). Visual Resource Inventory, an area 
must be scenic quality A and unique or very rare within its physio- 
graphic province in order to be identified as a candidate potential ACEC 
for scenic values. As Jones Bench is presently rated scenic quality B, 
it does ,not meet the first criterion. 

Also see appendix 6. 
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D. General Comments on ACEC nominations identified in RHP --------------------------------------------------------- 

NPCA supports the 13 ACECS proposed in alternative F of the 
RHP. We recommend the following changes, however, in boundary 
lines or management prescriptions in order to more adequately 
protect important resources. 

40 1L&!!knPtJ!e!!d_i NPCA supports BLM's recommendation for 
designating and managing the 1.B30 acre Bouknot Bend ACEC. 

r z,-Hebes-mounralaL NPCA questions BLM's decision not to 
desinnate this area as an ACEC. If there is some controversy 

41 

i 

over-the presence of relic vegetation on Hebes Hountain, BLM- 
should complete further field work to determine whether or not 
relic vegetation exists. If the existence of relic vegetation 
is confirmed, then the area should be designated as an ACEC. 

42 LALa-Elat-fowi NPCA supports BLM's recommendation for 
designating and managing a 2.64u Big Flat Tops ACEC. 

43 

44 

4. San Rafael Reef: We urge BLM to expanded the San Rafael ACEC ------------------- 
recommended under alternative F to include the area show on the 
"exhibit 1” map as the Utah Wilderness Coalition "San hafael 
Reef" unit Expanding the area would include crucial year long 
bighorn sh;ep habitat and known bighorn sheep use areas, 
riparian habitat, and possibly some habitat for all or some of 
the eight candidate, proposed endangered, or endangered plant 
species that have been identified in or near the San Rafael 
Reef. (See BLH draft Wilderness EIS, Volume VI, p. 10) 

Expanding the area to includes these lands would also 
include additional lands of high scenic and recreational value. 

The ACEC designation should be established to protect 
wildlife and recreational values as well as scenic and 
vegetation. 

We encourage BLH to strengthen its proposed management 
prescriptions of this area by closing it to vehicle use, mlneral 
leasing and mineral entry. These activities conflict with the 
protection of the area's important scenic, wildlife, recreation 

-and vegetation values. 

-s;-Qry Lake Archeslaglcnl_elsfrlcti NPCA supports BLM's 
recommendation for a 16,990 acre ACEC. To adequately protect 
the area's archeological values, however, we recommend that the 
ACEC be placed in Category 3 (No Surface Occupancy) for oil and 
gas leasing and withdrawn from mlneral entry. Furthermore, OlcVs 
should be restricted to designated roads. 

26 

RESPONSE TO CDMENT 3 NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION 

iComment page 261 

40 BL14 appreciates this statement of support for designating Bouknot Bend 
and the Big Flat Top as ACECs. Also see appendix B. 

41 See appendix B. 

42 See the,response to comment 3-40. 

43 The management prescriptions proposed for tne San Rafael Heef ACEC 
northern portion in the proposed RFIP included closure to oil and gas 
leasing, proposed withdrawal from mineral entry, and closure to DRV 
use. Also see appendix B. 

44 Elimination of other uses is not necessary to protect the values in the 
Dry Lake ACEC. The ACEC is proposed to protect the cultural resource 
inforblation within its boundaries. The study proposed in the draft 
RWIEIS (page 2-44) would collect that information, so that other uses 
would not ue in conflict in the ACEC. The proposed RllP would limit ORV 
use in the ACEC to designated roads and trails. Also see appendix 8. 
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-6. Little Black Mountain: NPCA disagrees with BLM’s decision not -------------------I----- 
to designate Little Black Mountain as an ACEC. We disagree that 
Little Black Mountain does not require special management to 
prevent irreparable damage to the area. Without special 
managesent provisions, the area will be left open to vehicles, 
oil and gas development and mineral entry, all of which could 
harm the area’s scenic and natural values. 

We support the management prescriptions proposed under 
-alternative D. 

r 
LAckGL@utfarrL NPCA also disagrees with BLM’s decision not 
to drsisnate the Gilson Buttes areas as an ACEC. The MSA 
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in&cat& that several endemic plants exist in the area and that 
the area contains unique and fragile soil properties. It is our 
understanding that these plants are not protected in any other 
proposed ACEC. 

47 

40 

BI__HiXhuKY_l_lP-sce_nip_c_o?llljd_o_ri NPCA strongly supports BLtl's 
recommendation to designate this ACIC. We support the inclusion 
of a 30 acre 1-7- Pictographs ACEC as a special emphasis area. 

To protect the area's scenic values. the ACEC should be 
closed to mineral leasing and the disposal of mineral materials, 
withdrawn from mineral entry. excluded from right-of-way 
permits, excluded from use of woodland products and land 
treatments, closed to ORV use, and managed as VRM Class I. 

These prescriptions include closing the area to mineral 
leasing and the disposal of mineral materials, withdrawing the 
area from mineral entry, excluding the area from land 
treatments. right-of=-way grants and use of woodland products, 
closing the area to off road vehicle use. Any these activities 
could destroy the scenic qualities the ACEC is designated to 

-protect. 

‘2,~MAdY-CZS!S This area should be expanded to include the 
area identified as the Utah Wilderness Coalition Muddy Creek 
unit on the enclosed Exhibit 1 map. This expansion would 
include rll of the Muddy Creek Wilderness Study Area, which 
contains spectacular (and obviously important) scenic and 
recreational values. In addition, it would include habitat for 
five candidate, one proposed, and two listed endangered plant 
species found in the Muddy Creek USA and surrounding lands. 
(See BLH draft Wilderness EIS. Volume VI, P.(3) This expanded 
boundary would also include crucial year long bighorn sheep 
habitat and a population of bighorn sheep. 

This ACEC should be established to protect natural, 
wildlife and recreational values as well as scenic values. 

RESPONSE To COElMMNT 3 NATIOIJAL PARK-CONSERVATION ASSOCIATIGU 

CCor;ment page 271 

45 Little Black Elountain was nominated as an ACEC, not for scenic .alues, 
but uecause of its natural values consisting of a series of expcsed 
diites and sflls of darlc odsalt (appendix 8). BLrl does not oellede tnat 
the activities identified in this conxnentwould threaten the dixes and 
sills. Also see appendix B. 

46 Based on puolic connent, Gilson Buttes will be reconsiderea for :ZEC 
designation following further evaluation. Also see appendix B. 

47 BLFI appreciates this statement of support for the I-73 Scenic icrricor 
ACEC, but does not agree that additional restrictions are necessary to 
protect the resource values. Also see appenaix B. 

40 The proposed RW contains additional management prescriptrons fcr tne 
ROS P-class area. which includes much of the area mentionea in ?nis 
corivnent. Expansion of the ACEC is not deemed necessary. Also sse 
appendix B. 
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Ho protect these values. the ACE should ba closed to 
mineral leasing and the disposal of l ineral materials, withdrawn 
from mineral entry, excluded from right-of-way permits, excluded 
from use of woodland products and land treatments, closed to ORV 

-use t and managed as VRtl Class 1. 

'BQ,_Plao-BnLeraB-EgaYnnl The 58.510 acre ACPC proposed in 
alternative C should k adopted in the final RUP. Thr San 
Rafael River Canyon is increasing used for hiking, backpacking, 
rafting. tubing, canoeing and kayaking. The increasing numbers 
of people utilizing the area, as well as the relative uniqueness 
of river resources in the southern Utah desert environment, 
establishes it as an important natural, scenic and recreational 
resource. 

The BLU offers no substantive reason for proposed a 35.240 
acre ACEC rather than the 56,510 ACEC proposed in alternatives 
C,D and E. The SLW says that the smaller area will "provide a 
more manageable area while protecting the pertinent resource." 
Why isn't the entire 56,Slu acre area pertinent? Why is a 
smaller area more manageable? 

The ACEC should be established to protect its important 
natural and recreation values as well as its scenic values. To 
protect these values, the ACEC should be closed to mineral 
leasing and the disposal of mineral materials, withdrawn from 
mineral entry, excluded from right-of-way permits, excluded from 
use of woodland products and land treatments, closed to ORV use, 

-and managed as VRM Class 1. ~t,32~s~c!o~e: 
recommended 

50 c NPCA supports the 7.120 acre Segers Hole AC&C 
by the ELM but recommends that SLW adopt the 

management prescriptions proposed under alternative D. These 
management prescriptions are necessary to protect the area's 
scenic vslues. 
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12. Sids Mountain. ------------------L The 89.060 acre ACEC proposed in 
alternatives C and D should be adopted in the final RMP. It 
includes the Devils Canyon area, an exceptionally scenic canyon 
readily accessed by I-70 and increasingly popular with hikers. 
ORVm threaten to increase damage to this area. 

Sids Wountain includes Utah's second largest desert bighorn 
sheep population (the area has become a source of bighorn for 
mheep reintroductions elsewhere). two listed endangered plant 
species. possibly six candidate endangered plants (BLW draft 
Wilderness EXS, Volume VX. p.14). an 113 mile stretch of thTnSan 
Rafael River and numerous other perennial water sources. 
addition, the area contains one of the most extensive canyon 
systems in the San Rafael area. 

RESPONY TO COMIlFNT 3 

[iolrment page 281 

NATIO)(ALOCANDAASSOCIATIO~ 
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NOTE : The maps that accompanied this cosxnent are not reproduced here. 

Based on puolic cement, tne proposed RMP contains auditional management 
prescriptions for the Upper and Lower San Rafael Canyon dred ACECs 
(proposed RW. cuapter 2. Rrcredtion). Also see appendix 0. 

The San Rafael Canyon ACEC was proposed for its scenic qualities, with 
emphasis on the San Wafael River Cdnyon and the corridor along tne 
Buckhorn Road. BLM's management concern was limiting the size of the 
ACEi to the minimum dcreage necessary to protect tne relevant scenic 
values. 

l3LT.l appreciates this statement of support for the Segers Hole ACEC. See 
the response to torment 3-47; also see appendix B. 

See the response to connent 15-94. Also see appenoix 8. 



Because of these values, tne ACEC should be established to 
protect the area's important wildlife, natural and recreational 

51 
values as well as its scenic values. To protect these values, 
the ACE should be closed to mineral leasing and the disposal of 
mineral materials, withdrawn from mineral entry, excluded from 
right-of-way permits, excluded from use of woodland products and 
l8nd treatments, closed to ORV use, and managed as VRM Class I. 

We appreciate your consideration of these comments. 

Terri Martin 
Rocky Mountain ReSional Representative 
National Parks and Conservation Association 
PO Box 1563. Salt Lake City. Utah 84110 
801-532-4796 



1 

Great 5asin Field Office 
&$U+fENT 4 

Hr. James U. Drydcn 
Area Mandgrr 
San Rafael Resource Area 
Hoab District 
US01 Buredu of Ldnd !4dndgaMt 

Price. Utdh 845Ol 

December 5. 1988 

Bear Hr. Dryden: 

The Lture Conservrncy (TI) has been interested In the Resource Ares 
and the sdn Rafdel RHP since mid-1985, when we sponsored the fieldwork of a 
highly qudlffied bOtdn4St/eCOTOgfSt. Joel Tuhy. He inspected five 
potential relict areas, conferred with Resource Area and planning team 
Stdff members, dnd visited one or tW0 sfteS with your predecessor. He dlS0 
sought other sources of informdtlon , such as BLM's ownershio plats, on 
fedtures and uses of the dreds and their surroundings. We are pleased to 
see several of Hr. Tuhy's Research natural Area (RNA; now RNA/ACEC) 
nomindtlons mentioned in the drdft Plan. Me would like to make additional 
comments in support of his nom~ndtions. partly based on the typewritten, 

illustrated reports he supplied to your staff in 1986 and 1987. 

Ve are fndebted to the Resource Area and Olstrict staff members who 
helped Hr. Tuhy, dnd who themselves vlsited these and other areas to gather 
fnfonnrtlon and make evaluations for the draft. 

Before proceeding, we would fike to clarify several points 
concerning specfal mrnagement designations on this and other 9LY planning 
dreds in Utah: (1) TNC is not a member of any coalitllon of groups 
advocating d part(lculdr dlterndtive plan for the SRRA; (2) this letter does 
not indicate d preference for any alterndtive; dnd (3) we take no position 
on ACECs whose imoetus fs primarily historlcd). cultural, scenic. or 
geologicdl. Our work with the Bureau, be it the State Office or field 
units, is entirely cooperdtlve --and solely restricted to furthering the 
recognltlon and preservation of biological diversity on BLM-administered 
and other public lands. 

In particular, TNC supports your intention to "identify, evaluate, and 
designate areas for special management attention as ACECs...to protect 
relict plant communities [and to] protect important areas with natural 
hfstory...vdlues' (volume I. page l-7). Ue also support administering 
relict-vegetation ACECs "under the grazing program...for (1) research and 
experiments to provide a baseline for rangeland studies and (2) similar 
comparatfve ecological studies of relict plant COmmunitfeS (volume 1. page 
2-37). Notab1.v. designation of all relfct vegetation ACEC's mentioned in 
roll alternatfves would Involve 7.430 acres, or about one-half of 1% of the 
San Rafael Resource Area and the Forest Planning Unit. As discussed below, 
we think that even less should be designated. 

RESPONSE TO COI.'$!ENT 4 

LConxxent pages 1. 2, and 31 

1 See appenaix 8. 

THE NATURE CONSERVANCY 
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Fmm a broader perspectfvc. another reason for desfgnatfng RNA/ACECs 
is to till documented needs for new natural areas as a component of an 
evolving statewide system or 'network". The Utah State Office subscribes 
to this. as shown by informal cooperation with TRC since 1982 and a joint 
4enorandun of Understanding still in effect. In his reports, Hr. Tuhy 
addressed the contrfbutfons the areas could make to the system. 

The Reture Conservancy Is also strongly interested in the welfare of 
threatened, endangered, and sensftfve olants (Table 28. paqe 3-25). Ue 
therefore support RWP elements, and implementation measures, specfffcallv 
afned at documenting known populations and their critical habitats. 
demarcating new ones as discovered. and preventing declfnes in their size 

It is difficult to specify how this should be done, and there 
is very minor overlap between the RNAs/ACECs mentioned and the habitats of 
these species. The new Utah Yatural Heritage Program, with the Utah 
Uivlsfon of State Lands and Forestry in Salt Lake, can help SLY determine 
the relationship of Plan actfons and permitted uses to the species' 

Here are our comments on soecfffc relict ACECs mentioned in the 
alternatives. In a couple of cases, our suqqestfons modify recommendations 
made in the 1985 and 1986 reports. 

1. h'e support dfsestablfshment of the Link Flats Natural 4rea. It is 
clear that it is affected by livestock and feral ungulates, and that the 
stewardship commitment to keep it natural was never made and would be too 

A Bowknot Rend RhA/ACEC of 1.830 acres should be designated, 
whatever the plan alternative (or composite) you ffnallv oropose. 
value, integrity and distinctiveness of the area ts beyond question. 
identification and orotection would. fncidentaf1.v. comolement inventories 
and designations in nearby Canyonlands National Park. We plan to visit 
Rowknot by helicopter in 1989. transmitting any new information to RLH. 

3. Ue support a 190-acre North 819 Flat Top RNA/ACEC, as described 
and proposed in the June 1986 reoort. Alternative F does propose a much 
larger ACEC taking in other mesas, but we dfd not evaluate a larger area 
and prefer to nominate areas with defendable, recognizable boundarfes based 
on topographfc features or breaks. If RLFl does adopt a larger Big Flat 
lops ACEC. we suggest that hfghly restrictive leasfng and surface-occuoancy 
stfpulations apply to the mesa tops alone. 



Mr. James U. Dryden 
December 5. I.988 
Page 3 

4. Ue do not endorse a Hebes Hountafn RNA/ACEC. mentioned in one 
alternative but not in others. Whatever the area's merits. hetter examples 
of the same plant comnurltfes have recently been located within Glen Canyon 
Rational Recreation Area. 

5. Ue take no posftion on a "scenfc' San Rafael Reef ACEC. inasmuch as 
the relict communities mentioned occur on a small fraction of the total 
acreage. Ue have also not inspected them , and no map of their extent is 
mentioned. It might be possible to delineate RNAs within this large unit. 
hut not without further fieldwork. That would have to occur after issuance 
of the proposed RMP next spring. 

Please contact us if your staff needs more information, or if we can 
assist in writing management clans for ACECs designated as Research Natural 
Areas. Ue would like to continue the good workfnq relatfonshlps we have 
with the people in the Moab pfstrict and the Resource Area offices. 

Please ensure that our comments are printed along with other responses 
from the public, and that we receive the Record of Oecision if not the 
proposed or ffnal RRP documents. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely yours, 

Nicholas Van Pelt 
lltah Puhlfc Lands Coordinator 



P.O. Boox 1471 

Moab,iLItah 84532-1471 

Phone (801) 259-70140r 259-7011 

Jipl Dqden 

San Rafael Resource Area Manager 
Bum&u Of Iand Management 
5uoIwtIl7coEa3t 
&ice ut. 64501 

December 5,19aa 

Attention; IlMp , San Rafael Ftesource Area 

Dear Mr. Dryden 

Please consider these cowanents on the Draft BP&. for the 

San Rafael Resource Area. Ye would like to thank you for an 

opportunity to comment and your letter offering information. 

[Ckt 5, 1988]'de did not take advantage of this offer because 

of the shortness of time left in the connuent period and we also 

have some experience -with other Draft .%P's. 'rle do appreciate 

your offer. 

Ftist we would like to make it clear that we are concerned 

with the preservation of our resources. Responsible use of 

the land without destruction is our goal. You may note that we 

were awarded inthisyear3Take Pride InAmerica program 

for our trail of the month project. We were nominated for this 

ward by .%ss Van Koch and associates in the EM Grand Resource 

Area office. In this program we select one trail in the area each 

month and clean up the litter on it. Ue enjoy unspoiled scenery 

as much as anyone. 

The division of the alternatives in this Draft BMP seems to be 

vxy liqtid. You list alternative E as the most advantageous for 

ORV use but in this alternative you also propose limiting travel 

Four- W..eeIing Fun 
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on 158,320 mom acres than in alternative A. We oppose any ciosum 

of rods. In spite of this rre cannot whole heartedly back alternative 

A becauaa the increases in all activities under this alternative 

Wire damage the scenic value of the area. AU other alternatives 

am totally unreasonable. 
. 

Throughout this Draft IMP, OKP's are attacked as the group 

mostly-responsible for erosion in this area. lhder altemative'A 

page 4-10, ORV's are tisciouslg attacked aa the root of sll 

evil. You state that The quality of water at an ORV site is 

reduced by the increased Nnoff that results from the removal of 

vegitation cover and soil compaction:" 

l.Me do not renove m vegitation to s-x& of because we 
. . . . utilxze cxstr?; r3xls an5 tr<ls. 

2. The c+Uty if rater is not is Cfscted ky OiWs 23 it 

is by the tra~pl5-g and droppings of livestock. 

3. Soil ctxpaction is benific%L to road and trail surfaces 

snd slows erosion in these areas. 

In addition to other misconce$ions, you slso state that 

"ORV users can add bioingicsl and chemical contxdnates to the 

soils....smaU quantities of gas and oil spilled or leaked from 

thier machines." 

1. We have respect for the remoteness >f this area snd have 

never witn.essed a 4 wheeler wastjng vsluable fitids. The average 

4 wheeler is responsible and dispses of w used or excess oil 

comxtly. 

2. Due to the remoteness of the area , a leaking or othenrise 

maMunctioning vehicle is not the common mode of transportation. 

3. Any drips from the vehicle uill. land on the trail, Vhen 

there is no ..-egitation. Consider the contsminztion caused by th- 

oil and gas industry. The contamination caused by the occasional 

OIW is n3n exkitant in coz?tison. Ile are s:are that you get 

Four- Wheeling Fun 

RESPONSE TO COtMEN~ -.--- 

CComnent page 21 
1 6Lbl understands and dppreciates the goal of the Rea Rock 4-Wheelers 

group and has awarded the clue's efforts. However, uncontroll;$ use 
of ORVs is damaging tne resource values as discussed in tile dr?it 
RW/EIS (pages 4-8, 4-10, 4-12, 4-13, 4-15, and 4-17). ELM is con- 
fident’tliat tne literdture cited in the drdft RW/LlS (page 4-i) dnc 
in the response to comment 43 is valid. 
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this infonzation from other sources but 700~ should consider the 

vfUdity of the Momation before pubUsh5ng it. 

i 

kder alternative I%, Wppotiunitiss for activities in 

undevelope?. settAngs would decrease, while opportunities for 
2 activitier in iacUity depends& sett5ngs would incmase.” 

liar can you percieve this as a benifit for OFT’s? The dream 

of all 4 wbed.ers iz to f%xi a secluded, unspoiled area to cmg. 

We are M: in the habit of taring a camp triLi&r along, so our 

fntemst in graded canp sites etc. is m3nicLL. Ue do not aggree 

with your opp3nion that OFfV use will reduce xUdlife habitat 

w fran the. present. Since all of the area Is xxx+ open, how 

will leaving it open reduce the ~.6ldlUe habitat2 

Motorized travel benifits, not hinders, non-ixtorlzed 

recreation. It proxLdes trails snd access to are= that would 

oth~mise be 3naccessabl.e to bicyclist,hikers, and boaters. 

Xt is also rnrjust to limit tisitors to those that am $ysicelly 

fit. &torized travel is the only nethod of travel avsilable 

to the hsndicaped, the elderly, and the very young. Doesnt this 

land belong to Gil of us , not just to those that are able to 

ride a bike or hike? 

i 

In suuxaxy, we object to the road closures and 0.W closures 

& Stations proposed in your Draft F&P/EZIS. We feel that leaving - 

the mea open is the or2.y r~a;r to fully utilize the scenic and recreaL 

icnal O~tiVdtieS in the San P’afael %eU area. Ue feel that 

the- oriky usy mstrictions to exist+ roads or designated roads 

5 could be properly instituted is with consultations rrith the off 

road cceaaunity to detercdne what is a mad snd is not a road. 

Your policy in the past has seened to say ‘if you can’t n&e it 

in two reheel drive it is’nt a mad.’ I!e do not gree. 

RESPONSE 'f0 COWEW 5 

CConsaent page 33 

2 See the response to camnent 5-l. 

The goal of alternative E is to maximize access and opportunities for 
motorized recreation. Motorized recreation includes vehicles that are 
not four-wheel drive. People generally congregate in facility- 
dependent areas. BLM percieves this to be a benefit for all who enjoy 
wtorized recreation, not just ORV users. It was assumed that 3 
percent of the acres open to ORV use would actually be disturbed 
(appendix S). This would amount to a 3 percent loss in vegetation 
cover and hence wildlife habitat. 

ELM believes that enough areas would be open to ORV use so that all 
visitors, including the nandicapped, elderly, and the very young, 
could enjoy this activity. 

3 See the responses to ccmnents 15-19 and 15-20. 

Four- Wheehg Fun 
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Ne thank you for the opportunity to cocnent. 

Iand Use Coonibator, 
Pad Rock &-Wheelers 

CComnent page 41 

4 BLM believes that recreational ORV use has been considered and ade- 
quately addressed In the proposed RMP. 



1860 Lincoln Street. Suite 404 - Denver, Colorado 80295 
303/660-0099 

December 6. I988 

Mr. Jim Drydcn 
Area Lanagcr 
San Rsfael Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Wanagement 
900 North 700 East 
price, UT B4501 

Dear Mr. Drydcn: 

On behalf of the Rocky Mountain 011 and Gas Association (RWOGA) I would like 
to take this opportunity to provide you with our coimaents on the draft Resource 
Wanagement Plan (RWP) and Envlromnental Impact Statement (EIS) for the San 
Rafael Resource Area ln southeast Utah. RWDGA is a trade association with 
hundreds of members who account for more than 90% of the oil and gas 
exploration, production and transportation activities in the Rocky Mountain 
West. Therefore, we are extremely interested in how the BLM plans to manage the 
public lands with regard to opportunities for exploration for and development of 
oil and gas resources. 

We would like to begin our coasnents by stating that we are disturbed by the 
approach to plannlng that has been taken throughout the Woab District. It has 
become evident through the Draft San Juan RIP, and now the Draft San Rafael RWP. 
that the District has chosen to emphasize nonconsnodity land uses at the expense 

1 of ccummdlty uses. The BLM has a Congressional mandate to manage its lands in 
cordance with the multiple-use philosophy. Yet It is readily apparent that 
c Hoab District has opted to virtually ignore this charge by proposing 
nageolsnt rhrch would severely limit fasny coemtodlty uses on the public lands in 
e area. 

We would like to stress our opposition to the direction the BLM has taken in 
Preferred Alternative for the San Rafael RRP with regard to multiple-use 

2 and. in particular. oil and gas exploration and 
The dramatic increase in the application of 

restrictive stipulations In the San Rafael Resource Area Is alansing. 

RESPONSE TO COt#ENT 6 ,&KY HOUNTATN OIL.@0 GAS ASSDCIATIOy 

CCotmnent page 11 

1 BLH is required to manage for multiple use. Oil and gas leasing is only 
one of many uses that occur on public lands. In the proposed RMP, only 
1.040 acres with high potential for oil and gas would be in categories 3 
(no surface occupancy) and 4 (no lease)--only a small portion of 106,310 
acres in the planning area that nave high potential for oil and gas. 

2 The restrictions BLW applies to oil and gas leases must be the least 
restrictive necessary to resolve resource conflicts (76 IBLA 395 (1963)); 
chapter 4 of the final EIS did not justify a lower level of restriction. 
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Mr. Jim Bryden 
Area Nanager 
San Rafael Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 

Specifically. the use of standard stlpulatlons Iln the area has been reduced by 
approxiwtely 64% while the use of spec'lal stipulations has been increased by 
over 75lJ%! The use of no surface occupancy stipulations has also been Increased 
drartlcally by another MI%. While we acknowledge and support the fact that 
leartng has been Increased by 95% on those lands previously unavailable for 
leare.~ most of these lands are still unavailable for surface occupant . 
Therefore, there is no question>hat overall the new RIP will even more severe y 
restrict access to public lands in the SRRA for oil and 9as activities. 

Us also strongly questlon the BLWs BecIrton to place Its primary focus on 
wildlife. recreation and aesthetic values. Under current management, 23% of the 
SRRA is subject to restrictive lease stfpu3atfons for these values, including no 
lease areas. While In our view, existing management 15 also cause for concern, 
the proposed msnagement changes are even more disturbing because over 50% of the 
SRRA wfl1 be subject to restrictive stlpulatlonr., This proposed change In 
managamsnt clearly exhibits a lack of consideration for comsodfty values. 

It is our belief that the BLI fs using the restrictive NSO stipulation 
excessively and without proper justification. Ue would like to point out that 
in the Bill J. Maddox decision (63 IBLA 29). the Tnterior Board of Land Appeals 
provides that "a NSG stipulation should only be twosed where there Is evidence 
that less tertftgm alternatIve would noe adequakly accorqplish the intended 
purpose by coneainlng the adverse effects of 011 and gas operations utthin 
acceptable llmltsn. The decision further states. 'The record must reflect that 
proper conslderatIon Wit given to the altematlves On leasing the land in 
quettton and justlflcatlon rhouild be provided for the detemclnations nade.. 
While the various di5cussions may refer to the decisions being proposed under 
each alternatIVe. they do not provide the necessary rationale for the decisions. 

While a significant portton of the SRRA is believed to have moderate to low 
for oil and gas, it must be stressed that most of this area has not 

The result of the increased 
on access required by the Preferred Alternatlve will be that many of 

lands will never be explored. Therefore. It will never be known whether 
of energy resources. 

4 

Ue are also concerned that the planning documents do not comply with the 
BLWs Supplemental Planning Guidance (SPG) for Fluid Mineral Leasing. Chiefly, 
the SRRA planning dOCtnWt5 fail to display the actual standard and restrictive 
StOpulatiOns which will be applied throughout the planning area. Given the 
recent emphaslr on preleasing analysis requirements, It is important that the 
plan contain not only a discusston as to where and why certain restrlctlonr may 
be applied. but also exactly uhat the stipulations are. 

CColent page 21 

3 The proposed RPP would be reviewed at periodic fntervals (appendix A). If 
the effect of limiting areas to no-lease or no-surface-occupancy proves to 
have a greater impact than nou projected. the 011 and gas categories could 
be adjusted in the future. 

4 The standard stipulations can oe found on any oil and gas Tease form 
(3100-11). Reproducing the form was not deemed necessary. Standard 
operating procedures are enumerated in the final EIS. chapter 2. The 
special conditions for category 2 areas are listed in chapter 2 of the 
final EIS. BLH believer the category 2 restrictions are addressed in 
sufficient detail to meet supplementary program guidance requirements. 
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Area Manager 
San Rafael Resource Area 
Bureau of Land f&snag&sent 

page three 

Additionally. the SPG requires land use plans to include discussions of each 
phase of oil and gas acttvfties. These discussions should 9enerfcally address 
what happens during the leasing phase, exploration phase, the production phase, 
as uel\ as tbe abandonment and reclaewtlon phase of operations. In accordance 
with the Sffi and the National Enviromsental Policy Act (NEPA). the discussions 
must also describe the various mitigation measures available to reduce or avoid 
adverse impacts which would result from oil and gas activities. Such 
fnfombstion Is of paramount importance since the planning documents will also 
serve as the oil and gas leasing decision docuncnt. This information would be 
partfcularly useful in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, because it will be 
demonstrated that oil and gas activities are compatible with sensitive resource 
uses. We would like to recomsend that the SRRA review the West HiLine RHP in 
Nontana because it provides an excellent example of the types of information 
which should be incorporated into the final RMPlEIS for the SRRA. 

We would also like to point out our perceptions with regard to the proposed 
designation of numerous ACECs in the SRRA. According to the BLM's ACEC 
Guidelines. the stated purpose of an ACEC designation 15 as follows: .The ACEC 
designation highlfghts areas where sgeclal obsnagement action or attention is 
needed to protect important historic. cultural. scenic or natural values or to 
;;;;ct.hunan life and safety from natural hazards.. The regulations further 

t . ..an ACEC should be held to the minienss area necessary to protect life 
and safety or the resources on whfch the designatfon is based.. ACEC The 
designation, as a slgniffcant BL# land management tool, is not intended to 
blanket large areas with SPeciffc restrictive stipulations. The ACEC 
desfgnatlon ls also not to be used as a substitute for a suitability 
recomendation for a wilderness study area". 

It 15 evident that the BLM did not comply with the above-referenced 
direction. Seven of the thirteen proposed ACECs do blanket large areas, 214.380 
acres, with specific restrictive stipulations. five of which require no surface 
occupancy on 214.080 acres. In addition. Slds Mountain, San Rafael Canyon, San 
Rafael Reef, Muddy Creek and Segers Hole proposed ACECs comprise all or major 
portions of existing Wilderness Study Areas. Such designations are in direct 
conflict with the intent of the ACEC regulations that ACECs not be used merely 
because an area is not reccinnended for wilderness designation. Based upon the 
nature of the ACEC proposals, we firmly recoesnend they be reevaluated and 
modified to comply with the directton in the regulations. 

- While it 15 correctly stated In the planning documents that the BLM 1s 
required by law to use the least restrictive stipulations which will still 
accomplish the management objectives for an area, as we have pointed out earlier 
in our cosssents. there is no true justification for many of the restrictive 

RESPONSE TO COMENT 6 AZ-- ROCKY MODNTAIN&IL AN0 GAS ASSOCIATIOl( 

[Cosssent page 31 

5 No management prescriptions were developed under any alternative in the 
draft for YSAs based merely on wilderness review status (draft REQ/EIS. 
page 2-52). The ACECs would be nanfnated for designation In order to 
protect relict vegetation. scenic values, and cultural/historical values. 
Descriptions of the ACECs and the rationale for including or excluding 
each of them can be found in appendix B. BL# is confident that guidance 
found in BW Manual 1613 has been followed. 

6 See the response to cocmwnt 35-2, 
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stipulations. We would also inquire why the BLM believes a no lease designation 
is required for five ACECs when an NSO stipulation would achieve maximum 
orotectlon of the existing resource values. According to an Instruction 
Memorandum regarding dlrectlbn contained in the Robert G. Lynn decision (76 IBLA 
3831. .?he iustification Fnot to lease1 must be substantive and site specific... 
Ordinarily,- adequate justification -should not be possible since a NSO 
sttpulation effectively prevents damsge to any resources or land values. 
Therefore, in virtually all cases, unless lands are excluded from leasing by 
law, regulation, or are formally withdrawn. applicants should at least be 
offered a lease with a NSO stipulation... Obviously, a NSO stipulation should 
only be used as a last resort since BLN 15 compelled by numerous IBLA decisions 
to consider whether less restrictive stipulations would suffice to adequately 
protect the public interest.' We have not found evidence in the planning 
documents that a no lease decision will be any more effective than an NSO 
stipulation and we strongly reconrnend the BLM modlfy its no lease decision in 

-the final planning documents to conform with Bureau policy. 

- We are exceedingly disturbed by the statement on Page 2-74. Volume One, of 
the plan which indicates the BLH intends to require offslte mitigatlon in 
addition to standard reclamation procedures in big game habitat when unreclaimed 
disturbance caused by a user exceeds IO acres in 2 years. Big game habitat in 
the San Rafael Resource Area covers millions of acres in total, and hundreds of 
thousands of acres within the actual planning area. The effects of a lo-acre 
disturbance would be extremely minimal to existing big game habitats, but would 
have deleterious effects on all types of coinnodlty use. Further, It is not 
specified whether this restriction would be based upon cumulative actlvitles, 
whether it would be applied throughout all of the big game habitat areas or only 
on the BLM portion. Regardless of how this restriction is applied. we are 
opposed to a management concept which is so restrictive and affords so little 
opportunity for development of resources without the added, potentially 

-staggering expense of offsfte mitigation. 

that 
u poss’lble 

L 

He are also concerned with the excessive use of VRM Class I. It appears 
the BLH is using all possible methods to prevent as much surface use as 

in the SRRA. Most of the 231.750 acres allocated to VRM Class I have 
also been stipulated with NSO stipulations or no leasing. The restrictions 
proposed in the Preferred Alternative will effectively preclude multiple-use 
management on the public lands within the Resource Area. 

Finally. the State of Utah Is currently economically depressed and in great 

9 new sources of revenue. However, it appears that the BLH has decided to 
the needs of the State by proposing to l~lement a land use plan which 

adversely affect opportunities which would provide needed economic growth. 

;af;;:;; mitigation applies to crrfcial habita). only. not to all big game 
The Importance of crucial habitat IS described In the draft 

RR/EIS'(pages 3-32. 3-33. and 3-35). The loss of acrpage in these 
crucial areas could result in a loss of animals. The use of offsite 
mitigation is an effort to reduce these impacts while allowing the devel- 
opment of other resources (draft Rkf'/EIS, page 2-74). 

Dffsite mitigation would be required for disturbance on public lands 
only. It would be cumulative in that any company that has more than ten 
acres of unreclaimed disturbance in 2 years would be required to provide 
offsite mitigation. The amount of offsite mitigation would be decided at 
the time of the permitting and would be negotiated between BLM and the 
applying company. All mitigation, both offsite and standard. would be 
coordinated with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR). 

8 See the response to ccnnwnt 35-15. 

9 Under the preferred alternative, the restrictions on economic activities 
were believed to be the minimum necessary to protect other resource 
values. Although some opportunities for economic development may be 
foregone with these restrictions, BLM's analysis does not identify any 
significant impacts to local economic conditions from the plan (draft 
RR/EIS, chapter 4). 
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We strongly urge the ELM to reconsider its management objectlves for the 
Resource Area, and to reevaluate its justification for the Preferred Alternative 
in light of the foregoing concerns. 

We appreciate this opportunity to provide you with our comnents. Please 
call me if you would like to discuss our vtews in greater detail. 

Sincerely, 
1,: / , - 

Public Lands Directot 

AFB:cw 
C.C. James Parker, Utah State Director 

Gene Nodine, Moab District Manager 
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December I. 1388 

James Dryddn 
San Rafael Re?source Ardci 
U.S. Bureau of Land !Idn;l~~n..zr>~ 
900 tlorfh 700 East 
Price, UT 84501 

Dear Mr. Drydrn. 

The following ccm"lencs II:.:. rht Utah ChJFcar of chr S1tirr.a Club 
are with regard to rhc dr.irr ‘an Raracl Swell Manag*n3~nt Plan. 
Please note that these c~zmsnts vcr+ kcscmrked on rht dut duta. 

Crazln3 allot.z,anrs should b, r-Lduced within the Resource 
Area where th= rans; 1s 1n elthLr poor- or fair -onditlon. 
Grazing should dlbO t.c r..~fuc<.d ITi areas whLr~ wetlands 
hablcat is pr-astinc lnd 1n ~rltlr.11 sp1,ng r-un-art IllLdS. 

U.2 support Wili .~nd S<-:I~;: F:lvcr pr irtLctlon for tlh~ s'ectlons 
Of tt.c! “an R a f d c i R i " li 1 J.rad rludd; Creek which arc found 
wichir. the Swtill. l!, also supporr similar prot=ction for 
r.qe c;rean Riv,r :rl-.lzh 11~s wlctln rhe District. 

Wilderness 5tUd; .r3l’caE. and i.nits ot the Utah \:ildernass 
CoallciQn's propcszd San Ratas Hlldernass st-.ould b; off- 
liars to Oh:' use. Tt.=s; a~-~ds should b; dcslgnat,d as 
Areas of cr1rri.31 E;:. :rsxwntal Concdrn becaus; of the 
unlqu= naturzilr.-ss ar.d prln.iciv= r=craarion opportunrtirs 
found hel-c. 

Conservation&.+r 
Utah Chapter Sierra Club 

uuhaupusimaclab.srrconicc 
l77EW!xlos0uths&loz.sall~city.umb 64lll*(ml)363-%21 

RESPONSE To COMMENT 7 UTAH CHAPTER SYERRA CLUB 

[Comment page 11 

1 Using rangeland monitoring as the basis for making grazing-use adjustments 
has been BLM policy since 1982 (Instruction Memorandum 83-394). At least 
5 years of nonftorfng data are required before adjustments can be made. 
At this time (1989). several allotments have adequate monftorilng data and 
will be analyzed to determine if changes are necessary. Areas in early 
and mid-seral state are not always undesirable. For example, an area in a 
lower seral state may provide better mule deer habitat. Some sites pro- 
vide more desirable forage in a lover ecological condition (seral state). 
Management objectives for an allotment may vary from one ecological site 
to another. 

Riparian areas would be managed to maintain, restore. or improve riparian 
values to achieve a healthy and productive ecological condition for maxi- 
mum long-term benefits. An inventory of all riparian areas will be com- 
pleted as soon as possible. Specific action to protect rfparian and 
aquatic habitat would be determined on an allotment-by-allotment basis 
through activity-level planning, following adoption of the RW. 

Critical soil areas (highly erosive and highly saline soils) were ad- 
dressed (draft RW/EIS. page 2-66). The SCS critical soil loss threshold 
will be adopted (appendix N). At this time it not known whether any of 
the allotments are exceeding the SCS critical soil loss threshold. This 
determination will be made on an allotment-by-allotment basis through 
rangeland mOnftOrfn 
(ng the SCS crftica 9’ 

If it is determined that the allotments are erceed- 
soil loss threshold. and the reangland trend 4s down, 

then a change is necessary. The change may be a reduction in numbers, 
change in grazing season, implementation of grazing systems, or other 
management change. 

See the response to corrment 3-20. 

See the responses to comments 44-3 and 44-6. 

See the response to coimient 44-6. 



December 2 1988 

James Dryden 

San Rafael Resource Area Manager 

Price, Utah 

Dear Sir: 

What follows, is the formal response from the Slickrock 

Outdoor Society to the draft San Rafael Resource Management Plan: 

we ask that it be included in the formal reccjrd of responses TV the aL;ov 

BLN plan. 

The thrust of cur comment is directed to proposals as oat- 

lined and defined in alternative F. which is ELE!‘s preferred 

-management scenario. Some of the proposals put forth in this 

alternative, we strongly support; the designsting of 13 XCECls 

totaling 275,000 acres for instance. Our rcccnmendation however, 

regarding ACEC designation,is to expand the ACEC acreage to 

apprcximztely 600,000 to include all lands on the Swell currantly 

under wilderness study. Further, we recommend that the established USA’r 

be clcsed to ORV’s, mineral leasing and mining entry. In the renainer 

of the ACEC acreage, Ye recommend ORV’s be limited to travel on 

designated roads and that mining be held at current levels with 

no nev leasing. Within this large ACEC, and indeed the entire 

resource area, strange measures must be adopted to improve range 

conditions. It is a sad documentary, that the managing agency 

must honestly admit that only Wof this resource area is in excel:ent 

condition, while 56X of tha range is poor to fair. Particularly 

RESPONSE TO COWlENT 8 

CComent pages 1 and 23 

1 See the response to comment 44. 

XICKROCK OUTDOOR SOCIETY 
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(2) 
u:tbin Our recommended 600,000 acre ACEC (basically the entire Swell) 

we urge that grazing in.reparian areas be curtailed to allow recovery 

and that RLBI work towards removing livestock from critical bighorn 

sheep ranges. 

In commenting on the RMP in general, we were pleased that 

191.5 miles of vaterwaye are indentified as eligible for Wild 

and Scenic designation. We believe BLH should extend the more 

restrictive "Wild" classification to portions of Huddy Creek 

downstream to where it exits the Reef, and on the San Rafael 

river upstream to Red Canyon. Outside the immediate swell area, we 

urge BLPI to establish the Horseshoe Canyon WSA and the Green River 

corridor as ACEC’s vith the same protective stipulations as 

.we detailed for our recommended San Rafael Swell ACEC. 

We believe the recommendations we have detailed in this 

comment, if impiimented, would allov for better multiple use of 

the many resources availble in this resource area, while providing 

improved protection for the most wild and scenic areas. We 

believe this management direction best serves the long term interests 

of those of us residing here in eastern Utah, as well as the rest 

of the country. 

Sincerely 

R. Brent Griggk' 

President, SOS 
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2 December 1968 

Mr. Jim Dryden, Area tiger 
San Rafael Rescurco Area 
Bureau of Land Managemant 
900 Nort:l 700 East 
Price, Utah 64501 

Dear Sir. 

‘fnr Natural Resources Committee of the 17D-member Uintah Elountain Club of northeaSt 
Utah has reviewed the draft Resource Managr%Ent Plan for the San Rafael Resource Area 
and we are sutmitting the following comnents for your consideraticn. We fin? that 
the analysis and direction in the document are deficient. and it is our strong feeling 
that Alternative F does not do ji;stic 1 to one of the nest extraordinary landscapes of 
the modern American West. The San RaEael is an area of exceptional beauty, and, until 
now-, has retained the natural integrity and solitude of the finest :inroaded ace35 in 
our state. Many consider it anrivaled in the variety and grandour of its sculpted 
canyons, stark badlands, and dramatic mesas. buttes, and pinnacles. It is clear that 
the San Rafael deserves National P3rk status, but it is also clear trot this xrvelcus 
area his been held hostage by those whose sentimnts are t!!e antithesis of vise md 
enduring resource management and stewardship. Fxploitation and extraction of non-renel:, 
able resources have appeared to carry the day, and it appears that the San Rafael may lx 
significantly degraded before National Park or meaningful Wilderness designation can be 
accomplished. That this coltId ba ?lloved to happen when ao r?iny are pl~a.?i~1~ for iii2 
protection and greserv3tion of the S!~ell is incunprehensible. Here are our counts 
and reconendations for an improved Resource Xanagenent Plan: 

Cm initial inspection of the draft RMP, it tnc+m? obvious to us that the alternatives 
.$onaidered by EXA did not represent a full spectrum of managearznt directio.:. For 
instance, Alternatives C and D purport to “increase opportunities for non-motorized 
recreation and protectional of wildlife habitat” and to “minimize surfaoc distur:ance”, 
yet page S-6, Table 1 shows a decrease of primitive and semi-primitive non-motorized 
recreational acreage and an incf roaded natural and roaded recreational areas1 
This Seen6 to be a glaring inconsist@nCy. In point of fact, G the alternatives 
increase roaded access to the San Rafael wild lands or have the ptential to seriously 
disrupt non-s&orized recreational activities and degrade wildlife habitat and the 
solitude of the Area. Alternative F would close only 4,470 acres to ORV use. Is this 
balance? Fully one-half of the entire Resource Area uould still be 02” to ORV’s, and 
_vith little or no restrictions! 

RESPONSE TO COIMENT g 

[Cement page 11 

1 See the response to cement 15-19. 

UIWTAH WUNTAIN C&j 
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OFF-ROAD VEHICLES 

It is clear that off-roao vehicles are a growing and constant threat to this and 
otkr fragile desert ares*. Desert soils and vegetation are especially, and most 
CW users make no distinction as to the typs of terrain they traverse. They are 
not only uninformed, but they are generally unconcerned about the niceties of soils, 
plant, and wildlife conservation. Scars in the desert take centuries to heal, as 
can be readily appreciated from the traces of Fremont peogle u% had far less 
ability to abuse the land. Little-used areas *here in northeast Utah still bear 
the mark of off-road motorized use decades aftor the fact. Roads encourage trails, 

‘and trails encourage trail-blazing. Anyone who has seen the demlise of the Book 
Cliffs can attest to that. It is unreasonable to expect that BIA can manage an 
area tha size of the San Rafael for ORV use on “existing roads and trails”. Rather 
than use the arguaent that ‘we can’t enforce closures, so we might as well make it 
lsgal” , it would be far preferable to close large areas to ORV’s, spend the budgetary 
aonies to enforce closure, and enforce regulations limiting ORV’s to well-demarcatsd 
and signed “designated roais and trails". Conflicts should be anticipatxl and headed 
off early. We emphasize that roads and trails should be well-marked as designated -- 
ORV routes. Trail guides might be most helpful. 

Under no circumstances should BUI accede to the wishes that the San RaEa- ho made 
an ORV park. 'Shis is certainly one of the xrxt per,*erted and misguided them to 
surface in recent matmry! Save the San Rafael for its natural integrity, and for the 
things we’re running short on: solitude, quiet, :.aturalness. 

‘The draft RMP no&as kimt over half the range in t:w San Rafael is in fair to poor 
condition. Yet Alternative F does not aim to make significant reductions in grazing 
allotments or ALM’s. Insteah you propose a series of range “improvsnents” to i:wraase 
the ability of the land to bear the sama numbers of livestock. This is not a rational 
approach to this age-old sroblam. but it does bear amazing resemblance to the recent 
Recovery Implemantation Program for endangered Colorado River fishes which purports to 
recover the species while alloving more water d:veloIxwnt: the sama thing that got the 
fish in trouble in the first place. Livestock is responsible for the condition of the 
range. And only the reduction or removal of the responsible culprit will lead to 
meaningful range recovery. Cattle are hell on riparian areas: one doesn’t have to C,e 
a range conservationist or wildlife biologist to see that. Guzzlers away from water- 
courses may help, but the impact of sheer numbers of livestock on sensitive areas is 
the primary reason for range deterioration in the San Rafael. Andre attention needs to 
bs given to alternative grazing systems. Grazing in riparian areas n&s to b!? stopp 
A camitaent needs to be made to ramwe livestock fraa important wildlife areas, such 

-as crucial bighorn sheep ihabitat. 

WILD/ SCRNIC RIVERS 

-Ws applaud ELM’s decision to @size the San Rafael and Green Rivers, and Muddy Crce 
as candidates for Wild or Scenic status. We bpe BUi will active17 seek +signation 0 
thasa watercourses as Wild or Scenic in the near future. We only add that we think th 
“Wild” status for the San Rafael River should include reaches up&ream to Red Canyon. 
There is really no good reason to leave this stretch out of your r eccmnandation, so 

-pleae reconsider this. 

AREAS O? CRITICAL ENVIm --- rAL czmYcEm 

These areas are autxy the test important in any Resoxce Kanagemant ?lan. We are 
$eased that you have designated thirteen areas as AcEc’s. tkrrwer. there should be a 
a firm cumutmant by tlLy to pr,, *?zva nT)re than Just token rermsnts of th? !zUell. 

RESPONSE TO COWlENT 9 

[Comnent page 21 

2 See the response to cwrment 44-6. 

3 See the response to comment 7-l. 

4 See the response to comment 3-20. 

UINTAH MOUNTAIN CLUB 



,’ : 

AC?C’S (ccnt’d.) 

To that end, x strongly urge that BUl “get serious” about 2rotectin-g the ACEC’s 

5 that 

L 

you have dcsi;natcd. Not only should these areas have strong “No Surface 
Occupancy” sti;ulatir&s, they should ‘be closed to ORV’s, oil and gas developllent, 
and minzal leasirrg Curirbg the next planning *id. 

ly ~3 w aware of a proposal by the Utah Vildnrness Asxciation for a 
fool Svell ACEC that would include the entire Swell, or over tilf a nillio:l 

This is not an unwasonable ?ropJ3al, and merits serious consideration. 
6 this larger &CD2 Sids kknintain. Mxican Mmtain, San Rafael, Crack Cmyon, 

Creek, and &vi18 Canyon WSA’s, and t?ma San Rafael River and ilud2g Crz?e!: 
ors uould 5e clssd to ORV’s and mineral lsasirq and miniw entry. W.2 belkve 

t these areas actualy merit this extraordinary consideration, and Ire back this 
t. 

t- z?nwDY AREx -- 
ternatiwa, mr rime of the other alternatives, vould offer significant 
im from -rcial activities and off-road vehicle use. The WSA’s in this 

7 lmuld ‘be kept inviolate, just a s if they uere Wilderness Areas. To do less 
this contradicts the spirit and Iwrpose of the %deral Land Rolicy and M.mageekznt 

Close tkse areas to min3ral leasing and ORV use. 

~lVRi% RESCURCFS 

‘Many of the bacluouiitry archaeological sites have not received akguatc inventory, 
and thus the amgnitude of the resource uhich rmst be protected is probably unknown to 
X&l. Nothing in Alternative F would lead us to ‘believe that BIN is serious in are- 
tectin; th3 extraordinary cultural resource3 of the Svell. The extent Of camtry that 
vi11 ‘bs oven to mineral leasing and entry, and :zidaspread ORV a-buses leaves very 
roop for adequate Rreservation--only{ mitigation (iwd rre ‘have core to hate that :rord!). 
All identified sites in the bac~untry should k closed to theses activites. BIA 
slwuld cusait a large portion of i,, -e resource3 and budget to 3nforcssnt of ORV 
closures and other restrictions that prottrt our collective cultural heritagr. This 
ae.ans that there amst ‘be a n3.J emphasis on onforcmimnt o+zaonnel, a concept that has 
heretofsrc Y3er-i anathena to BIN. This uill have ‘to change if we are to save a signi- 

_ficant portion of the ar&aeologi=21 resource. 

In sunmmry, the draft I4Q does not have a meaningful range of alternatives, since 
all alternatives call for un-mrranted off-road vehicle a-33 and fo’; real restriction 
on mineral develqzemnt, oil and gas extraction. Wilderness study areas are not atie- 
quately Rrotscted, and the direction of rang3 nenagesmnt neglect3 the very real wed t 
curtail grazirq in seem areas uith &!oor range. 

We urge you to impleamnt the suggestions of conservation and enviro-tal grow;3 
around tha state and region to i-rove the San Rafael EM?. At this xitersbed tima in 
the history of the San Rafael , it is critically &ortant to err, if err it be, on the 
side of protectian and preservation of thit unique and wonderful natural resource. 
Mything less vi11 aqrauise the character of the San Rafael and diminish the value 
of our @lit lands for years to came. 

RESPONSE TO CObMENT 9 UINTAH NOUNTAIN CLUB 

[Ccmaent page 33 

5 BLM is confident that the management prescriptions described in the pro- 
posed REP uould protect values identified within the ACECs. 

6 See the responses to cazwts 15-9 and 15-10. 

7 See the response to coammnt 6-5. 

8 See the response to comnent 3-7. 



December 5. 1988 

Jlm Dryden. San Rafael Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Iand Management 
900 North 700 East 
Price. Utah 84501 

Dear Mr. Dryden, 

Serving as the state of Utah’s and Emery County’s largest general farm and ranch 
orgardzations. representIng nearly 21,000 and 475 member families respectively, we 
present this joint statement ln response to the Draft Resource Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement on the San Rafael Resource Area. 

We commend you and your agency for putting together this comprehensive plan and 
allowing concerned citizens and representative groups to respond to this important 
document. This plan clearly 1; a cornerstone ln Emery County’s future and it 
consequently demands a clear understandIng of its potential impacts. 

We recognize that this plan surfaces various issues of concern relating to major 
industries such as oil, mining. recreation, and agriculture. These industries clearly 
serve as major sources of revenue for Emery County’s tax base, providing essential 
quality education and other public services Its residents hope to maintain and 
enjoy. A large portlon of Emery County b owned or controlled by federal or state 
government so It’s easy to understand why Emery County’s economic livelihood is 
so heavily dependent upon resources derived from public lands. 

Because of our strong commltlr,ent to Utah’s largest and most basic lndustry-- 
agriculture-- the following de;ailed comrncnts we offer are generally limited to 
domestic livestock grazing. 

‘An overriding concept ln your preferred alternative “F” ls the use of the SCS 
critical soil loss criteria for determining “problem areas”. We are concerned 
because of the blanket approach used which takes ln large tracts of land and 
affects 43 grazlng allotments within the resource area. These allotments are 
targeted for special management even though only a few acres of the allotment 
may be considered “critical soils”. We would recommend on-site lnspectlons of the 
allotments, to first detennlne whether the area warrants a “crltlcal soils” 
designation at all and secondly to determine the speclflc areas that may need 
specIa1 management. This would alleviate many concerns of permlttees that cuts 
ln AUM’s or a change in season of use would be recommended in an allotment that 
may be In good ecological condition with an upward trend. 

RESPONSE TJ COMMENT 10 

iconsnent page 13 

1 In the 43 allotnents with 50 percent or more acres exceeding the SCS 
critical soil loss threshold (appendix N), a change from spring grazing 
(March 15 to June 15) to winter use was analyzed. This analysis assump- 
tion was made in an effort to measure possible impacts (draft RtP/EIS. 
page 4-89). 

See also th‘e response to consent 7-1, paragraph 3. 

If changes are needed on an allotment, range use agreements will be 
pursued. 



. 
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The difference in AUh4’s between the preferred altematlve “F” and the “as is” 
altemative”A” ls simply understated ln many ways. One thing that is done in the 
plan to allotments with 50% or more critical soils and those with 50% critical soils 
and crucial wildlife habitat (light green and blue areas on the map that shows 
grazing actions and range improvement llmltations for alternative “F”) Is to 
recommend a change ln season of use from spring to winter. The plan states that 
the trade off will be almost even. but this is misleading ln en area where the 
spring season of use Is the most crucial time to have livestock on these 
rangelands. In reality AUM’s are not being preserved, but drastically reduced. 
The change ln season of use from the spring to the winter is essentially the same 
-as cutting the pen&tee his total AUM’s on that particular allotment. 

'We would Eke to recommend another management tool that could be used to 
alleviate 25% reductions ln AIJhI's and changes ln sees-on of use from spring to 
winter. This management tool is water improvements. Alternative “B” states that 
each water improvement equals a 60 AUM increase. We would recommend building 
these improvements shown ln alternative “5” to improve the dlstrlbutlon of the 
livestock that are currently grazlng these 43 allotments and thereby reduce soil 
loss, if this truly is a concern. We would also like to recommend the range 
improvements that are proposed ln alternatives B&and E, on 2,000 acres of the 
Forest Planning Unit allotments. We believe that both of these actions would 
improve the ecological condition of the ranges, heip all species of wildlife in these 
areas, and take some of the wildlife grazing and trailing pressure off from 

-adjacent private lands, without adversely affecting existing permits. 

-This preferred alternative does not adequately quantify and address its Indirect 
negative impacts on domestic livestock gazing. In communication with local 
landowners, it appears the existing wildlife numbers referred to in the plan are 
understated. But the dlsturblng part of the preferred alternative calls for 
population increases as follows: antelope from 600 to 900. mule deer from 6,100 to 
8320, elk from 600 to 730 and a habitat acreage increase for each of the above 
mentioned species. This corresponds with a decrease of 520 cattle and an increase 
of 15 sheep. In appendix H (pg. 1361 under utilization. it states ‘Where grazing 
wildlife or wild horses or burros use the some area as domestic livestock, it w 

-be necessary to gather utilization data prior to the turnout date for livestock." 

‘We would strongly recommend that before these proposed reductions in AUh4’s and 
changes in season of use, are recommended and before any increases ln wildlife 
numbers are stated that some extensive utilization data (possibly 5 years) is 
collected on the aforementioned wlldllfe species and on any non-game wildlife 
species in the respective allotments. This would greatly improve the BIN’s ability 
to determine what grazing anhnai IS having the greatest impact on the rangelands. 
The casual reference referred to in appendix “H” shows a unique bias towards the 
domestic livestock grazing animals, when in reality it may be the result of some 
combination of wildlife species. Manipulation of wildlife numbers, instead of 
traditional permit reductions, may be needed. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 10 --- UTAH FARM BUREAU FEDERATION =.---- 

CConmient page 21 

2 See the response to cement 48-5. 

3 Reservoirs and other water developments can be used to improve livestock 
distribution on an allotment. Development would be evaluated through an 
investment analysis at the activity-plan level and implemented as 
appropriate. 

4 The existing wildlife numbers documented in the draft RCIP/EIS were devel- 
oped in cooperation with the UDWR. The numbers under alternatives A 
through F are anticipated results of tne management prescriptions, not 
objectives of the alternative. 

5 Uildlife monitoring studies are being implemented in allotments where 
conflicts between wildlife and livestock are thought to exist. If 
monitoring studies indicate resource damage by wildlife, then 8LM may 
recomnend to UDYR that herd numbers be reduced. 



-Other indirect hapacts on domestic livestock grazing are the vifaml resource 
management (V’RM) objectlves. The concern we have here is the impact these 
restrictions may have on current livestock operations and future improvements 
(water developments, roads.etc.1 and emergency dtuations such as emergency 
fee&g and veterinary concerns. The plan is vague as to what actually can be 
done In each of these areas (VRM-1.2.3.) on an ongolng basis. We would 
recommend a more specific, detailed approach as to what will or will not be 
allowed in each oi these restricted areas. We are concerned with the 
interpretation of these general guidelines, should a change in management of the 

-area occur. 

In light of budget deficits and comments from BLM personnel on any funding for 
improvements it seems somewhat strange that the budget for the preferred 

/ 
range 
alternative Is $500,000 more than the “as is” alternative “A”. We would recommend 

L 

following a management scheme that would be closer to the $1 million budget in 
alternative “A”. This would help to alleviate budget concerns and also be more 
consistent with past BLM management. 

We would also like to comment on the economic and social impacts that the 

0 

! 

preferred alternative would have on the citizens In and around the SRRA. Because 
of the aforementioned detrimental impacts on the livestock industry that are not 
adequately addressed in the plan, we are concerned that snowballing detrimental 
economic impacts will be realized throughout the area. The changes in season of 
use and potentlal massive AUM reductions could cause many livestock operators to 
go out of business because of the lack of alternate spring forage in the area. This 

9 
c 

economic effect is not addressed In the plan, and neither Is the Loss of a great 
way of life that has had many important influences on the history of the area, the 
state, and our great country. 

We appreciate this opportunity to comment and respectfully request your favorable 
consideration of our concerns. This plan will serve as a general management 
guideline that the public as well as your management agency needs a clear 
interpretation of, to mlnbnlze potentiai conflicts in the future. 
Thank you for your cooperation in our meeting in Castle Dale on November 30. it 
was helpful to all those who attended. 

Sincerely. 

C. Booth Wallentlne; Executive 
Vice President, Utah Farm Bureau 

Mar U. Grange. Presldent 
Emery County Farm Bureau 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 10 

CConxnent 31 page 

6 See the response to cotmnent 35-10. 

7 See the response to 42-17. comment 

8 See the responses to conwnents 48-5 and 47-4. 

9 See the re’sponse to conment 35-28. 

UH FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 



721 Second Avenue 
Salt Lake City 
Utah 84103 

November 11, 1988 

Mr Jfm Dryden. San Rafael Resource Area Manager 

Bureau of Land Management 
900 North 700 East 
Price, Utah 84501 

Dear Mr Dryden: 

Concerning the Draft Resource Management Plan for the San Rafdrl Resource 
Area: 

-General Comments: Can Alternative F be managed to protect the resources 
without any budgetary increase for the next four to eight years? What 
happens if the management has no budget increase for San Rafael Resource 
Area? Will you be able to manage the off-road vehicle use to prevent 
damage to soils, cultural and biological resources? Will you be able to 
formulate a Habitat Management Plan, an Off-road vehicle plan, a wild and 
scenic river plan, and other plans that Alternative F proposes? What 
will be your budgetary priorities in Alternative F assuming no increase 
in funding? 

I have found the maps totally useless. It is impossible to know where 
any of the designation boundaries occur. There are no dirt roads shown. 
There are no minor drainages (Cane Wash, Buckhorn Wash, etc.) shown. 
There should be one map showing all roads and trails (separately 

-designated). All roads should be on all maps for purposes of referencing 

Lands: 

I- 
Table 1. S-5. Why are there roughly 50% increase in burros and 

2 
wild horses in Alternative E with habitat area remaining the same. Yet 
on page 5-3 it states that wild horse and burro ranges would be expanded. 
Where will this expansion occur? Will this expansion occur in all the 
Alternatives? Will the soils tolerate this expansion? Is it not better 
that the horses and burros impacts be confined to existing areas? Likewise 

3 
[I 

why is there 10% more bighorn sheep on less habitat when compared to 
Alternative A? What is the rationale for these types of data analysis? 

Page 2-6. Legislative action or actions of other agencies. It seems 
that the National Park proposal was specific (incyuding the entire area) 

4 and National Conservation Area designation has been proposed. Likewise 
the Bureau of Reclamation is continually wish to manipulate natural 
saline springs within the region. This section could be expanded. 

RESPONSE TO COMi4ENT 11 EAH NATURE STUDY SOCIETY 

LConoient page 13 

Funding and personnel would ue sufficient to carry out any alternative 
selected (draft RW/ElS, page l-21. Also see the response to comvent 15-7. 

As shown in the draft RW/EIS (table 29, page 3-27) wild horse and burro 
range is divided into critical and yearlong range. Critical range is the 
range the equids nay use. Yearlong range is the range that may have 
historically been used by the horses and burros. The acreage figures used 
in the draft RW/EIS (table 1, page S-5) are yearlong. Any expansion in 
range for the equids would cnange from critical range (the area now used) 
to yearlong range (the presumed historical range of the equidsl. See map 
42. draft RW/EIS. 

According to the draft RW/EIS (table 1. page S-5) habitat is 150,000 
acres under alternative A and 174,594 acres under alternative F. 

There is no legislation pending before Congress regarding the creation of 
a national park, nor are formal proposals from other a9encfes pending 
before the Bureau. Therefore, these ideas were not addressed in the draft 
RR/EIS. Also see the response to cormsants 15-10 and 15-74. 



Page 2 (Utah Nature Study Society) 

1 

Page 2-15. What is the status of the previous tar sand leases? Have 
they been terminated? Under what conditons can termination occur? How 
will the present preferred Alternative deal with tar sands development? 

5 [Page 3-22. Table 27, Air pollution. What are the units in the Table? 

Uhy does the selection of only 5 sections of State Lands occur 
Why not select other sections along San Rafael River 
Why not select other sections ia proposed wilderness 

Recreational use of the San Rafael region is clearly the 
qqest management problem the reqion has and herein lies the maior 

conflicts. 

1 
San Rafael Swell must-be considered as an urban extension 

of the population centers along the Wasatch Front. Yet there is 

7 
mention of recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) which must include 
the destruction of soils by off-road vehicle use (page 2-5) which 
defeats the goals of the alternative F as well as create multiple-conflicts. 

Page 2-8.9. Under soils does the ELM consider cross-country travel 
limitations as applying to motorized recreation? Likewise will motorized 
recreation be restricted from slopes in excess of lo".. etc.? 

r 
Page 2-9.10. Vegetation. (See also page 2-55. Alternative C and Appendix 
J. D. 161). What does reclamation entail? The North River road to the 

J d&i1 pad'is not reclaimed.and will never be reclaimed until the motorized 
recreation is eliminated from the road and the road is reseeded with 

j-shrubs. 

L 

Page 2-9,lO. What is the definition of downed dead wood? Dead branches 
are purrently removed from upright trees, both dead and living. Even down 

4 
dead wood has ecological importance in arid regions. Little axes ring 
live trees which eventually (one to two years) will be treated as downed 
dead wood. Campfires in the San Rafael Swell as well as other regions of 
Utah are not kept to minimum sfze but are of huge size with very consumptive 
appetites for both wood, cans, aluminum and glass. It seems that fire 
pit education should be a major educational policy for the BLM. 

lu 

C 

Page 2-12. Endangered Species. Have activities or projects involving 
surface disturbance been checked in the, past for these species. Will 
motorized recreational activiities requtire such checking and surveying in 
the future? 

11 
I: 

Page 2-44. Does recreational rockhounding include the gathering of 
dinosaur bones? Again educatjon of the public in this respect is needed. 

Recreation management. In the past, there has been no management of 
recreation. The Pathfinders Kotorcycle Club development of the Temple 

12 
Mountain motorcycle trails without an environmental analysis (one may have 
been completed after the trail was completed) with no multiple use planning 
as soil portection and threatened and endangered plant and animal surveys 
epitimizes past BLf4 management of the area and the lawless nature of many 
off-road vehicle uses. Under Alternative E. protection of soil, cultural, 

RESPONSETO -.- ETAH NATURE STUDY SOCju 

[Comment page 21 

5 The table has been changed to indicate micrograms per cuoic meter. 

6 State lands were identified for accquisition within ACECs that would be 
recommended for withdrawal, excluded from rights-of-way, and closed to 
mineral leasing, since the level of management would severely restrict 
surface use. Lands identified for acquisition are within the Upper San 
Rafael, Lower San Rafael Canyon, Worth San Rafael Reef, and Big Flat Tops 
ACECs. 

A plan amendment will be prepared if necessary in the event of federal 
legislation that would set aside lands under special designation. 

7 Slope restrictions would not apply in areas designated open to ORV use. 

Under the proposed RMP, ORV use in critical soil areas would be limited to 
designated roads and trails. Critical soils and slope would be considered 
during development of the ORV implementation plan. 

a Reclamation requirements are given under Standard Operating Procedures 
(draft Rkf/EIS, pages 2-B t0 2-12). 

9 Bead and down wood is wood that is on the ground and is dead. 

10 Federal law and BLM policy require that T/E species be conserved and that 
no actions authorized on BLM-administered lands contribute to the need for 
listing of any other special status species. 

See the response to coaxaent 3-12. 

11 Collection of dinosaur Done Is not allowed on public land under any pro- 
gram including rockhounding without a permit (draft RR/EIS, page 2-44). 

12 The Temple Mountain Motorcycle Trail was evaluated through the Wational 
Environmental Protection Act (WEPA) process, and no significant impacts 
were identified. Mitigating measures were developed and implemented as 
necessary. 

BLM does not agree that emergency closures to ORV use are necessary at 
this time In Euckhorn Wash or in the Temple Mountain area. 
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wildlffe. and unique and threatened and endangered species must be a major 
component of the plan. A biological, cultural and Soil survey must be completed 
before the BLM co-operates with the management of the Temple HountaIn 
motorcycle trail. The BW must examine whether this location Is the best use 
of the land and the best location of off-road vchlcular use. Plants and soils 
are taking a beating along this trail. This trail mst not become a BLM 
Natlonal Dlsaster Trail (P Z-54). It seems that eaergency closure (page 171) 
should be Instituted In Buckbom Wash, along the San Rafael River and the 
Temple Mountain area. Page 4-1 and Table 54 shows that Alternative F Is one 
of the more destructive alternatives with respect to ORV recreation and admits 
that this recreation can not be mitigated. but Is purely destructive and out 

.of control under all alternatives. 

C Page 2-58. Wow was the number 761,820 acres In Alternative F open to ORV 

15 use arrived? By roughly dividing the total acreas by two? It seems that 
IIY)st of the San Rafael Resource area ORV use should be limited to existing 
roads. Thre is no reason to conquer terrain in this region. 

14 

'Page 2-55. There must be campsites which ORV use and loud radios are 
totally restricted from the area so that one can enjoy the peace and quiet 
of the region. Motorcycles must be parked out of the area. Hany a camping 
trip and outing of Utah Nature Study Society has been ruined by motorcycles. 
It is Impossible to go on a three day weekend without having such ruinous 
times. The proposed caapsltes and facilities in the San Rafael Resource 
area must be constructed so as to deter vanadallsm (picnic tables must be 
made of reinforced concrete, etc.). These areas must be patrolled often on 
weekends including evenings to assure vandalism and noisy actlvitfes will 
not occur. Facilities at the Wedge Overlook must be built such that the facilities 
can not be duped over the edge. Campfire must be limited to small 
constructed camp ffre rings and all other rings must be destroyed. 
Campsites for tents must be available. There is a tendency to create 
hardened crapsites for rotorhomes and ignore the needs of tents. Tan 
Seeps must not be used for any campfng as it is an jmportant water source 
for wildlife. 

Page 2-57. Yhat is a non-system road for ORV use? Is this a trail? Wow 
will the Temple #ountain mtorcycle trail be unaged under Alternative F? 

15 Yhen recreational vehicles are confjned to existfng roads and trails. just 
what is the definition of a trail? goes it include livestock and game 
trails? dry creek beds? all jeep trails? Yhat roads have been closed 
in the region? Yhat trajls are closed in the region? Yhat is the definition 
of a road? 

P. 3-16. Soils. Recreational use (footed and motorized) also subject 
solls to erosion. 

What is a special recreational management area? What is being 

lu naged? If the region Is a special recreatfon management area, why are 
vegetation losses occurring (P 3-46) with dry soils contributing to dust? 
Where Is the special recreation management? Why establish more camp and 
pdcnfc sites if the areas are heavily vandalfzed? My allow the San 
Rafael Desert RaQ if so many conflicts occur? 

iCmnt page 33 
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YJAH NATURE STUDY SOCIETY 

Tne nunber of dcres open to ORV use under alternative F were determined 
through the conflict analysis process. Where no conflicts were identi- 
fied, the area would remain open to ORV use. ORV designations were modi- 
fied in thy proposed w to reflect public ccunnents. See the response to 
corment44-6. 

Resourch allocations in the proposed Rw were adjusted on the basis of 
public corPments and new information. 
to find solitude. 

There would be ample opportunities 

Recreation site facility design or camping restrictions would be decided 
at the activity-planning level. 

BLM system roads have been defined in the Glossary of the flnal EOS. 

A trail is generally an unimproved jeep trail; a road usually receives 
periodic maintenance. The ORV fmplePlentation plan would address which 
non-system roads or trafls would be open or closed. 

See the draft R)rP/EIS. page 3-43. A deflnition of special recreation 
management area (SRM) has been added to the glossary. 

The.San Rafael Desert motorcycle race in past years has been allowed 
subJect to nuerous special sblpulatfons to minimize resource damage. Bu;( 
Is a multl[ple-use resource agency; tne ORV race is recognized as a 
arltfple-use activity. 
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WATER AND RIPARIAN ISSUES. Riparian habitat. Definition. "A unique. 
aamed form ofxnd restricted to areas alona. adjacent to. or 
contiguous with. perennially and intermittently flowing rivers. streams, 
and other bodies of water" (Page B-16). Riparian and aquatic habitats 
'will be managed to preserve, protect, and restore natural functions fn 
accordance with laws. executive orders and regulatlons as they relate to 
habitat managment"(P. 2-68). In response to Intemuntain Water Alliance 
roncern about monitoring the animal life inTan seeps during the Kfrkwood 
tar sands development the BLM responsed with "the spade-foot toad is not a 
threatened and endangered species, and adverse impacts to the toad are not 
expected to be significant. It is wldely distributed in Utah; therefore, 

further study in relation to this proposed action does not seem warranted" 
(Response 2.15, Final Environmental Assessment for the San Rafael Swell 

Combined Hydrocarbon Lease Conversion proposal). Thus this lack of interest 
in management of natural functions of wetlands. riparian zones and water 
resources is so very typical of public agencies. The spotted frog has been 
eliminated in large parts of Utah, Nevada. Oregon. and Kontana largely 
because natural functions of these aquatic resources are not managed. 
Fragmentation of riparian zones by water projects and roads has greatly 
altered the natural functions of these water sources. Bridges and culverts 
over streams and intermittent streams have not allowed for the continuity 
of the riparian zone, but has fragmented this zone forcing animals into 
the arid region and across roads rather than along streams. 

Thus it is my conclusion that rlparian and wetlands and water sources are 
not protected in arid regions because they are too small, do not contain 
threatened or endangered species, and no one is interested in determining 
just what animals do use these sources and what is the welfare of the 
animals which do use these sources. Only vegetation types are mitigated. 
Animal losses are totally unmitigated and unnoticed. Furthermore, many 

-riparian habitats in arid regions do not have indicator plants because of 
the scouring of habitats by floods. Will the BLM protect these small 
aquatic habitats in arid regions if laws, executive orders, and regulations 
do not apply? Will the BLH monitor the animals that use these sources to 

-determine there importance? 

'Maps 75 and 76 are somewhat confusang. Do riparian habitats have water- 
that is are they aquatic habitats ?- Are springs in the desert defined as 
riparian habitats or aquatic habitats ? What is the definition of riparian 
habitat by which May 75 was made ? What is the definition of aquatic habitats 
by which May 76 was made? Are small permanent or ephemeral seeps included 
in the inventory? One ephemeral seep in Cane Wash contained speckled date 
until a flash flood destroyed the seep. This seep had no plant life along 
its wet zone. Would this type of seep be aquatic or rlparian or neither 
since it did not contain a threatened or endangered.species? These same 
small aquatic zones are the most impacted by recreation (footed and motorized) 
,users. Will the DLM be monitoring these impacts? 

19 
C 

P. 2-73. Alternative F. Does the riparfan and aquatic habitat inventory 
include a biological survey and to what degree? 

2ti &P 77. What is the basis of the rfparian zones having full fire suppression. 
Have fires occurred naturally in these regions? 

UTAH MATURE STUDY SOCIETY 

ECoaaaent page 41 

17 See the response to camaent 15-3. 

This inventory would incluoe animals as well as plants, hydrology, soils, 
and landform. Monitoring would be established at varying degrees of 
intensity depending on the resource condition and value. out would include 
amnitoring of wildlife. 

18 See the Glossary. 

19 An extensive inventory would be conducted to determine existing riparian 
habitat and its ecological condition. An intensive inventory would be 
conducted on areas emphasized because of resource condition, potential 
conflicts, or uses. 

20 The riparian areas have ueen identified for full fire suppression with the 
condition that fire suppression methods exclude motorized earthmoving 
equipment and aerial chemical fire retardants. 

The resource area has had 10 to 12 fires In the last 'IO years. The 
majority of these fires were witnin the riparian habitat. Tataarisk. an 
invading brush species, is IIy)re fire-tolerant than are the native brush 
and tree species. Fire suppression was deemed necessary within this 
habitat to prevent loss of the native brush and tree species and the 
spread of tamarlsk. 

C-61 
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page 5 (Utah Nature Study Society) 

'P. 2-65. fhere is a program to bnltorfng l xfstfng water qualfty and 
watershed conditions that contrfbute high sa9t and sedfmt loads to the 
Colorado Rfver Basin". The BLM must also recognize that saline content, 
tedfment. and total dfssolved solids in the Colorado River basin is a 
very natural phenorwna. Mbnftorfng of such water qualfty criteria shou9d be 
applicable only to human activltfes. There are many plants and animals that 
depend on the salt water environments. Thus State standards (P. 3-17 and 
3-20) should not apply unless it applies to human sources. Have there been 
any analysis done on the waters before the huge impacts of the region occurred 
since the construction of the Huntington and Hunter power plants? To clean 
up these streams into complfance with state standards as noted in the wild 
and scenic river designation (p. 160) would be an ecological disaster. If 
salt loading from public 9ands is unknown (p. 3-60). why allow the Bureau 
of Reclamation to destroy natural saline springs to reduce the Colorado 

-River saline content? 

'P 3-36 and P. 152. Will a habitat managment plan be developed in the 
future for aquatic habitats? I would hope that the BLM does not destroy 
riparian and aquatic habitats to improve water flows (this has occurred 
in the Bonneville Basin) without a thorough anfmal use analysis. Would 
the habitat management plan be incorporated into the wild.scenic and 
recreation river study plan? Would the habitat management plan be made 
for the San Rafael River before the grazing or recreation are giving the 
time of year allocation (p. 3-36 and p. 152)? Protection of rlparian 
zones must include protection from degredatfon by both livestock and 

-recreation users (p. 96). 

2; 
What are public water reserves7 What public are these waters 
for? Who has withdrawn the Green River and lower San Rafael for 

power site? This power site withdrawal should be terminated. Is this 

24 

SUMMARY. The San Rafae9 Sue91 is a unique resource and must be managed as 
If budgetary restraints interfere with the implementation of the costly 
preferred alternative F. it is only logical that Alternative D be classffied 
as the manaolna tool for ' the area. This alternative costs less, preserves 
the greatest amaunt of the unique features of the region and still allows 
for multiple-use- albeit more restrictive multiple-use than Alternative F. 
Off-road vehicle use must become under control and must be confined to roads. 
Alternatively, the area should be a National Park with its greater law 

-enforcement image. 

Utah Nature Study Society will continue to work with the 8LM to improve the 
management of the San Rafael Swell region. Please keep us informed of the 
opportunities. Please send us the Record of Decision on this project. 

Issues Conmfittee 
Utah Mature Study Society 

CCoaaaent page 53 
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BLN recognizes that much of the salinity, sediment, and total dissolved 
solids entering the Colorado River drainage are from natural geologic 
erosion (draft Rl@/EIS. page J-18). Water quality must oe monitored as an 
entire unit and not as individual parts. It is very difficult to 
distinguish exactly which activity is contributing sediment and salt to 
the drainage systems when the contributions are non-point. However 
changes in water quality with respect to both the time and distance'often 
identify when and where a problem is occurring. It is often possib9e to 
determine if a specific activity is causing a problem or if it is just a 
matter of natural geologic erosion. State water quality standards are set 
by state and federal regulations for particular stream segments or par- 
ticular water uses (see the response to coexaent 84). State water quality 
standards are monitored by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 
Environmental impact statements were written for both the Hunter and the 
Huntfngton plants Oefore any action was taken i8OR. BLM and USFS 1975. 
BOR. ELM, BSFY. USFS and FHA, 1972; BLM, 1977; BLM, 19791. Ther; are Also 
several U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) gaging stations from which data have 
been collected anywhere from 1909 to the present. 

The Colorado Rfver Basin Salinity Control Act of 9974 directs the U.S. 
Department of the Interior (BLM and Bureau of Reclamation (BOR)) to 
improve the water quality of the Colorado River. The Colorado River Basin 
Compact States, of which Utah is one, have adopted numeric salinity 
criteria for the basin (that is. there are salfnity values that must not 
be exceeded). Human-caused activities have accelerated natural erosion. 
8LM's intent is to decrease the rate of erosion, not to prevent the 
natural processes from proceeding. 

The management of the riparian areas is set out by the Riparlan Area 
Management Po9fcy. sfgned January 22, 1987 by the Director of BLM, The 
management policy fs further defined by the Utah State Office Policy for 
Riparian Area Management (Instruction lrlernorandum UT 87-261). Both poll- 
ties may be examined in the San Rafael Resource Area (SRRA) offfce. 

Habftat management plans (H~@s) would be completed in the future. 

See the response to coamtent 95-117. 

The exfstin 
Coazalssion 9 

powersfte withdrawals are Federal Energy Regulatory 
FERC) wfthdrawa9s. No specific projects are planned. The 

withdrawals are 1 n the process of a&al nfstratl ve review to determine if 
they St199 meet the applicable withdrawal crlterfa. However, ff any 
actions are Proposed f n these areas, FERC would review the proposals to 
make sure they are consfstent with the purpose of the withdrawal. 

The cofmnent is acknowledged. 
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Ikeceder 5, 1988 

blr. Jim Dryden 
Area Alermger 
San Rafael Resouroa Area 
9ureau of Land Mauagement 
900North 200&a 
Price, Utah 84501 

Dear Mr. Dryden: 

The Utah petroleum Association, a state division of the Rocky 
bbuntain Oil and Gas Association, respectfully sutmts the 
following cements on the San Rafael Resource blamgment Plan. 

We are opposed to the direction the 9I.M has taken in its Preferred 
Alternative for the San Rafael MP with regard to multiple-w 
activities on public lands. In particular, we believe the Preferred 
Alternative unacceptably restricts and minimizes oil and gas 
exploration and development opportunities. ‘Ike dramatic increase 
in the application of restrictive stipulations in the San Rafael 
Resource Area is alarming. Specifically, the use of standard 
stipulations in the area has been reduced by approximately 84 
percent while the use of special stipulations has been increased 
by over 759 percent. lbe use of no surface occupancy stipulations 
has also been increased by another 40 percent. While we acknowledge 
and support that leasing has been increased by 95 percent on 
those lands previously unavailable for lease,-no&-of these lands 
ars still unavailable for surface occupancy. ‘Iberefore. there is 
no question that overall the new 9MP will even nore severelv 
resirict access to public lands in the SF&t for oil and gas' 
activities. 

-We also strongly question the 9IM’s decision to place its primary 
focus on wildlife, recreation and aesthetic values. Under current 
olanagesmnt, 23 percent of the S98A is subject to restrictive 
lease stipulations for these values, including the no lease 
areas. While in our view,.existing arrnagwmnt is also cause for 
concern, the proposed management changes are’even more disturbing 
because over 50 percent of the S99A will be subject to restrictive 
stipulations. It is our belief that the proposed change in 

-maruqment exhibits a lack of consideration for ccamodity values. 

It is cur belief that the 9l.M is using the restrictive Nso 
stipulation excessively and witbout piqer justification. We 
point out that in the Bill J. Mad&x decision (83 19I.A 29). the 
Interior Board of land Appeals provides that “a NS0 stipulation 

RESPONSE TO COK+lENT 12 

CComnent page 11 

1 See the response to cement 6. 

2 See the response to cement 6. 

3 See the response to cement 6. 

UTAH PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION 
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Mr. Jim Dryden 
De&r 5, 1988 
page2 

should only be imposed where there is evidence that less stringent 
alternatives would not adequately accarplisb the intended purpose 
by containing the adverse effects of oil and gas operations 
within acceptable limits”. The decision also states, “‘Ibe record 
nust reflect that proper consideration was given to the altematlves 
in leasing the land in question and justification sbould be 
provided for the detemihations made”. While the various discussions 
my refer to the decisions being proposed under each alternative, 
they do not provide the necessary rationale for the decisions. 

While a significant portion of the SFtRA is believed to be mderate 
to low potential for oil and gas, it nust be stressed that mxt 
of this area has not been adequately explored for energy - l-esources 
The result of the increased constraints on access reouired bv the 
Preferred Alternative will be that neny of these lands will never 
be explored. Therefore, it will never be known whether they 
contain critically needed darestic supplies of energy resources. 

4 

restrictions my bt, applied, but also exactly what the 

5 

-Additionally, the S&G requires land use plans to include discussions 
of each phase of oil and gas activities. These discussions should 
generically address what happens during the leasing phase, 
exploration phase, the production phase as well as the abamiommt 
and reclamation phase of operations. In accordance with the SFG 
and the National hvironmental Policy Act, the discussions nust 
also describe the various mitigation measure s available to reduce 
or avoid adverse impacts which would result fmn oil and gas 
activities. Such information is of paramxmt importance since the 
planning documents will also serve as the oil and gas leasing 
decisions document. 'This information would be particularly useful 
in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, because then it can hti 
denonstratsd that oil and gas activities are ccsrpatible with 
sensitive resource uses. We would like to ret-nd that the SRFtA 
review the West HiLine Rhlp in Montana because it provides an 
excellent example of the types of information which should be 
incorporated into the final RMP/EIS for the SRRA. 

We express serious concern with regard to the proposed designati<)n 
of numerous ACES in the SF&I. According to the BUd’s ACEU 
Guidelines, the stated purpose of an ACEC designation 1s as 
follows, ‘The AC332 designation highlights areas where special 
mnagement action or attention is needsd to protect important 
historic, cultural, scenic and natural Values or to protect hunen 
life and safety fran natural hazards”. They further state. ‘I.. .an 
ACE should be held to the minjmnn area necessary to protect life 
and safety or the resources on which the designation is based. 

RESPONSE TO COIMNT 12 

CComent page 23 

4 Lee tne response to conment b. 

5 See the response to comment 6. 
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Mr. Jim Dryden 
Ikcenker 5,1988 
page3 

‘The ACEC designation, as a significant BU land Immagment tool, 
> is not inten ific restrictive 
stipulations. The ACE designation is also not used as a substitute 
for a suitability recaueandation for a wilderness study area”. 

lft is evident that the MU did not cuaply with the above referenced 
direction. Seven of the thirteen proposed ACXs do blanket large 
areas, 214,380 acres, with specific restrictive stipulations, 
five of which require no surface occupancy on 214,080 acres. 
Ru-tber, Sids knrntain, San Rafael Canyon, San Rafael Reef, Muddy 
Creek, and Segers Hole proposed ACFJZs comprise all or mjor 
portions of existing Wilderness Study Areas. Such designations 
are in direct conflict with the intent of the ACE regulations 
that ACEs not be used merely because an area is not reccnmended 
for wilderness designation. Based upon the nature of the ACFC 
proposals, we strongly muxmend that they be reevaluated and 
modified to uxnply with the direction in the regulations. 

'mile it is correctly stated in the planning docunrmts that the 
BIU is required by law to use the least restrictive stipulations 
which will still accanplish the fnanagemtnt objectives for an 
area, as we have pointed out earlier in our cuments, there is no 
true justification for many of the restrictive stipulations. We 
would also inquire why the EU believes a no lease designation 1s 
required for five Aces when a NE0 stipulation uzxrld achieve 
araximun protection of the existing resource values. According to 
an Interal bleoDrandreo regarding direction contained in the Robert 
G. Lynn decision (76 IBIA 383). Director Durford states, “‘l%h 
justification (not to lease) nust be substantive and site specific- 
,..Ordinarily, adequate justification should not be possible 
since a NSO stipulation effectively prevents damge to any 
resources or land values. Therefore, in virtually all cases, 
unless lands are excluded by leasing by law, regulation or are 
forrrrally withdrawn, applicants should at least be offered a lease 
with a N93 stipulation... Cbviously, a N90 stipulation should only 
be used as a last resort since BLM is compelled by nuwwxs IBLA 
decisions to consider whether less restrictive stipulations would 
suffice to adequately protect the public interest.” We have not 
found evidence in the planning documents that a no lease decision 
will be any nom effective than a NS3 stipulation and we strongly 
recunnend the BIA! rmdify its no lease decision in the final 
planning documents. 

-We are disturbed by the statent on Page 2-74, Volume One, of 
the plan which indicates the BLM intends to require offsite 
mitigation in addition to standard reclamation procedures in big 
game habitat when unreclaimed disturbance caused by a user 
exceeds 10 acres in two years. Big game habitat covers millions 
of acres in total, and hundreds of thousands of acres within the 
planning area. With this type of restriction, the effects of a 
10 acre disturbance would be ext-ly mininul to big IS;- 
habitats, but wuld have deleterious effects on all typrs OP 
cumudity use. Further, it is not specified whether this restriction 
would be applied based upon -1ative activities throughout all 

UTAH PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION WSE TO COtgENT 12 

[Comment page 31 

6 See the response to corm3ent 6. 

7 See the response to comment 6. 

8 See ttle response to comment 0. 



Mr. Jim Dryden 
Eboaber 5,lBSS 
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of the big game habitat areas, or only on the EUl portim. 
kgardless of tww this restriction is applied, are are opposed to 
a vnt concept which is so restrictive and affords so 
little opportunity for development of resouroes without the added 
expense of offsite mitigation. 

Ws are also cnnerned with the excessive use of VI&! Class I. It 
appears that the BLBd is using all possible methods to prevent as 

9 au& surface use as possible in the SRRA. Uost of the 231,750 
acres allocated to VRM Class X have also been stipulated with NSO 
stipulations or no leasing. We believe the restriktions proposed 1 in the Preferred Alternative will effectively preclude nultiple-use 
lnanagement ds within the Resource Area. 

The State of Utah is currently econmically depressed and is in 
need of new fonm of revenue. It appears as if the BlM has chosen 
to ignore the needs of the State and the local area by proposing 
inqplentation of a land use plan which aould adversely affect 
opportunities which muld provide needed emncmic growth. 

We recummd that the final San Rafael Resource Managment Plan 
mre accurately and realistically reflect a philosophy and 
aanvnt plan that enccurage s and p-tes oil and gas exploration 
on an equal multiple use basis with wildlife, recreation and 
aesthetic values. We believe critically needed energy leasing, 
exploration and production can be achieved in an environmentally 
safe and compatible -er. 

nlank you. 
7 

s;+LGLL 
kxecutive Director 

JF’:ba 

-PETROCEUM ASSOCIATIgN qEsPoNsET0 COMMENT 12 

CComent page 43 

9 See the response to cment 6. 
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105 Allen Hall 
ihdghmm Youl# University 

Provo. Utah 84602 

December I. 1988 

Hr. Jaws Dryden 
San Rafael Resource Area Kanager 
yC10 K. 700 H. 
Price. Utah 8wll 

Dear Kr. Dryden: 

The Utah PrcfessiJnal Council is an organization of professional 
archeologists, museum specialists. and cultural resource specialists who 
work in Utah and/or have an interest in Utah's historic and prehistoric 
past. UPAC members are a diverse group that include cultural resource 
professionals who work in state and federal government and acadenia, and as 
private cultural resource consultants. We have read the Resource 
Management Plan (RMP) for the San Rafael and direct the followiny comments 
to your attention. 

We commend the Bureau of Land Management For desima;lng Awas CJ~ 
Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) for the pictoqraphs along Intet%t~te 
IO. the Rochester rock art site, the Dry Lake ArCheologiCal District. t.lld 
Temple Mountain Historic District, Copper Globe. and Swosey Cabin. ru:d for 
treating the Tomsich Butte Historic District as a special emphnsls t-.:-e* 
within the Muddy Creek ACEC. Ilowever. we do not agrss tkot the :Iry Lake 
Archcolo&al District should be opeu to mineral leasing "nd mini!z entry, 
disposal of mineral wzteriols and OF!V use. Allowing th?sd activities LO 
take place within this important archeological ACEC will r:ra:y diminish its 
archeological values. The plan should specifically state ut,nt the "spwi:J 
conditions” are "that will be designed to prevent disturhsnce if‘ damaqe ro 
the surface which could adversely affect those values" in the Dry Lake 
Archeological District. All ACECs established for tL+ir cultural values 
should be closed to ORV use. mining, 8,il and gas exploraciurr and 
production, and other disruptive surface use. 

The plan also states that a study of l.he Dry Lake Archeological 
district will be initiated to "identify the archaeological values and thei 
spatial [sic]. temporal, and cultural relationships." We wmwen4 the BLN 
on their plan to initiate such a study but the specifics of this study 
.should ba presented. Will the study coosist of an intensive lo@; 

1 See the responses to cciments 3-44 and 15-6. 



inventory, a sssple inventory, testing. mitigation or a combination of the 
above or something else? Who will do this work? Will it be Funded by the 
BLN? IO them sufficient funding For this study? when will the study be 
started? The plan should require that the results of this study be written 
up in l professional cultural resource report. 

, 
The plan further states that historic structures in the Tomsich Butte 

mnd Temple Mountain Historic Districts will not be disturbed before they 
w?e recorded. These historic structures should be evaluated for possible 
inclusion in the Nationml Register of Historic Places (NWP) and also For 
inclusion in the Biatoric Amarican Building Survey (HABS). When will the 
"intensive data mcwery prognu" at the Temple Uountain. Tonsich Butte, 
snd Copper olobe Historic Districts be initiated? How much work will be 
IJOM? What sre the eatimted start sod completion dates for this work? 
Thue itmu ahould be specified by the plan. The plan should specify that 
the results of these investigations bs written up in a professional 

~cultural resource report. 

If ths Bureau intends to designate Copper Olobe. Swasey Cabin. and the 
I-70 Pictographs for their public value, a more specific plan should be 
presented regarding the proposed "mitigation of scientific values before 

3 
the site is turned over to public use." The plan should specifically state 
what type of investigations will bs done. How much investigation will be 
2-7 Will the BLM fund this work? Is there sufficient Funding For 

What is the schedule for conducting such investigations? When will 
the interpretive signs be installed? 

4 

We am dissppointed in the small number OF acres designated as ACECs 
for their cultural values and for the small number of cultural resource 
*itea protected in ACEcs. Furthermore. it is certain that the sites 
contained in the pmpowd cultural ACi?CS are not representative of the 
plmnning (LpBa as a whole in terms OF type. density, location, cultural 
affiliation, age. or function. In fact, from the data contained in the RMP, 
it is not certain that a single Pi-wont village site, s very important site 
type in the planning area. is contained in sny of the ACBCs. We recommend 
that the ELM use existing professional literature (e.g.. Black and Metcalf 
w86: 
19% 

Coulam et al. 1983; Copelsnd aad Webster 1983: Hauck 1979; Tipps 
Thomas et al. 1981) to select additional ACECs to be protected For 

their cultural values. When considered as a group. these ACECs should 
contain sites representing all cultural affiliations. ages. 
functions, 

types. 
and locations of sites known OP expected to be located in the 

planning unit. These hCEcs should be closed to all surface disturbances. 
The plan should also provids for special protection For sites that cultural 
~80urce professionals considered eligible for inclusion in the National 
Register of Historic Places vhen they recorded them. 

2 

RESPONSE TO COMENT 13 UTAH PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL COUNCI( 

[Comnent page 21 

2 See the response to cwent 15-6. 

3 See the response to comment 15-6. 

4 All sites nominated as cultural resource ACECs are included in the pre- 
ferred alternative (draft fW/EIS, page 2-51). The suggestion for addi- 
tional ACEC management is similar to management descrioea as part of the 
Conservation Objective (draft RW/EIS, pages 2-44 and 2-45). 
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We applaud tha BLA in their desire to conserve 20% OF the known sites 
It any particular tu. However. we do not agree that a 20% sample is 
lacaasarily sufficient or that *. . . research effectiveness declines 
peatly above that level." The BLJI should provide citations From the 
nJblished cultural resource literature indicating that larger samples are 
redundant. We recommand that the conservation ssmple bs larger, perhaps 
jCg of the Imown sites, since leas than 51: of the sites expected to exist 
M knwn. We also object to Criterion j--that sites in the conservation 
:ategory will be selected in areas where there are few current surface use 
:onflicts. Use of this criterion implies that sites are randomly 
distributed across the phnning area and that it makma no difference where 
the sample is saved. Previous professional research in the planning area 
has repeatedlydemons tratsd that sites are clustered relative to certain 
critical resources which vary greatly thmugbout the planning area. 
Selection of sites for conservation by Criterion 3 will result in a biased 
sample being saved. Criterion 3 makes no sense from any research 
perspective and will only hamper future research that needs to have a 
representative data base from which to draw. 

In addition to the criteria listed for placing sites in the 20% 
conservation category, we recommend that a representative sample of sites 
fmm all cultural. affiliations, ages. functions. and locations be saved. 
We are very concerned that the plan does not state how these sites will be 
protected or how they will be closed to "conf'licting uses.' In Fact. the 
plan implies thmt they will not bm adequately protected when it states that 
"if a listed site is destroyed. damaged, or endangered. a similar site in 
ms gocd or better condition may be substituted." The plan doss not state 
what will happen if such a replacement site does not exist. How does the 
BLM plan to protect these sites From dispersed recreation activities such 
as ORV use? Considering the small number of sites to be "protected" and 
the large number that will be damaged or destroyed. it is incumbent on the 
Bureau to devise M effective means for protecting these sites. The plan 
should specify a means for protecting these sites. 

The plan states that sites in the conservation category will "remain 
under protective managew3 t until all similar sites not managed for 
conservation are used snd technology used in archaeology has developed to 
such a state that their use would mske a major contribution to 
archmeological study of the area." who will determine when the technology 
hms advanced to this state and when the last 20% should be used up? 

The plan should state how sites will be selected for the Public Values 
Category. 

The plan does not state how sites in the Information Potential 
category will be protected "until they have been appropriately studied." 
Clearly, these sites can be protected Fmm licensed activity through permit 

3 

RESPONSE TO COtWENT 13‘ UTAH PROFESSIONAL ARCHAE$&OGICAL COUNCQ 
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5 See the response to cwment 15-lOti. 



but bow will l itaa be pcotacted from ORV disturbance and 
tbr.activities that do not raquire permits? 

'he BUI states that it will detemine what is "appropriate study" for 
in the Infoorution Potential category. We recommend that the State 

Preservation OCllCC3. the Advisory council on Historic 
and interested professionals also be consulted. 

d also specify ubat constitutes appropriate study. 
The plan 

hn states that there are .apPrOxiMtdy 1500 known sites in the 
Hoa many of these sites have bean considered eligible for 

in the National Register of Historic Places by the cultural 
mfessional who recorded them? What category will these sites be 

How will these sites be protected? Will the BLN undertake the 
rk to forsally nominate these sites to the National Register? And 

Ibase sites should bs protected. 

Under Alternative F. the plan states that the Bureau estimates loss of 
6707 sit.ea by the year 2000. For the Bureau to permit such a loss is 
tragic ad untenable. 'he plan states that there are only 1500 known sites 
in the planning area at this time. Destntction of 6707 sites would 
represent more than Pour times this total. The planning *Pea contains q shy 
important cultural resoufc*s. types of sites. and cultural manifestations 
that simply do not occur elsewhere in Utah or anywhere. Loss of such a 
sfgniPicsnt proportion of the non-renewable cultural resource base is 
totally unacceptable. 

Furthermore, the loss may be higher than that estimated by the plan 
because the loss is based on the assumption that only 1 site in 10 will he 
damaged or destroyed by ORV use. We believe that this number is 
significantly higher and request that the BLB provide documentation 
only 1 in 10 sites will be impacted. 

that 
Furthermore. we hold that the BLM's 

assumption that only 1 in 100 sites will ba affected by grazing is also in 
error. Many more than 1 in 100 sites are affected by trampling; 
causes artifactdiaplacemantsndbreakage. 

trampling 

is currently common 
In addition. overgrazing. which 

in the planning area. causes erosion. Erosion damages 
-and destmys cultural resource sites. 

'& BU states that there are ao estimated 18 sites per square mile or 
PJ.ooO total cultural resource sites in the planning area but does not 
LndicCrte how tbae nusbers were derived. We derived our own estimate based 

on site *itY data P~antd in published and unpublished professional 
lite-Rur QI the area (e.g.. Black andktcslf 1986: Copelend snd Webster 
H3; buck 1979; %ws 1988: lbmas et al. 1981). These data suggest test 
w ~'S~tiu~of7O.OOO~itea map begreatly inflated. and that the 
“a-m” Sita QNftr my be clo6er to 9 sitea per square mile. 
b shout 35.ooo te8.l sites. 

resulting 
If in fact there u-a only about 35.000 sit88 

CConsoent page 43 

6 BLf4 is required to nominate to the National Register of Historic Places 
all sites that meet the criteria for eligibility. Undertakfng the paper- 
work is an administrative concern, not a decision that can be made in the 
RMP. Placement of sites in categories by objectives and site-specific 

2-443. 
mana enlent take place during activity-level planning (draft RMP/EIS. page 

7 &B's estimate (final EIS. taoje 1. surmpary) that 6,107 sites would be 
damaged in some degree by the year 2000 does not mean the BLM finds this 
acceptable. 
even current) 

Losses uoulo certainly be much higher without planned (or 
management. Estimations are based on the criteria listed in 

the draft RW/EIS, page l-8. See also the response to cOIIY;lent 3-7. 

a ELM's estimate of site numbers is derived from all present information in 
the area, not just tne small sampling listed in this cossnent. BLM recog- 
nizes that because it lacks a statistically valid sample, the numbers 
should not be construed as absolute (appendix U). However. if the com- 
mentor's numbers were used for impact analysis, they would reduce all site 
numbers Cy 50 percent, including sites damaged or destroyed. See also the 
response to cosknent 3-7. 
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RESPONSEMMENT 13 UTAH PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEQlOGlCAL COUNCI4 

6707 sites reprasents approximately 19%. For 
and destruction of 19% of all expected sites 

the short time Pram between now and the year 2000 is a travesty. The 
is charged by the federal govemaant with protecting cultural resources 

By allowing such destruction. the BLM is violating 

We also note with deep concern that the BLR is closing only about 
acres of this vast planning area to ORV use. ORVs are probably o;th& 

greateM threat to cultural resources in the planning unit. 

9 
drive over sites displacing artifacts and accelerating erosion. They also 

greator access snd access spells aora vandalisa. .ore pothunting. 
aurfaca collection, and aore daasge in general to cultural resource 

ORV campers may unknowingly caap on archeological sites. end/or 
wood from cultural resource sites to use as firewood. both of which 

damage archeological sites. 

io 

11 

We recognize that the BLR lacks sufficient funding to protect all 
cultural resource sites in the planning area through patrols. The next 
best neasure of protect is to limit access. Therefore. we recoaaend that 
the BLR close the Wilderness Study Areas to ORV use. This will go a long 
way to protecting a large nuaber of cultural resource sites. While sites 
in the Wilderness Study Areas will be subject to some degree of damage. it 
is well documented that people participating in motorized recreation do 
such more daaage thsnpeople afoot. When YN the last time you saw a 
backpacker pecking s gun and shooting at petroglyphs? Because of the lower 
incidence of site daaage in Wilderness Areas. we also encourage the 
inclusion of aore Wilderness Study Areas and aora ACBCS. both OF which 
should be closed to ORV use. 

- 
In aost of the rest of the planning area, ORVo should be limited to 

exfstlng roads. These roads should he specifically identified in the plan. 
Finally. the BLM should designate certain circumscribed areas specifically 
dedicated to ORV use. One such area could be the existing motorcycle trail 
system. Another could be Buckhorn Wash. Although we recognize that the 
cultural resources in these areas will be forfeited. these areas could be 
coapletely inventoried and studied before additional daaege takes place so 
that soae infomation would be salvaged. Ihe trade off would be protection 

-and conservation of e very large number OF other sites. 

[ 

It is unfortunate and inexplainable that cultural resources were not 

12 treated as an "issue" in the preparation of this plan. Cultural resources 
wet the deFinition of an issue as presented in 43 CRF 1610.4-l and should 
be included as an issue in the final IUP. 

13 
In SW. we feel that the plan protects too few sites. and provides 

inadequate protection of all sites in the planning area with the possible 

5 

[Cosvaent page 51 

9 BLH recognizes ORV use as one threat to cultural resources. ORV closures 
(as opposed to limiting use to existing or designated roads and trails), 
while limiting impacts, may also limit the ability to patrol an area and 
can result in more identified vandalism, done by people seeking to avoid 
being observed or aetected. 8~14 recognizes closures to be effective as a 
means to.protect cultural resources, but primarily as a part of site- 
specific management whicn would be aeveloped in activity plans after the 
RIP is final. 

10 See the responses to carments 13-9 and 44-3. 

11 See the response to coammnt 44-6. 

12 See the response to cosanent 3-2. 
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exception of the I-70 pictographs and the historic sites protected a5 
ACgcs . We urge the BLM to provide a means for truly preserving a greater 
nuaber of rites, not simply providing lip service that says they will be 
protactad. Cultural rasowces ara non-renewable and must be protected in 
accordance with the law. It makes no sense to sacrifice such a large 
number of sites for the short term gain of opening the wilderness to 
motorized recreation. 

Sincerely. 

kY+- 
3 L&L 

ames D. Wilde. 
sfdent 

JDW/mdd 

6 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 13 

[Cement page 61 

UTAH PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL COUNCIL 

13 BLM is confident that management outlined in the draft RMP/EIS (pages 2-44 
and 2-45) is a realistic framework within which sites would be protected. 
See also the response to conment 3-7. 

NOTE: lhe list of references tndt accompanied this cMrment is not reproduced 
here. 
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UT-AH TRAIL MACHINE ASSN. 
P.O. Box 379 *American Pork, Utah 84003 

1 

Jim Dryden, SRRA Manager 

Bureau of Land Management 

900 No. 700 East 

Price, Utah 

27 Sept., 1908 

Dear Jim, 

With the draft RMP/EIS for the San Rafael Resource Area, 

the BLM has yet again demonstrated it's total incapability to 

contend with OHV recreation. However distressing, this is 

understandable. No one in the BLM rides OHVs for recreation, 

therefore, the entire concept is alien if not downright anti- 

thetical. Our requests for facilities are met with glazed eyes 

and jaws agape. 

Nowhere is this lack of comprehension more apparent than 

in Alternative E. No OHV user that we have ever encountered 

has demanded that all other users be excluded so that they could 

play. Alternative E insults OHV users by dragging them down to 

the same low depths as the radical environmentalists and hikers. 

OHVs and their users are flexible, adaptable and, as you will 

find out, powerful. We are firmly in favor of multiple use of 

the land andygo-exist with virtuallly any use scenario. 

What OHV users want is trails. The BLM apparently cannot 

comprehend this! A trail corridor 6if feet wide covers 1 acre 

per mile of length. We cannot even imagine a trail system, 

even one with up to 6 sacrifice area/OHV playgrounds, that 

would cover more than 5000 acres , yet we are presented with 

Alternate E containing many hundreds of thousands of unwanted, 

inaccessible, unusable, wasted acres. Get rid of it and in its 

placeprovfde us with a set of concrete goals and objectives 

Motorcycle l Snowmoblbs l Mountain l Motorcycle l A.T.V.'s l A.T.V. l 4WD l Motorcycle 

Trail Riders Bicyclea Desert Racers Racers Trials Riders 

Experience Utah's Mountain 8 Desert Trail Riding 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14 UTAH TRAIL MACHINE ASSOCIATION 

LComnent pages 1, 2. and 31 

1 Set the response to conment 44. 

Development of additional trails would be considered at the activity-plan 
level for the San Rafael Swell SIINA. 

Information about cultural sites in SRRA was published in National 
Geographic in 1980 [Smith, 19801. Once this information has been given to 
the public at this level, it is no longer possible to keep the areas 
unknown. 
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for number of miles of trails you intend to build or designate 

and their location. Forget acreage; it's a wasteful concept. 

We request the above because it truly would be resource 

management planning. BLN's plan in the past with respect to OHV 

recreation has been one of INERTIA: do nothing. The only off- 

icially designated OHV trail in the enttre SRRA was built by 

volunteers and presented to the BLM. It has been treated as 

the SRRA's wtoken trail" (as in "token minorityl). As a result 

of it's I!lERTIA the BLM has failed almost completely to comply 

with the duties it set itself in the CU. What was done was 

done only after complaints of Price Office INERTIA were reg- 

istered with the BLM in SLC. And what happened to our second 

trail system proposal? It too appears to have died of an over- 

dose of INERTIA. At a publicmeeting concerning this RMP in 

Huntington, Utah-in early 1987, we were urged to bring to the 

BLM's attention any special uses that we wished included in the 

plan. One of us immediately took maps showing an existing 25 

mile trail system in the upper reaches of Crack and Chute 

Canyons to Terry Humphreys. The trails are not in the RMP 

and Terry Humphrey8 is gone. In fact, recreation ranks so low 

in the SRRA that his position as recreation specialist has not 

even been filled!! 

It hardly needs stating, after all this, that Utah's OHV 

users have sought assistance from their Congressional delegation 

to get this ridiculous situation resolved. 

However, since the RMP will undoubtedly look something 

like Alternative P, we will offer some comments on that: 

1 We have a deep and abiding suspicion of the differen- 

tiation between "existing" and "designated" roads and trails 

for OHV use. RLM has demonstrated itself on many occasions to 

be monumentally incompetent at identifying existing roads, 

much less trails. HOW can we expect you to "designate" a road 

you can't even find? Please let users do the designating. 

2 During your planning period, up to the year 2000. any- 

where from 1 to 5 million acres of BLM land in Utah alone will 

be designated as Wilderness. We therefore believe that your 

planning goal, Pg 2-87, of sacrificing an additional 30000t 

acres of motorized recreation land to primitive recreation 

is uncalled for and should be reversed. 
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2 popularizing the I-70 corridor pictographs will surely 
result in their vandalizatfon. We feel that all culturally 
significant sites in SRRA should remain unpublicised. Although 
it sounds xenophobic, the fact remains that many sites known to 
and visited by locals remain pri&ne, while sites such as Temple 
Mountain and Buckhorn Draw, which are accessible to "outsiders" 
have been partially destroyed. Learn your lesson from this and 
keep your treasure secretl! 

=;- 

Richard A. Brass 
Vice Pres. 
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Dear dim. 

Hereare theUtah WlldarnessAssoclatmn’scommentson lhadrait ti Galaal Gesourr8Area RrlP&~ 

From the mariv discussIon? we have hal Slm the plan’s re+?ase, !he di%ppoin!!n%t ?~presxd ln 

these comma& ,wiil come a no surprise tlmvaver, we have not approached this comment ,with tha 

intentlcn of *nit-plcklng” BLtl’seffort, but with tha Intention of identifvira ttti ar& where tt,a 

plan can be lmprovxl and bv Oiiarlng serlcus. j@lltlmate solutions to the manv issues ioxn7 the $an 

Rnfael We slnceretv believe that cur sug3ested chongzs ln the plan will result ln a fine1 plan that I? 

xceptable to tha majority of publics concerned about tha Rax7urcaAraa 

lhare are a numbar oi points we would llke to make In addlt ton to Iha resource b-v rmrce analvs~s 

contained herein 

There apws to baa swlous l&k of r&Iurcs data available M the San Ref&l. 

1 e/most no lniormatmn on current racreelmn use. rmhstlc prolmtmns lcr iuture recreetmn use. or 

L 

The RMP contains 

&v&pad raxation fmlentiel. This &spite the tramencbus interest shown for this area ln lhe past 

errd ywrS. Almost Mthing lS merItid &mkt popU\atlonS cr habitat fw non-gxne or other high 

2 &ntarest (such as pre&torsj wlldllfe sfxclas Ftlfxrlm &as receive Ilttledlscussicn &spite tte 

3 ~~whelmlng lmportanca npwm zones have ln datarmlnlngacom&m health. Si@icent 

4 davelopmaot propa&, suoh m trr sun& dsvelopmai-d end &nmlng tha f&T Ftefml River, that mu+ 

stitl be Vlve~ lssuas ~8 not avan mentiomd ln the RtlP:ElS And there Is tlftle justification 

orovldml for mm of theassumptlcms u& In Chaptar 4s mu9vsts of lmpezts. Without much t&tar 

rcxTur@ lnidrmatlm the lmpaot mtvsls WIII be ln&Iuate md iuture monlt~lng w~Jl have little 

meming. 

tluchofthlsrefla%sonanother ~kxm~nwelwwewuhdtrectlonof theplmningaff~t. Aswe 

m tr@ to monitor existing RHPsmdForest Plms in Utah weamsistmttvrun up mlnst tha 

RESPONSE TO COhBtm 

[Cormsent page 11 

UTAH UILDERNESS ASSOCIAU 

BLM recognizes that some data are not available (draft RMP/EIS, pages 3-44 
and 46). ELM is confident that the impact analysis for the various atter- 
natives is adequate. 

Scoping and public participation did not identify nongame as a management 
i ssue or concern. Ritdlife habitat would be managed for a diversity of 
species (draft RI@/EIS, page 2-68). Activity plan deveIopment and impIe- 
mentatfon would be evaluated for impacts to nongame habftat. 

Riparian habitat is addressed (draft Rt+‘/EIS, pages 2-68 and 2-73). As 
noted, additional inventories are needed to determine ecological status 
and resource conflicts. 

The assumptions utiIized in the draft Rw/EIS, chapter 4 are based upon 
past and present demands and interests tn public resources and thetr 
potential for development. No information has been Presented to indicate 
that these ass~t~ons are jncorrect. 

See the response to comnent I5-4. 



~Jlastionofwhat~aslntanM~ vlagldn. InMar wWs,what 15thaJBElred lutureWltlonti03 

ftmowca~rm? To&moresgeclf~ctotheSanRaiaelFur.~t~sn't pambleto datermmewhetttlll’s 

dealralfutureamdi1lm for, ee+. Slds Mn. is Dfm BlH wmt aplettiaof uranium rn1nasor ry( oil 

mdga, flekl in SiQs Pltn? Will It be an CiIY rata track? Or dnas BLM want this wea to prwid a 

prlmitlve reaeatkmal experlanca In a prlstlna ladscape? Anv of Usse outmmes se pmeible given 

thegndmm. or lacl: thmof. in the draft plan. As we’ve pursued other plas. we hear splncv 

planw asklng thasu same @ims and regettlnq more time wasn’t spent defining the answers in 

-their plms. 

-Inon,sense.th~sRtiPadbaPsedonedarr(restastcomplalnlSwlthother plans. the lackoimaps. A 

gmd map Is worth 10.000 words. Unfortunatelv, theOIS-penerated maps are mnfusing. at best 

Withwt identifiable landmarks (peaks, rivers, canyons, major roads, topographic lines) it Is 

exlramal~ dlfflcult to read the maps. lncludlng (he 82 small maps In Ihe EIS was d great mat. tut 

wIthcut landmsks thev are much lass us8iul than thw wuld be. We wt that the I .iSJ.OOO 
zale BLH land(hunership md Public Mm@ement maps be used as the base map for prlntlng the fmal 

RMP?EIS pocket maps. The nimber of lines m8j get very amfusinp M the small maps in the EIS, but 

-mu&e provldlrq a mVlar overly with mmv of these feetures IN It will work. 

There is a lack of cmslstency between the Rf-lP/EIS and other BLM documents for the San Pafaal In 

particular , It Is Impossible to believe It is the same B$X{ that mjde “suitable” wllderras 

r~mer&llons for six WMs In the ReYwrca Area. that Is now aakirq recornmendatmns lhbt tho5-9 

same araas ba avabble ior oil and gas development. mlnirq. WV usa and the Iike! Also. mMv 01 ttte 

a 
II 

minwal ratings for these areas are wite different in the RMP when compared to the Wilderness EIS 

and thejAl studies prepared for that EIS. 

Fmalhr. we are extremelv disappomted that the suggestions we prov@U over I ic months @J IOT 

developing a “CXmservationists’aNernative for this plan were not even akiressed. much le55 used, in 

the &aft RMP. You’ll recall our meeting in tlmb when we discussed our sugpastions for an 

Allernatlve with the Di&rlct planning mwdlnator. I believe it is mr6zct to sw that UWA’s 

remnmen&tims were consistent with the lvpe oi inicrmatmn needed to develop m alternative ror 

detailed analvsis In the RHP In Febrwv 1988. we also submitted nominations for 13 ACECs 

Ageln. those nomlnatlons ware not cmsit&red in the &aft plan, untrcr{ to re@atrlatlons repufring that 

lepitimale ncminatims submltkd bV the public must be cansldsred in the planning process (mtions 

of some were cxnwdured because BLti also selected them for anahrs~s In th RflP I. We have mcluded 

both thetlw 1967Remnmendbt~onsf~arAlternst(ve(AppenBsx2),mdthsFebrua~ 1968ACEC 

nomhv~tlons (AppenUfx 1) as part of thIscomment. We strenuously ~IJ@J& thesa rammmendatlms 

~beamic&rad In the flnal plan. 

RESPONSE TO COWFYT 16 

Wnmaent page 21 

6 Several comments requested quantitative and site-specific information. 
The majority of these cornDents appear to have resulted from a mlsunder- 
standing of the BW planning system. A mistake often made is to assume 
that the RMP should contain enough detail to allow illlwdiate desfgn and 
iaplentation of total resource management. Xt would be iatpossible to 
accomplish that level of planning on a million acres of public land, given 
the present tim and budget constraints. BLH uses the activity plans by 
program (range, wildlife, etc.) to provide the site-specific detail needed 
to meet the objectives identified in tne RW. 

7 Additional features, points of reference. and township and range markers 
have been added to the large proposed alternative maps. A plastic overlay 
with additional features has also been included for use with the pa e-size 
maps. Using the 1:25O,OOQ ownership maps as a base would have B dfsp ayed 
too uch Infomatlon to dfscern the proposed actions. 

8 BLWs mineral ratings for wilderness study areas (WAS) Jn SRRA are 
different from those prepared by Science Applications, Hnc because of 
differences iln the two ratiing systems. 

ELM (appendfx Q) assessed an area's potential for the occurrence of a 
given mineral resource. while Science Applications estimated the size of a 
given mineral depositwjthfn an area and then assIgned a level of certaln- 
ty that deposits of such size actually occurred. ELM rated the potential 
for occurrence of deposits of any size as simply 1~. moderate. or high. 
The Scilence Applications system consisted of two ratfngs: favorability 
(f) of 1 to 4 depending on the size of anticfpated deposits, and certainty 
(c) of 1 to 4 for the degree of certainty that deposits of that saze 
actually occur, based on the data available. 

The two systems have no direct relationship; however. when two sets of 
ratings are capared more closely. they indirectly appear to agree. 
Science AppI$catfons rated WSAs within the resource area f2/cl for 041 and 
gas, except for Horseshoe Canyon YSA. which was rated f2/c2. These 
ratin s imply the presence of small odl and gas fields with Ion levels of 
certa nty. 1 

W'sth such Ion levels of certainty. assessmant of the resource is open to 
Intirpretation. In the RIP. BLH's ratings for areas contain*ng YSAs range 
frollavtomoderate. For oil and gas, BLH's interpretation is basically 
In agreement with that of Science Applicatfons. For urandua resources, 
ScJence Applications rates two of the YS4s as f4/c4. two as f3/c4, one as 
f3/c3. one as f4/c2. and one as ft/c4. These ratings imply the presence 
of relatively large deposits with, jn most cases, a relatively high degree 
of certainty; these ratings can be Indjrectly assocllated wilth the moderate 
to high ratfngs presented In the draft RW/EIS. 
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I! Isn’t Ilk&y It can be Included es part of this plannlmJeffoft. we would llks 10 ti tllir RtlP 

10 serve as 13 catalvst ior analvz~ng the San Raiael $wwell ior natronal anservatmn araa slalus The swell 

&serves special reqnl!lm md protectIon of Its unlqua and outstanding natural values BLH should 

be leadtng the chqe for that attantlon md protectfan. 

#rds irom cur mmv amcarns wtth the R?lP It cannot ba said that the San Rafael Resource ~ea stati 

hssrnt~tots)~cocpsrsttwad~~slp~uuldurlngthlsprasss. Weare~apprecldlveofthe 

frmkmss and opmmss In whfa you hava disxsszd the plan. We hapa to untlnue this level of 

dlalqlue as wmmants me maw md the ftnal plm Is ampleled md ImplenMted 11 w h6v6 any 

qmstrons mnmrnmganjhmg antalned In this mmmant , plaasa feel free to ContoY our offKx3. 

Asslstmt Cccrdinator Co&vation Director 

EESPONSE TO COMMENT 15 JJTAH WILDERNESS ASSOCIATION 

CCcimnent pages 2 and 31 

9 BLM did not carry forward the noraination of San Rafael Swell as an ACEC 
(appendix 6). 

The recoaasendations contained in the "Conservation" alternative were 
addressed in alternatives C and D of the draft R&P/US. Based on the 
analysis,in chapter 4 of the draft, it was detemined that the nanagent 
prescrfptionr contained in the preferred alternative would best resolve 
the resource conflicts identified during the public scoping process and 
z;ethe national policy of multiple use and sustained yield required by 

The areas reconnended for ACEC designation in Utah Uilderness Associa- 
tion's letter of Hay 19, 1987. were considered in appendix 8. The Laby- 
rinth and Horseshoe Canyon areas would De evaluated for ACEC status after 
the RMP is approved because it would involve a Joint study with the Grand 
Resource Area. which would require a plan amen&ent for both resource 
areas. 

10 BLM received numerous carments regarding a specllal designation for the San 
Rafael Swell. Given the vast interest in this concept, additional infor- 
mation has been added concerning a national designation. A new appendix 
(appendix W) describes what BLM believes would be a logical area and 
management direction for the San Rafael Swell, should a national designa- 
tion be pursued by local, 
public. 

state, and national representatives and the 
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Perhaps the mast disappointing w of the draft RMP Is its failure to reoqlnize or rlddress. In a 

substmtive fashlon, the exlstlng major anfllct on the San Rafael--the us8 of off-road vehicles and 

Intersctlms between motorized md con-motorized recreation users. This Is the Issue that has drawn 

the most attantmn wer the past %veral v~(rs on the San Rafael Swell. It IS IYI issue that is attrezlctmg 

are attention on all public lands The plan cbes make vehicle use classifications, but !here IS n@ 

scusslon of how these clarslfications will effect the Inherent conflicts between these Incompatible 

11 uses. In reality, the&aft o&ensures that theconflict will increase. It basically leaves the entire 

reswrceareaavatlable. e&r as open or limited. toORV useand makes no provlsrons to assure there 

ill be areas dedicated to non-motorized recreation usez 

The plan clelms that under Alternative F there will be approxlmatelv 293.200 acres meeting 

Primitive and SPNM ROS classes. That claim isn’t supporterl by fact. The management prescrrptlons 

12 

i 

provided in the draft plan cl? only 4,470 zres to ORVs There is nothing In the plan that exsluM 

vehicle use on 293,200 sues. Compye this to Alternative C which states that 345.360 jcres.will 

meet P andSPNM cM+?sandbsks it up bvclosing491.740acres toORVs. Without specific 

closures there IS no commitment to provide P and SPMI racreatlon opportunities 

aft inaauratelyclalmsthat PrlmltiveandSPNtl recreation opportunlticwould Increaz 

13 Alternative f. It SuppOrts this “increase” by cornparIng Alternative F to the expected outWmQ 

AlternatlveA However. the current situation as dascrfbed m the draft i p S-6 1 IS that 366.9 I ti 

P mvJ SPNM c&es Alternative F would -this ecreqe by 21% It IS also 

for the &aft RMP to characterize the No Action alternative as placing 0 scres closed to 

ORVs. The exlstlrq flFP closed several areas to ORVs. Those closures slmplv haven’t been 
14 amented. tlo?~Rver. that Is no chiferent than the closures that will be proposed In whatever the 

RMP recommends Without implementation the acres closed will remam at 0 Al!?rns!lve 4 

IdreflactthoseareasclossJtoORVsin the I'IFP 

15 

~~~alproblwnscreetedbvOGVuse,such~~dlsplacementoi~-motw~zedusers.anddam~to 

soils and vepztatmn, are identified in thedraft t p 3-46). Additional problems extst including s!rez 

to bigbarn sheep, muckI&‘q of water sourcas, trampling of Y&E species t identified in the ELI-l 

Wil&rnesa EIS. Volume VI, pp. 39-40. as a serious aVlcarn In the lYexic8n Mountain area. but this 

threat IS not mentioM in the RMP). harassment of hvestcck and other w0dliie spec&s. and 

dmnape/vandahsmtoculturalsites Clearly,therearean~~pellir~~ressonstomntrolORVsand 

prevent their use in many areas. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15 

CComnent page 4 (1 )I 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

See the response to cumaent 44. 

BLM has considered this comment and added management prescriptions for P- 
and SPNM-class areas to the Proposed RMP, chapter 2, Recreation. The 
proposed R)IY would close all P-class areas as closed to ORV use and limit 
ORV use inSPNH areas to designated roads and trails. 

Based on management prescriptions for alternatives A and F, there would be 
more acres in the p and SPtM classes by the year 2000 under alternative F 
than under alternative A. 

Tne management fraslework plan (MFP) recommended that Buckhorn Wash, Sids 
Mountain, Muddy River. Mexican Mountain, and Wild Horse Butte be closed to 
ORV use. Wild Horse Butte was closed until the State of Utah ootained a 
recreation and public purposes (RBPP) lease on the area. The remaining 
recommended closures were not implemented, awaiting a resource area ORV 
implementation plan. 

See the responses to cmwuents 44-3 and 44-6. 

YTAH WILD- 
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‘Altemtke C sea to resolve many of tka cmfllcts without un necessarll~ rbstrictlrbg axei tc 

many parts of the resuurca area It closes 49 1,740 Llcres ( 30 percent of the RAui to OFtvs. llore 

ImportaMy, it ctcses the “right’ areas--WNs which are prtmarlh/ used by non-motorized users, 

crucial yearlong bimn s&p habitat, md ACECs dasigned to preserve other natural values. By 

restrlctlngORVs todasignstal reeds end trslls M-I rut edditlonal 606.1 10 8cres.Alternetive C WIII 

~lg11tflc~1tl~~redt&%~t1 err&n bv 267,750 to 2 mlllton tonsperyesr (p. 4-39). There ~111 bea 

caresponding decreesa In selinltv in the RAs melor water courses Other restrictions ~111 prolEt 

winter wildltfe h&Rat end antelope fawning grounds. 

Cmfltcts between recreatrmtsts would also be solved under Alternattve C. and the resolullon would oe 

q~itoble. Of the ten most popular recreotton areas m the San Rafael Swsll identtfied in the draft ( p 

3-46), only two. Sida Mtn. Complex and the San Rafael River 0qons, would be closed to ORVs. The 

other eight would be available for vehicle eaass. as would 70% of the entire RA. Bv closing the 

WSAs, the plan would protect extStlng recreation uses and herd oif what IS thrstening to become a 

ma)w conflict For example. according to the BLM Wilderness EIS the primsry use of the Ssn Rafse! 

MS WS4s is prlmitlve recreotim. In the case of Slds Mtn and Hwseshce Canjon tlorth there are 

4,000 RVDs altrlbuted to prlmitlve r&r&Ion 6nd only 500 RVDs attributbJ tti mutort& 

recreetim. OutsIdeof theareas closed in Alternatrve i there are extremelv llmlted opportunlttes Ior 

primitive-type recreatlm on the San Rafml To the contrary, there are hundrw of miles of re& 

through scenic terrain In the remainder of the RA that would be available to ORvs The 

-recommendation to not close a single significant area IS the plan’s major downfbll 

17 

[ 

Alternative D IS preferable to Alternattve C in addressing most of the confltcts created by OPVs 

However, because itclosesnearly 1.3 millionacresof the RA tovehicleuse, we harbor no lllusionz 

thet It will adopted by BLM. But It does point out a number of important facts. Alternbtlve G would 

reduce the number Oi cultural sites dsmaged by 40&Z,, reduce vegetative disturbance bv a semi tar 
18 miqnitude. andslgnlflcentlv reduce so11 lmsand salt Vleld Not all of these benefits would eccr~~e 

solely because of ORV restrictions, but the majority wn be directly attributed to that 

19 

-‘For vehicle restrlctlons the fine1 RMP should &bpt the recommendetlons In Alternative C with the 

following modifications I 1 the upper resches of Lone t-tan Drew, iron Wash and N Temple Wash 

should be closed to protect yearlong bighorn sheep habitat and provide for extended 

bezkpezkin@orsepacklng trips tn these dratnqes, 2) San Rafael River, t-luck& Creek and Grwn 

R~vercorrrtbrsshouldbeclosedexcept whereexistlngroadscurrentlvcccass thesacorrrdors; 3) 

the N. Temple/trm Wash motorcycle trail system should be closed; 4) the remem& cf the RA 

should be restrlcted to deslgneted rords and trails; end 5) restrlctlms should apply to mechanlred as 

-well as motortzed vehbhis Perhaps some vehicle trelTS could be restricted to mountain bikes only. 

These recommerxbtlons, while not as restrictive os Alternative 0, strike a balance between 

Alternsttve C which resolves many resource conflicts. and Alternative D which resolves nearly all 
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16 See the responses to cwxnents 15-12, 44-3. and 44-6. 

17 The comment is acknowledged. 

18 See the response to ccxmtent 44. 

19 In response to puolic ccxixnent, the Bureau has re-examined the ORV manage- 
ment prescriptions and associated impact analyses. The Proposed REP 
(chapter 2, Recreation Management) would increase to 151,770 the acres 
closed to ORV use and limit DRV use to designated roads and trails on 
1,027,38Oacres. 
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anftlcts gtept for ths &sire of vahlcia usars to en)&/ vehicle axass to nearly every Dort@n Of th6 

publlc lands The reannmendatims sis ban cross-countrv travel which IS the most damaging to solIs 

md vcqtsttm. Thr+ also assure that primitive md SPtdfl rmrmttm opportun~t~cn ma protected, not 

withahollow promlssmwith BLM'sproposedactim,butwlth maMgnentprescriptionr that 

impiemmt thestate4lobjectlves. 

Thedraft'sram~men&timtorestrictORVsto raaBmdtralism 71 1.840acre IS 

a8mmmchbiamciapositivestepinvehlclemsnsgemenl. Unfortunataly,thecriteriaof "roedsand 

tralJs' isverydlsqulatlngwithoutamap showingwherathese rosdsmdtrailsara. It simply lea&s 
20 lwmtiroom for interpratationiordecrslon-mdters Theim.slplanshould mdicatewherethese 

"roalsmdtraiis'are located 

23 

24 

it is also diIfiwlt to assess the Impacts of the varlws alternatives m recreation ba;suse the draft IS 

tmgmeric snd makes fwih/ assumplms. For example. very little knmriedpe oi what kind or hmv 

marry RVDs per year oczur In the RA. or to what degree the various alternatives wail affect this If 

Alternative D will mwt the &and for motorizad reveation, and given that it solves many other 

resource problems, than perhaps Its vehicle use recommendations should be adooted in Ihe fmal plar~ 

Uniortunatalv. Iha drait RMP and EIS do not contam tha iniormation nfxfszrv 10 make these decisions 

*or to assfss the tradeoffs 

'Thedraftaisoassumesrecreatlon ujewillincrease20to30 percentbatw%n 1985and ZOO0 (P. 

3-44). We suspect it has&e&v incree& by more than 30X since 1985! The San Ftaiaal Swell. In 

paticuiar Is no longer the hl&n treasure it was just a decade ego. Urn IS incraasmg dramatIcally 

yd the San Rafael’s proximity to the Watch front wlli only exacerbate the situation m the future 

Aiio. many mspszine articles. books and guides are focussing a lot of attention on the San Rafi+l It 15 

safatoswmuchoftha ~n~reesedusew~ii be hlkmg, bezkpack1ng,horsap8zk~~endother prlmltlve 

-uses. Moraacurateussumptims needtobe usedin preparingthefinal RMP 

-1hamotor~cietra~l n/stem andCCMAmust be rwnalyzedin 1hewntextoftheRMP Mislakenlr, the 

draft treats the trail svstam as a iorqne concius~on under all altarnatlves That should not be the 

case. The trail system has nefer been analyzed in a larger context arid if it WI lt couldn’t stand up to 

-7~1objectivamaiysis 

-lhemotorcyclatra~isystemcre&sunacceptabiaimpsctsforb@ornsheeg. ThlswasreaMl@XibV 

BLM in the EA that was prepared fw the trail system (CA No. UT-067-84-33). At the time the EA 

was c&eloped, BLM racqniti that the trali overlapped bighorn she8p habitat. The EA mnfirmed that 

blphorn sheephadbaen spotted in thearea(North Temple Wash) but questionedwhether thehab~tat 

wasaitlcai. That question lsmmered InthaRMP. Agmdpartofthetrail srjtem IS located in 

RESPONSE TO COWENT 15 
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21 

22 

23 

24 

Given the large size of the resource area and the extent of the area where 
ORV use would be limited to designated roads and trails. a draft ORV 
implementation plan (appendix Li would be prepared for formal public 
review. The final ORV implmentation plan would be announced in the 
Federal Register within 1 year after approval of the R',Ip. 

ELM acknowledges that visitor data are not available (draft Rw/EIS. 
3-44 and 3-47). BLM is confident that the analysis with a 30 percent 

pages 

expected increase 
tion impacts. 

in recreation activity is sufficient to address recrea- 

See the response to coc;lwnt 15-21. 

The activity plan and its environmental assessment (EAi were reviewed and 
found to address adequately impacts to bighorn sheep. The a&orcycle 
trail system may be t-e-evaluated as part of the ORV implementation plan or 
the San Rafael Swell SRHA actfvity-planning process. 

The trail system does not affect the crucial habitat of desert bighorn 
sheep. It overlaps yearlong habltat. 
would be monitored; If necessary. 

Impacts to the bighorn habitat 

tified impacts. 
actfon would be taken to mitigate Iden- 
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‘The lccalim of the tral3 @sm Is qa?stlmabie fran a recreation slmdpolnt. ttavlng hlkad much of 

lhesvstam. It tsclaar that It l~notd~~~~wtth tha”averape’rl&r mmlnd. Manvsecl~onsare 

extremalydifflcult md probably &gsrous for less-than-expert rldars. Thls was born out bv the 

fact IRS! when I hlksd the lrall several mmths (and at less! me ‘Easter season’) after It h& been 

astabitshsd. fewer than tan motorbikes had used It. There may be a needand ]ustlflcatim for a 

motorcvcia trail Mem m ths San Rafaat. But, without qussttm. If a bmd msna)er WI to start irom 

ati in developing such a system this ares would not have been selected The RMP needs to anam 

tha,system In this a&xl, with m eye toward solving a problem not cresting MB. The existing trali 

s@em shouldbactcesdatd if a IralT s&m Isds8mednscassq,amcrasuitebie localton sbwidba 

found There has nsver b@n a neSe shown iw a motorcvcla trot1 system m the Ssn Rafael, let alone 

m this site 

Also. the way in which lhls trail system was establIshed must bsqrestloned. as should follow-up 

actions by tha parsm responsible. The trali was originaiiy established illagaliv and wMout 

suthorizstion from BLfl. Cmstructim included c&nage to public resources One year aftsr the trail 

Jystam was approved, thsappticmt. again wlthout authcrlzation. arectedsavaral larga wmden signs 

in mat-w canyons alcmg the Reef. The stgns “warned” cvcilsts of potantlal wiidt?rness deslgnatlirn. Thls 

kindof bshav~or deserves rsprtmend. not encouragement from BLf-l 

‘Another issue iacklng discussion In the draft Is the growing damand for wmmerclai outfitter/guide 

permits. The draft m mentlon thls incrosslng demand. but &es not analvze the Imp&s of this 

phmcmmon on other usersor the resnurcs It is posslbla. ior example. usmg models irom other 

rivers to determine when the scclal carrying capachy might be axcae.%d on the San Rafael or Green 

rlvsrs. rivers that are swtng a rapid increasa in usa. Horsepacking and backpacking use pose 

slmllar problemsaspecially wtth larger groups. The RMP needs to mtlcl~ata thes8 inevitable 

problems and plan ibr them rather than react after the problem develops. That IS the purpose oi 

pimning The RMP should set ilmits on the number of mmmerciai outfitters and the stze of groups 

;( both commercial and private) 

-More mslvsls and axl!3derstlon needs to be given to developed recreation opportunities We share 

BLH’s mn for upgading the San Rafael Csmpqwnd and improvements at other SIM to reduce 

human waste and trash. The draft proposes lo develop or expand recraatlon sites at the San Rafael 

Campgrwnd. Justmssn FlaLs. Tomslch Butte, the Wedge, and Swase/ Csbln. What level of 

devOiopm@t! iS proposed a! wch of the93 sites and when are these dsvalopmmts budgeted ior and 

expected to be completed? What (Ye the priorities and how will these particular proposals re%cs 

-user anftlcts in the RA? Tw Isuws should ba a&ass&l in tha final plan. 

28 All of this points toawppestlm UWA m&some tImesgo: The RMP should beacccmpmlad bv a 

comprehensive recrwtlm plan fw the Sm Rafael Swell. obViouSh/, this isn’t @kg lo happen in the 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15 

[Conment page 7 (4)l 

25 Safety considerations for the trail are an adninistratlve concern and 
therefore not appropriate for resolution through the planning system. 
Tney will, nowever. be addressed In activity-level planning after the RMP 
is final. 

26 Specific recreation management actions will be addressed in activity 
planning after the RMP is final. 

27 Site-specific activity plans for these improvements would be developed 
after the REP is finalized (draft RtF/EIS. page 2-8). 

28 A site-specific recreation management plan would be prepared for the San 
Rafael Swell SRMA following adoption of the RMP (draft RtV/EIS. page 2-8). 
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short turn sound time mtlclpaled between the &aft and flnal RflP. But at least the RllP shtild 

initlde the process of preparhq suc& a plm. The recreation plan carldackiress mmv of the issues 

rsrsd shove, ad hlghlipht the recreation values of the Swell, rather than ignore them in plmnmg as 

hssbeulobnef~ thepast 4oyears. 

NlC RIVERS 

BlM hascbnem excellent job In determining “wild andscen~c” elqiblllty and potentml classiflcatmn 

for segments of the San Rafael River, MuMy Cred:, end G~EM Rjver There ere two short segments, 

however. that are reuxnm&d for “scenic’ clessificaticm that should be classified ‘wild’. 

On the San Rafael River, the ~~ver segment from the t-lex~can flcuntam WS4 boundsrv near Red 

m to Lcckhsrt Wash should beclassified “wild” BydefinMn. I! tt IS within a WS4 it must meet 

wild river criteria. It is true that ORV impacts are occuring on part sf this stretch, but BLM must 

recqnize that if those impacts are significant enough to disqalifv the jzgment from “wIIU” 

clessssrflcation. then the mterlm mmagement policy ior protectltq WS% has been violated The wtla 

river classification must be expanded md the ORV Impacts eltminated !hrough an ORV closure and 

rehabilitation, if necessay. 

30 
On flu&f Creek. the 4-mile long river segment from HlMen Splenrbr 10 where the river exits the 

Reef. should be classified es ‘wild” This IS a fantastic section of river snd in describing the extent of 

humm impacts In thmricbr the RflP states, ‘(flaint remnmtsof 3 rash&out jeep trail can be 

&served from the Hidden Splendor area to mile 23. The jeep Ml M ionger receives MY us.” 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT ‘15 

iComaent page 8 (511 

29 BLM does not oelieve that the’ USA naturally assumes wild CIaSSificatiOn 
for river segments. The existing jeep trail, which lies west of Lockhart 
Uash on the river’s south side, is visible from the river area. 

The suitability study/EIS would determine (I) the sultabilfty of the river 
segments for designation to tne wild and scenic river system and (2) 
wnether the potential classification of each river segment is correct. 
Under the proposed KMP, ORV use in that area would be 1 imi ted to desig- 
nated roads and trails. 

30 See the response to cment 15-29. 
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The proposals for gazing md veqstatton menagPment to protect sensitive mls ml watersheds In the 

RWP contain many positive recommendations. However, significant improvements ne& to be made in 

Alterrmtlve F to meke mere Italar& allocations which reccgnize the unique values in the San Rafael 

end protect basic resources--solI. water end v@etatm. Grazing of rbmesttc livestock cm no lon@sr 

31 

32 

plw the rbmtnmt roleon the public lends. It is only one use end must be mMqled with other 

resources In mind. 

&~gv oiAlternatly@J 

One major wncern with the livestocl: gazing proposals is the limited range of alternatives presented 

for cyezing lt is true the allocation of forage has some verlabilitv. rerqirq from 44.000 to 96.000 

AUMS. However. the plm dtd not choose to malvze a no-~azlng alternattve. Such an alternatlve ought 

to be malva?d to provide a mmparism which to judge the other alternatlves 

Altlhou@ the BLN maintains a no-gazing alternatIve is not regulred (oa$e 2-5) based upon a recent 

court case I met al v. Haieli. other court ceses mdicatea no-grazmg alternatlve ought to be 

included {NRDC v Morton ( 1972) and NRDC v Morton f I974jj. Furthermore, the Issue IS not 

whether a no-grazing alternative is “infeasible or unreasonable.” it is the importvlce of prwidlng 

an analysis of no-grazing for scientificmd comparison ourDoses. Ttti last paragraph on o&e i-5 

makes no sense Whv doesn’t a no grazing alternatIve provuls an envn-onmental basollne ojven that 

mruch of the resource area ma/ eventually return lo pre-grazing mndttlon’ To dlsm:ss Important 

analytical alternatives as merely ‘-speculative analysis” IS antlthettcal to the purposes of NEPA and 

FLPMA. 

Most dissepomtmg wtth the arra/of alternatlves IS the similar amount of grazmg land under each 

alternative (page S-5). The least amount of acreage grazed is 1523.630 sres, the most 1s I, 

620.820, hardlv an array of alternatives as IS rmurl@J bv the CEP riqualtlons. There 1s only (I 6% 

difference tn acreage gra?ed. less than l00.000 irom the most to the least orazed alternatlve 

In any case, much of the 

neture of the lend 
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31 A no-grazing alternative was not analyzed because it was not thought to be 
reasonable. BLM is under no obligation to assess a no-grazing alternative 
where livestock grazing is a historic use in the area, and where this type 
of alternative would be infeasible and unreasonable (Natural Resources 
uefense Council, Inc., et al. v. Hodel. 624 F. Supp. 1045 (0. Nev. 198.5). 
Further, the current situation (draft RfP/EIS, table S-4, page S-5) 
presents the environmental baseline against the impacts BLM chose to 
measure. Wnere past grazing has already occurred, a no-grazing alterna- 
tive does not present a baseline, as suggested in this cormtent; rather, it 
presents a speculative scenario oased on the abolition of an existing use. 

32 See the response to Camtent 3-31. 

33 ELM believes the steps described in alternative C would be adequate to 
protect wildlife habitat and nonmotorized recreation pursuits. 
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Ths out-rent ecological rmqe cardlticn in the Resource Area is of ssrlous nncern. Most allotments 

hew more thrm half their meegs in poor to fair condittm. The RMP mts that 56% of the rang? Is in 

v to fair condttim end c&v 9% is In excellent cmditim. That must chengs. 

Unfortunately, there is very little chengs in current rengs condition urxksr Alternatlve F (Appendix 

R). That is one of the major feilings of the RMP and is the major fatling of post range management on 

the&n Refesl. We recognize that seconrlary succsssioncomes slowlv. if at all. on ariddesert rang% 

However, the go&s shcutd be to Improve all allotments In less then sattsiactorv condttlon Allotments 

,should be all moving in en upwerd condltton 

The heft RMP is unclear es to how pro]ected ecologlcel condttions In the various allernalives were 

celculeted (Appendix R). Were the proJectIons bssed up00 grazing at pro]ected preierenca or 

projected actual use? The distinction is important in un&rstmdinq the be% ossumptlons thet have 

tpt+s into the analysis of environmental im@ts 

Fc$ the most part. the allotment cat@rlzotron IS quite pnd. However, we have some sumtlons that 

should be abpted for certeln allotments. Critical allotments--those instda our recommenti ACECs 

and those which wntaln crucial wildlife, watershed/soils, archaeological and vegetation t T&E 

plants)--shouldall be plead wlthln the I CstegJry bezauseof the potential grazlnqmnfhct with 

other resources. Thts places the emphesrs on properlv m&%sgrng ~emng in those allotments Factors 

other then ecological condition alone should plsy a major role in allotment categorimtton 

Therefore. we hme scme speclflc remnmendsttons. Black Dragon, Big Pond. Georyli Draw, Tavlor 

Flat end Temple Mountein ere all slot-q the Reef whtch IS en important eree ior recreotlon/aesthetlcs 

bighorn sheep end TM ptents. Althou@ these allotments, for the most part, are in qxzd condition, 

ths/ should become ‘I’ allotments bescuse of the importance of the other resources McKa; Flat, in 

the southern pert of theswell shouldalso be placed in the ‘I” category. Heed of Sinbad. McCarty 

&won, Mesquite Wesh ad South Sids should become ‘I’ @@t-v sllotments because thRl ere withln 

theSiQ fltn. ACEC tf+mI of Stnbed Is pertiatly within lha l-70 ACEC) endcontain the most tmportent 

bIgborn shwp habitat In the resource eres 

The pest htstory of the tiinistratlcm of rengs menepsment on the Son Rafael has bean quite poor. 

Only 20 of b-m IO 1 allotments have hsd mmitoring studies for more then five veers. Yet, the BtM 

metntains thst mmttoring tsessentrel before ~chsngss In gcmg menegement can be mede. 

&PONSE TO COFtt4ENT 15 UTAH WILD~R&SS ASSOCIATION 
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34 It was necessary to make assumptions (appendix R) to estimate the eco- 
logical status of allotments by the year 2000 under each of the alterna- 
tives. As the comment states, secondary succession does come slowly in 
desert ranges, and by the year 2000. very 1 i ttle change to ecological 
status would oe measurable under any management prescription. Ecological 
status does not equate with range condition (i.e., good, fair. or excel- 
lent) out simply refers to where the vegetation is in relation to its 
natural progression toward climax or the potentfal natural conunity (PNC). 

The general assumptions used were that allotment management plans falls) 
and the elimination of spring grazing would improve ecological status. and 
the absence of an w would cause a decline. The projected ecological 
status was based on grazing at the upper allowable level (active prefer- 
ence). The ecological status shown in appendix R (table R-l) for alterna- 
tives A through F is not the condition for which the range would be 
managed. The desired ecological status would vary by allotment, as well 
as by individual ecological site. It is not always desireable to achieve 
a late seral stage, because, in scme instances, forage for both livestock 
and big game would be more desirable at a lower ecological status. 

35 See the response to coaxoent 15-34. 

36 Based on evaTuatfon of resource values and conflicts, BLM believes the 
current categories are proper. BU4 reviews allotment management cate- 
gories periodically and changes them when needed (appendix G). 
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Only l7allolmentsNh% allotmentmanapemmtplans(MIPs) andonly 6 of lboseAtlPsoreactually 

~ingfollmvedar will I retoinedun& alternatrve F (w 2-41). Every allotment should hsvean 

AMP md the most alical allotments should be priaitized to receive allotment planning first At?Ps 

aremorsthmjustckcumentsflor allotmentswithmnflictsor problems. In fazt,their primary 

purw Isrmgs m~tdirectlon.~mltsXipulat~orumdothsr obllgstlmstk parmitteesand 

BL~mustm&tomnplywithtlm public trusL 

Wehsvesame~t~arsebartmaMg~nptheallotmantsrequ~ri~bssewaters--HorseshaeSouth. 

Worseshoe North. Iron Wash md Sweetwater Allotments. What cre the/? What are the 6,472 “base 
39 water' AUMs? Is the water m prkate land(thereappears to be private landonly in the Iron Wash 

Allotment)? If not, doss BLfl maintain any water rights M Mesa allotments? 

40 

We recqnize the utlllzatim standads on pege 2-36 are only general guidelines and give needed 

flexlblli~j for different allotments in vurylng ranga conditions. Mwever, we suggest that no 

stmdar&above50$ utilization be~bptedanywhere (except crestedwhestgrassseeding 

monocultures,. That figure IS ther$nerallvs In range management. Shrubs are 

different than grassesandwe less tolerant ofgrazmg Ut~l~mtion standards, even in wmter, should 

be lower fw shrubs than grasses. BLM should monitor utiliratlon during the gruing SeaSOn. not just 

at thee&of the se(luy~ (s8sAppendix page 336) toavoidoveruse during critical conditions such as 

drwght. It IS poor manqement prsttce to leave all utllizatlon study until eiter the gramg season 

The BItI must malntaln on aglrasslva program of permit compliance and range monitoring. Permit 
41 violations must be stopped and restitution made. If drought cmdltims acur, the agency musl have the 

exlbillty to act by shortening OT ehmlnrMg graz~l seasons. 

heBLMshouldadDptapollcyofisavlngvacantallotmentsvscantwhent~containimportant 
42 wlldllreresuurcasandtrmsrerrlngl~vestock out 0r~m whereanfllctsexist. Three 

ellotments--Cox (Don).Juste%nand Hornahoetith--hevehadmuse. axnrdlng lo~ppendlx I ror 

the past five yeas. Since Mrseshm South is an Important recreational, wildlife and archaeolog~ml 

~ss,It~ttobec1ossdtousaAlso,lar~mntl~sblocksOfunusedandunsuitsbleterrainshould 

berernavedfromall~entbarndarierIrmicallv,BLMr~izestheimpartanceortheungrazed 

~RsfselReef~~ppendlxB)awlproposes~tssmACECtoprotectimportsntareas,"rrwngaz~ng 
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Allotments were identified for AElPs (appendix I) because of potential or 
existing conflicts. Additional Al@s may be pursued as the need arises; an 
Alp Is not a prerequisite to proper range management. 

Grazing may be changed from spring to winter in allotments with 50 percent 
or more critical soils, but all changes must be based on rangeland 
monitoring (appendix N). Other allotments may have changes in spring 
grazing as a result of rangeland monitoring. Many of the proposed ANps 
may implaaent a grazing system to provide perltodic spring rest and allow 
plant vigor and ecological status to increase. The AM& would be based on 
the actual conditions and needs of the individual allotments. 

Base water is water that is sultable for consumption by livestock and is 
available and accessible to the authorized livestock when the public lands 
are used for livestock grazing. 

A service area was established around each water, and the grazing capacity 
within the service area was allotted to the holder of the base water. 
These grazing privileges are authorized in much the same way as are those 
based on land. Both private individuals and BLM maintain water rights on 
these allotments. 

These comments have been taken into account; the upper limit for sur;mer, 
fall, and winter utilization has been changed to 50 percent (proposed Rr.V, 
chapter 2. Grazing Management). 

Utilization is monitored during the grazing season on high-priority allot- 
ments (appendix H). 

BLM appreciates the camientor's concern about user compliance with grazing 
licenses. BLM makes every effort to enforce the grazing regulations. The 
regulations provide for adjustments in active use for conditions such as 
drought, fire. flood, or insect infestation (43 CFR 4110.303(c)). 

Federal laws and regulations establish methods for closing areas to graz- 
ing. Although unsuitable grazing land is included within the boundaries 
of an allotment. it is not given a grazing value and consequently is not 
figured as part of the allotment's carrying capacity. 

Because the relict vegetation areas within San Rafael Swell ACEC are 
inaccessible to livestock, changing allotment boundaries would have no 
effect. 
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44 
grazing to protect importmt wildlife hsbltat i see wlldlife sectlon~. Crucial watersheds md rlparlm 

aeasnsedpmtectl~mdan~ictswithrecteatlonlstswlarchaxl~~icalresoorcssmvst~~ol&d. 

lmpatantachaeolq)ialsitssshouldbafencedlore3tcJudedfr~livestockimpacts.Unwitableareas 

4ndwrsedsrensshouldmtbeIncludsd in forageallocation profectlons.BecauseoftheSm Raw’s 

preponQr~ofunlgue,endem~cmdT%Eplmtspec~es,t~sgec~esnesdtobeprotected F~nellv. 

45 livestcckAUMsshouldkrerlkrcgltowhetissctuellyused--thegsp between preferenca md actual use 

should be cbd 

[ 

TheproposaltoprotectsoilMblwat~shedlvaluesthrouphevaluattnptheseasonofuseisquitegml. 

~ever,theRMPdoes~tmakeawnmitmentsthstsuchchangeswillactwllvbe~mplerner~t~. 

Allotmentswith morethm 50% criticel soils,ascNf~ned tn Appendix N. shwld~achange In 

season of use, reducttons or ellminettm of livestock grazrrq depending m the situation Those with 

signifiumt portimsofcritiml soHs,t25 to 501g)should sdopt yazingsystemsor dust allotment 

boundartestoprotectthesoilresarrce. 

Oneoftheuni~fmturesoftheSm Rafael Is thecryptcgamicso~l Thts important ail stabilizer and 

Indicator ofecol~icalhealthhasg~eunnotlcedinthedraftRMP.Grazingmanapementshouldprotect 

andmhafwathe formation of cryptcgamic soils. 

OneofthemmtImportmtresarrcesmVleSanRafaelistherlparlmresarrce.ThedraftRMP 

1ndicstesthatonlyl4.770acresofrrparlmhabitatareiaund~narssourmareaovar 1.500.000 

acres in slze. The impc&nce of riparim arws for wildlife, recreation andcultural rasuurcas can’t 

be over-emphasized 

Omofthema~or problemswtththeRMP isthsl~ofinformettmgtvmgthea~rrent 

!ogicel/range condttim for ripaim vgtatim. Oivm the BLPl’s recant commitment to ripslm 

mt evi&nxdby the recant rlparim workshop In St. @or@, the plan should pruvlda for 

im of riparim cBm Greet promise3 for better maMgemmt mre made but actions speak 

outiar thm mrrdp We'rewetchl~thsSut Rafael tosee If BLM tswmmittedtoacttm or talk. 
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45 

46 

47 

40 

See the response to conwtent 15-42. Based on the analysis in chapter 4 
of the draft Ri+/EIS. BLH believes that the management prescriptions 
in the preferred alternative would best resolve the resource conflicts 
identified during the public scoping process and meet FLPNA's 
multiple-use and sustained-yield requirements. 

Aajustments in AUMs would be nade only from active preference based on 
ran eland monitoring and would not affect total preference (43 CFR 
411 .3-2). 8 

In areas determined to be exceeding the SCS critical soil loss 
threshold. and in a downward trend, a change in livestock management 
may be necessary. Tnis could be a change in grazing season, reduction 
in livestock nulnbers. implementation of a grazing system, or some 
other management that would provide scxne protection of critical soils 
areas (appendix N). 
ing. 

Reductions would be based on rangeland monitor- 
Changes in management can occur as data become available. 

BLH recognizes that cryptogamic cover is extremely sensitive to 
surface disturbance (draft RR/EIS. page 3-18). Cryptogamic cover is 
a soil resource and would be considered under standard operating 
procedures for surface-disturbing activities. 

See the response to cotmtent 15-3. 



-lO- 

Also, the map In the RMP (vol. 2, pq 75) excludes mam/ perennial water sources which uxdalh 

riparian vegetation. for example, !iorseshaaCenyon contains the perennial Berrler Creek and 2.500 

49 eresof riperienvegetation (BCM draft wildernessEIS. vol. V. pegff 9 end 10 of the Horseshoe 

m WSA (North)) The flnal RMP must ti an adequate job In identifying rlparian areas 

50 

We recommend the! all allotments with rlparlan arms have separate utilizelion studies ror those 

erees For example, the Saddle tiorse a1lotment is in very good condition acaxding to the RMP, 

however, our experience hes shown that riperian areas in the wash bottom in Saddle Horse Canyon 

rre filled with Russim thistle end under mttonwocd tree groves little vegetation is found. Also, BLM 

poliw in Utah permits IK) livestock utiiimt1m in excess of 502 in rlparlan areas (IM UT 87-26 I J 

m erees in gmd amdition end the pohcy states, “If the aree is in poor condillon to begm with, the 

utliization will probably need to be much less’ 

Uniortunately, most rlperlan arees in the resJurca (vee Lye In aiiotments without gazmg systems or 

fences. Therefore, livestock use, particularly cattle. is tm heavy in the riparian areas The fmsl 

RMP must make recommendelims lo either exclude livestock. establish grving sylems or establish 

verv short seesons so that the utilization stendards on riparim areas can be met It is not aceptable 

to have heew ut1iizetion 1n riperim erees loge! 50% utllizetion In uplands Ii ut1lizatmn IS onlv 

taking plecftn riparien erees in allotments then thecarrymgcepac!ty and allocation must be based 

M what is being used. It is not possible to maintain the utilization standards (for uplands) in the 

draft RMP andcomply with riparian manapemenl poiicv. 

The importence of riper ian areas requires the BLM lo manage them in the plublln’ Interests The 

same old manmen! will not work and is not zcceptable to the publics who own the land 

&f&j&n Soentlflc Stud+ Armfsee also the ACEC sectimi 

51 
C 

We support BLM’s recommendation for the Bowknot Bend and Flat TopsACKs and believe other 

importen! ereas should be considwed for scientific Stub. BLM should recognize that most of the 

resource eree hm been grazed end the! ens ungared erees of truly relict vegetat1m we rare. 1i 

mxl-eXiS!efi!. i! iS impc&& !iM! near nehJrO1 erees be aZ4ISidwecl for annperlwn erees In the 

absence of my truly uwezai sites. Areas the! my have been Hghtiy (yezed or only grazed for a few 

years since the arrival of white mm still offer lmportmt scientific values. 

The Oilson Buttes sand Dunes do contain a unique plm! community on w soils. Welsh’s 

rk-cumentotim cleeriV shows that the vegetatim m the dunes, thou@ SDmewhat similar to 

surrounding ams, is nonethebs enbmic to the San Rafael fhsnrt. Also. BLH Indicates in the MS4 

lhet, ‘Due IO Ihe ieck Of wet@, the Oiism Buttes et-W IS Oniv Silghlly user) by iiv&cck ” Therefore, It 

-would make m outstending ACEC cmdidate 
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Barrier Creek (map 75) is included in the riparlan habitat acreage 
(draft HIBIEIS, page 3-3b). The riparian habitat on the map is not 
continuous because of the mapping system used. For display purposes, 
the geographic information system (GIS) uses IO-acre cells, and habi- 
tat within the cell is not displayed unless it equals or exceeds 5 
acres. ‘Hiparian habitat management however, would be based on actual 
riparian areas. The riparian acreage in the USA includes the Green 
River, which makes up most of the 2.500 acres. 

If inventories show that livestock grazing is contriouting to the 
degradation of the riparian habitat, specific management actions would 
be developed and implemented through activity plans to address live- 
stock utilization, numbers, grazing systems, and seasons of use. 

BLM appreciates this statement of support. See appendix B for a 
discussion of Gilson Buttes and Hebes Mountain. 

See the response to ccwxxent 15-51. 
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53 
Tb3 tie&s tlcuntaln wea deserves closer waluatlon to dtxermlne If exdqlcal valuas d3 exist. It Is an 

~sulated mwntam top md was orplnally considered bv BLtl for ACEC status m the l-l% t see page 

Z- I86 of the NW. The Mature &mserv~ remmmenckd the arm for RN4 status In I986 

54 

L 

Other sites, included in ACECs for other resources. ought to beconsidered for vegetat!veACEC 

deslgnstion. For example, the North SW% Mountam allolment is 100% (see Appendix R) In Potential 

Natural Gxnmunity. or climax. Even though the area is lightly gfazed by recreational stock t horses), 

it should be considered for ACEC designation. K&e Country should be remnsidered for ACEC status It 

55 is included in the Scenic Mu&j Creek ACEC and ma/ have been used by sheep in the past. However, 

there IS apparently no current gazing and the Nature hservancy considers the area es a potential 

RN4 

56 

The bigg?st problem wilh vegetation ACECs IS the sad historv. filled with BLM mismanagement. of the 

Lmk Flats 1%. Lmk Flats was tirninlstrat~vely desIgnat& In the rnld 1960s by ELM to protect 

unique vegetahon values. Ironically, ELM allowed grazmg to mntmue and constructed a stnck pond In 

the Link Flats IM In 1974. Although ELM felt shortpi after the arm hjd been design&d for 

protection that it really didn’t warrant that orot&ion. It was never protected as it was suppoti to 

be nor was tne protective designation rescInded That sends a slgnal to Ihe pubhc that the laws under 

which our natronal treasures are managed WI\ not be followed. It IS an mdictment of ELM’s 

apparently insubordinate attitude toward the public lands the jgenci manages In trust for the citizens 

of the United States. 
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See the response to cot;unent 15-51. 

BLM considered many areas for ACEC designations. ACECs that were 
selected for reasons otller than vegetation are protected from nost 
intrusions except grazing. because these areas are currently being 
grazed, the vegetation cannot be considered relict. 

See the‘ response to cor;ment 15-54. The Keesle Country area was not 
found to qualify as a relict vegetation area (appendix B). 

Link Flats Instant Study Area (ISA) does not contain any ecologically 
unique range1 and values. Grazing has taken place in the area since at 
least the 1950s. In 1969 and 1970 the Price District Nanager stated 
that Link Flats should be dropped from consideration as a natural area 
because the plant association was a grazing climax, not an ungrazed 
association of plants. 
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of the major failingsof the draft is the complete omission of any discussion of non-game 

mammelian spe.%s (except the potential for the endsnqzred black footed ferret) and most bird 

species. Ths San Rafael RA IS home to several species of canld. feiid and musteild predators lncludmg 

mountain Irons. kit foxesand balgers. The plan tn&?quatsh/disXsses habitat requirements. 

potantlal threatsand managsmsnt cmpl~cdtlons for the= q&es. Furthermore. the plan 

Ilttle informatlonabcut avlan species, with Iheexceptlon ol raptars. ‘What are Iha t&tat 
58 populations and management lmphcatmns for avmn species Inciodmg upland game 

birds, waterfowl (they exist along the&en River andother rIperian areas) aridpasser!nes~ 

Wildlife is one of the most important pubilc amcerns in Utah as evidenced by 8 recent survv, 

conducted by Utah State University for the Utah Division of Wlidlife Reswrczs t&h Residents’ 

~~, Richards. Krannich Ph.D. and Donald 1. 

chunky, Ph.D.. February 10, 1987). That survw showscwerwheimingsupport iw wlldhfeand 

protection of wildlife habitat. The SW Rafael Resource Area omtains critically important wIldlife 

habitat, ~ticuisriy for &sert bi@rn sheep. it is unfortunate the S%n Rafeai RtlP does not 

recognize wildlifeasacritical resourcsand basically continues the status@&-a sure prescriDtion 

for problems 

59 I 
Thedraft RI?P doesacommendsble Job In identtfvtng raptor nestIngslIes andproposmgquldelmes for 

their protection However, how ~111 raptor nestmg sites be protected irom Februarv I5 to June 153 

Will mineral lease stipulations require Seasonal or no-surface-ormpenc/stlpulatmns? Will OPV 

closures be placedon these areas? Will nesting areas be withdrawn from mineral entry? The RflP is 

not speciflcas to how these sites wlli be protect&land how managamerd will deal with changes In 

raptor nestmg areas. 

60 

A question we have wltti the draft RMP is the fact no forage IS allocated to wildlife although forage IS 

allacat& to hvestock. We recognize the BLM is movingaww from a str%t daflnltlon ofallccatlor~ of 

AUMs for hvestack and wild hofsa ad burro management isee BLM Manual, I622 3 I A 3 e and 

1622.41 A.3 b ). However, those same regulations require that RflPs. “contain criterIaor other 

information to show hmv increases or decreases In available for@ will be apportioned among 

cwnpeting uses foliowlng the procedures described In 43 CFR 4110. Are we to assume that any 

increasw In forage will beallocated In aspeclflc AMP? Are we toassume that e&quate forage WIII be 

prwlded for wildlife numbers whether theq increase, dtcresse or remaln static? Are we to assume 

,that livestock numbers will be reduced if forage is utilized In excess? c 

Y he RHP includes mnslhrable discussion about tng game species in the rBsourca arid Atter 

reviewing the information about big game, we hsve several guestion end wnosrns 
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See the response to cotrment 15-2. No estimate of preaator populations 
is available. At this time, there is no known threat to these 
species, nor do they provide any implications for managenent. 

See the response to comment 15-2. Upland game birds (primarily 
chukar)‘and waterfowl found within the resource area rely heavily upon 
watercourses (riparian habitat). 
will consider these species. 

Management of the riparian habitat 

Permitted activities and ORV use with 0.5 mile of active nest sites 
would be restricted during the nesting season (February 1 to Au 
annually) under the proposed RkP (chapter 2, Habitat Management s 

ust 15 
. 

This would restrict all permitted events, such as oil and gas develop- 
ment, mineral lease development, and ORV use. Mineral entry was not 
found to affect raptor nests, 
have high mineral potential. 

since the major nesting areas do not 
Nest sites would be considered further 

in the ORV implementation plan. 

The RtiP does not allocate forage to wildlife. but it does set priority 
for competing uses. The criteria for apportioning additional forage 
were described in the draft RIQ/EIS. page Z-37. Adjustments in forage 
use levels may be made at the activity-plan level or at any time 
deemed necessary as a result of rangeland monitoring (draft RMP/EIS, 
page Z-36). 
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Howwen,t~proJectedbigharnsheepnumbersunder thavarlousaltarnativesmmputed(S-S)? 

Qiven that AlternatlveC Is thewildllfe alternatke,whydlm't tnealtarna~fve show a number clmer 

toZheUDWRprlors~le~uJatlon(2,920bl~ns)?Vhe860bicdhornsheep proJected for 

elternstiveC Is llttlediffmnt thsn the 800 predicted for Alternative F. It isclmr thearruy of 

alter~lvasdomtmmttheCEQregu?ationsandmaMgementwhenByeyyalternativeisbiasedtoward 

rwouraasucb as liveslock ~azingad mimralck?velopment rather than wlldllfe. It Is not 

surprlslng that there Is lIttledifference in projected biwn numbers under the various 

slterMtlvesbeearsethsre~smrmXcvrcNofalter~tivesforacrnoflanlgazedbyHvestock,a 

majoranfllctwithbi~nsheepIseeGrruingsectlon1 

Ihemajor problamwiththaRMP'sremmmendsticnsfor bIghornsheep Isthelna%uateprolt~tlon 

offered ttisesp&s. All crucial habltat remains mgazmgallotments under AlternatlveF ret. 

~gesDraw,TaylorFlstaxlBigPonda'llo~mentsaregrazedbydomestlcsheepsndfoundwl!hln 

bighorn shmp habitat.Dwd5m ( 1982) notedthat. ‘[Clo-useof rmgss bydwnesticandblghorn 

shwphasbeencmslslenth/ linkedwithdecllnrs.dimffs.~nd~inctionsofblghorn pvpulatlons firm 

hlstoriceltoreanlttimes'(~ofDwn~heaaGr~iManBiahornS~ ,A 

re&w.InBimnualSympasium andGaat&mcil,3:287-313.1 Gadsan furtherstatesthatthe 

svidmm&~~tan~petitlm b&veen bighornsanddomastlcshae.pis.'...sufficientlystrongto have 

promptedmaMpemen~~lslonsqplnstw-~ofranges~bl~nsndQnestlcsheepbyfederal 

landma~gernentsgenciessndsletewildllfe~tments.' 

ThsR~Pmain~irrionpa(p4-97thatdisehsetransmissimwwldberetlrcedunderallalternatives 

axc@AlternatlveB. How wlJJ this bedone if lsrgsareasarenotclosedtogr~lrqor removed from 

allotments? 
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61 No information is available on desert bighorn sheep distribution or 
numbers in these areas. BLM will inventory and address desert bighorn 
sheep management in the cooperative study for Labyrinth and Horseshoe 
Canyon ACECs. 

62 Because bighorn sheep were reintroduced to SRRA as recently as 1978. 
and have not yet occupied all of the available habitat, they are not 
expected to achieve prior stable numbers by the year 2000. Popula- 
tions are expected to increase under any of the alternatives until 
they cone in contact with limiting factors. 

BLM has reviewed the alternatives and and believes they meet the 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines. The closeness of 
the bighorn numbers in each alternative is attributable to the bio- 
logical potential of the bighorn rather than to the lack of a suf- 
ficient array of alternatives. 

63 A management prescription was added to the proposed RMP, chapter 2, 
Habitat Management, to prohibit a change in kind from cattle to 
domestic sheep within tine bighorn habitat. BLM believes this action 
and the development of waters would prevent disease transmission from 
livestock and bighorn sheep. 

The impact analysis (draft RMP/EIS, chapter 4) showed that interaction 
between livestock and bighorn would be reduced through changes in 
seasons of use and reductions in levels of livestock use. The reduc- 
tion in interaction uas found to reduce the potential for disease 
transmission (draft REP/EIS, page 4-88). BLM will consider unsuitable 
or marginally suitable lfvestock use areas at the activity-plan level. 
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f?inmD ?essinpMIlocst~shouldbeprohibltedinbiqhorn~habltat. Inthsdafinitlvework M 

desert bi!$lwM, ,f4onsonmdSumner. 

expbr~iananddavebpmcntsssmtohave~thesinglapr~a)rersefaclor.'Theax~t 

brPlqlicsl infarmstiarclealy~minrraldevelop~ntis inmmpstrblewithdsssrt Lughorn sheep. 

Thaefore.allbi$arnWitsl~ldibecl~tominaal~trymdclosedtoleas~q~seealsathe 

mineralsssctim). Thisstvsu?dauselittleafverseimpkt bacausethaSm Rafael Swell is rated lcnv 

loroll mdgas(Rl-lp map 76) mduranlum ism unlikeiv prospect (satAppendix 3: UWA 

WildernmEISmnmen~flamoreinformatlm). Thefactthstthesrm~a""lorv'm~neralratlng 

&eamtdfminishtheurgan~ytowitMawimportmtbi@ornsheephabitatfrom mineralstivity. 

ThenIsalw~somanewlllingto'betthsfsrm'mamargi~lmineralprospect. Injustthepast 

fswvearswehweseenproposslstauploreforcqppar.go?d.cndrowglmssandswithinbi~~n 

ranges. Mp~ngmth~ng wlllhappsnIsnotgmda~@. BLMmutttakedlrectmeesurestoorohlblt 

,Uw.sakindsofactivUles. 

-Lmth/,bi@vrn shsep must beisolatedfrom motorizedactivity (seeAppendix 2). Studieshaveshown 

thstbi~nsseatremelysensitivelomotor vehicledtsturbmoa. Bighorn hab~tatshculdbeclossd 

toORVssldonlysc(sitqr~sharldbs left optn. It isofcritical importanratoclceevehicle routes 

throughthSldsM!n. aa(thsSanRafael'spremierbigharnr;ngs) mdtheillegal~~mnstruct~I 

-TampleMarntain motorcycle trail as it.tw. Iswlthlnuucialbighorn habitat 

fksartbighornshwpaemextremelyraramdsensitivespscies.On)y 1500inhabit Utah's public 

landswdinptoBLM'spubJicImdstdistics.Oiventhsirswtremevalwtothestatefor both 

ansumptiveandron-rmsumptiveusrs,utmostattentimmustbepaidtotheir habitat requirements. 
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See the response to caznent 15-63. 

The allotments currently grazing domestic sheep would not be required 
to change to cattle, but if they do convert to cattle, they would not 
be allowed to change back. 

Crucial bigborn sheep habitat contains areas of low and moderate 
potential for oil and gas and areas of high potential for gypsum and 
uranium. Most of the crucial oighorn sheep habitat is under category 
3 (no surface occupancy) or category 4 (no lease) for oil and gas 
leasing. Also, most of tbe area either is withdrawn or segregated 
frm mineral entry or requires a plan of operation for mining claim 
activity. Impacts to the remaining 9,080 acres of crucial habitat 
were reviewed in chapter 4 of the final EIS. and DLN concluded that 
seasonal restrictions would adequately protect the resource. 

ELM is confident that the changes in ORV designations in the proposed 
RR adequately address the needs of bighorn sheep. 

See also the response to coimnent 15-24. 

Antelope fawning habitat locations are unknarn at the present time. 
However, under the proposed RMP. all antelope habitat would be fnvcn- 
toried to identify fawning areas. Fawning and general habitat would 
be managed according to the management prescription presented in the 
draft Rl@/EIS. page 2-73. 

The proposed RFgP would close crucial elk and deer winter range to 
surface-disturbing activities and use of ORVs (including snovazmbiles) 
during the winter use period (generally December I to April 15) (draft 
w/EIS, page 2-73). The proposed Rl+W would also impose seasonal 
restrictions to prevent mineral leasing activities while the deer and 
elk are present. The offslte mitigation requirement would prevent any 
surface-disturbing activity from having a long-term effect on the 
habitat. 

There is no critical habitat identified within the known recoverable 
coal resource area'(KRCRA). Crucial deer and elk habitat within the 
KERA is addressed under coal unsuitability criterion 15, appendix F. 

Crucial elk and deer winter habitat was considered during the cate- 
gorization process, and those allotments having serious conflicts 
(over half the crucial habitat for deer and elk) were placed in allot- 
ment management category I (improve). The remaining crucial habitat 
area is not believed to have serious conflict. The allotments and 
their categories are listed in appendix G. 
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portals,mlmr entrk5etc shou’klbelacsteeoutslcbdcrltkal winter range). Insadltton. th8se 

elhltmentssholJMbeclassall~‘I’ 

WSUiG values hwa hlstalcalty been subrdlnated ta live&12 gaztngon public lmcts. In the past 

fw yews ( tahnrcsrtv Slnca FLPMA). the SDacy has Issued gisnma st&mmts md directives for 

maaging wllgllh m m equal b&s with other resources (for exanpb sbb the BLH publlcatlm, M 

). Unfortur&ly. when faced with to@ ddstons MM 
abdnns Its lofty goals id returns to business m usual. The draft San RaM RMP is nu exwptlon. 
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The RHP hfotee ansldarablr attantlm to the v~ious mineral r(FJourcBs and fedsral mIneral 

~mittlngpr~foundintheSanRafaelReswrwkeaItislmportmttnatanalyslstakeplace, 

butthelrdloallmInt~RIlp(~3-5~showthstn,olIls~lngproducedIntheSRRA~mlv 

'~,738mcfofgssis$etngpr~Itisrmportanttor~~a,srncethepotentialforeawwn~c 

recoveryofmlnerslr~rarsislowandthevalwofotherrssour~lshigh,themanqlementpl~ 

forthSan~afaelResourcekeamustt~ethstfactlnYoamunt. 

Hwaver. theRNP dlssppolntsinthiscrltlcalbsgect. Nostoitha rescurwawa ~swideopen 10 

mineral dsvelopment without adquate environmentat restrictions. For example, !he arw propossd 

for NSDor no-laasa (oil/gm)inAltarnativeF isevan lassacreapethanthecurrentsituation. This 

rgxmmendatimwasma%&sgitathssi~ificmtlavelofpubllcconmrninrecentvearsfor 

preservmgthanaturalvaluasoftheSsn Rafael Swell. . 

Theanalysisof Impacts from mlneraldevelopment/letrringisin&quate. Appendix Slistsonly 230 

acresdisturbedby pralucingollandgsswells.480 acres from geophvsical axploratlon dnd 90 acres 

70 from rnmeral exploration. t%waver,over ona mlllmn ecresof landwtll beopentothls kmdor IJSB. 

Clearly,theassumptionsandtheanalysiscontainedin chapter 4ofthedraftRNP donot mwttheCEQ 

regulationsortheNEPAt&sfor judgingworstcasascanar~m. 

71 

The oil and gas potential map on pq 78 brings to light two important points. first, it shows that 

mostoftherasourcaarea lslowor mc&ratefcrollandg+s~tmtlal.Tt~tratingm~. in fat.be 

-rather high BS nooilatall Isbeingproducedwithln the&m Rafael lk3JtJrwArm Also, thequestIon 

mustbamkedwheretheinformation for thismapcamefrom? Islt industryinformationof doesit 

represent sane veriflablsdatagsthsredby BLN gealqists? lflt is the latter,wewould llke that 

_lnformationur report from which that information wasobtained 

Secmd,repadlessofths information upon which the map is bssed. it shows thatmflicts between 

oil/~wlMturalvaluessrelargslynan-aist~t.An~w~primaancarnist~~RafaalSwell 

Itsall. Thisentlream Isratadas low for oil&Xigss Potential. (NOTE: thadifflcultv in reading tha 

mspmdkeswumureoftheboundary~lineatimbetweenlavadmoderatepotent~alonthewestof 

thsSwellinthsSl~MlaurtsinWSA~T~iscatalnlycmfirmedbythsSAlstudl~donsforBLN for 

t~BL~wildsm~~lS.VhsLsbyrlnthCanyan, HorsahoaCmymmdDr/Lakasarem,alx,ofgeat 

mnsntotheU~Wlildsr~AssoctstlmbemradthlroutsWl~~turalvalues,sremlvrated 

asmol$ratefaoi~pa~tlalbyt~msp.TheSAIreportforHorseshoeCsnyonNathwwld 

lndncstealomrretlnp(low)faol'l~ps,InHasbsha,Cayan. 
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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 area under category 4 (no lease) in the proposed RMP 
(chapter 2, Oil and Gas Management) is 66,880 acres. which is less 
than is currently under category 4. Category 3 (no surface occupancy) 
lands .would be increased to 228,050 acres. 

Impacts are seldom known with any certainty and must be based on 
certain assumptions (draft RhP/EIS. page 4-2). The scenarios for oil 
and gas leasing, geophysical exploration, and locatable minerals 
activities were developed from planning area files containing data on 
past and current activity. 

The acres in appendix S are not the total disturbance that would be 
caused by an activity, but rather the amount of land that would remain 
unreclaimed by the year 2000 because of ongoing use or unsuccessful 
reclamation. Oil and gas activity would disturb a total of 600 acres 
by the year 2000; geophysical exploration. 1.440 acres; and locatable 
minerals, 240 acres (draft RIIP/EIS. page 4-3). 

BLM is confident that it has met NEPA requirements and CEQ guidelines. 

The information for the oil and gas resource assessment came from many 
sources. including published geologic guidebooks and periodicals, 
district and resource office oil and gas files, state oil and gas 
records, industry sources. and the geologists' personal knowledge of 
the area. The information did not come from a single source or 
report. These various sources of information uere analyzed and used 
to prepare the oil and gas section of the MSA. The reference section 
from the WSA has been brought forward and included in the RI*. based 
on this coiunent. The MSA is available for review in the Moab District 
and SRRA offices. 
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‘Given the fact thet current production of 011 is non-existent end the fact the erea has received low 

mhwral ratings, it is inwmprehenslble that 5LM cnlv proposed to prohibit lesslngm 4.370 aores of 

sensitive land Wesuggmt thee&e&m Rafael Swell, Green River Corridw. Dry L&s 

archrmologlcal district, crltlcal wlldlfe habitat end our proposadACECs be closed to leasing 

Direction (76 IBLA 395)) which BLN interprets es requirmg the lmst restrictive oil encl gas 

stipuletione be epplied to protect the resource does not excuse Ihe egefq from practicing balenced 

multiple usa merqsment as required by FLPNA and a host of other laws, ncr &a it restrict BLN 

from protecting the netural values in the San Rafael Resource&a Deuslnav.cl~erlv points 

out lebsing is discretionq end Conner v Burfordand the 1987 Oil Leasing Reform Act 

re-emphasizes the ckcisim-making processes. including NEPA. that must be used in meking lease 

decisiw. In eny case, leasing sensitive resources like blghorn sheep habitat, archmslqicel 

treasures, undeveloped recreetionel terrain, and T&E plent sues dms not protect the resource. Even 

leases with en NSO stipulation, because that stipulation can be weved. do not provide the minimum 

protection necesseq for these areas (see BLN Nanual I624 2 IA I d end 1624 22C ) Unless you 

went an oil fleld in an area, don’t lease it! 

‘The caveat in the plen which allows the NXI stlpulatlon to be waived rn ACECs establisned ror mnlc 

values defeats the purpose for issuing an NSC leese It should be removed In the final RMP We 

recognize there ere provislons in BLR regulations for waving this stipulation, but it should not be 

.appliceble in these areas. 

ThiSresource, like theoil tigasresource. isof verv limited importance in theSRRA. Even though a 

tar smds EIS was done because of the presence of oil-impregnated rocks, development IS highly 

unlikely due to the smell size of the deposits .%I noted for the Mexican Mountaln W% that there are 

a, ‘[m]ultltudeof problemsasscclated with development of oil-lmpreqated rock deposits. ” 

i-l&a~bon leases of anv kind should not be Issued for ACECs OT other sensitive lends 

‘We have two important questions regarding tar sends First, we heve no record in our files of a final 

dscisim ever belng released m the San Rafael Swell Combined tl@ccerbm Leesa Conversion Final 

Envlrmmental Assessment (August 1985) on which wesubmltteticomments. Was it ever finalized? 

Swmd. why weren’t tar sat?& discussed In the draft RNP? Development of tar sends IS different then 

oil md gas although th&r cre both leas&lo hydroc&mns. 

With the exception of uranium and vmaiium, most of the S&I Rafael Resource Area is devoid of 

commercially &&zpable quantities of locatable minerals. Thus it only makes sense to proposa to 

RESPONSE TO- EWILOERNESS ASSgCm 
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72 BLiI aoes not agree that the no-surface-occupancy stipulation would not 
protect other resource values. The exception would be granted only 
where the no-surface-occupancy stipulation was applied to protect 
scenic values. and only when a site-specific EA concluded that the 
proposed action would not adversely affect those scenic values. 

73 See the response to comnent 15-72. 

74 Tne record of decision was issued October 3. 1985, and two combined 
hydrocaroon leases (CHLs) were issued as a result. 

Tar sand is addressed in the oil and gas section (draft RMP/EIS, pages 
3-1 through 3-7). 
production was. 

The draft RR/EIS did not assume any tar sand 
A clarifying statement has been added to the final 

EIS. chapter 4, Introduction, Analysis Assumptions. 



-l&l- 

wlthbaw from lacatlon ACECsandother sensltlveareas. In sodoIng, shortsighted proposals like 

mlnlng for glbss sands lnslde the San Rafael Reef WSA cr gold and copper exploration in the Slds Mtn. 

dictate closing sensitive areas before 

these come forth. Only 4,970 acres are 

75 prom to be closed to lcoatlon In the draft RMP. Blven the important resources thal can be harmed 

by mineral actlvitlas (wlldllfe. cultural andarchae~loglml resourus) and the lack of potential for 

locatable minerals over much of the resource area, it only makes sense lo significantly lncrerse the 

areas proposed for wlthdrawal In the draft RMP 

76 

77 

70 

‘Uranium and vanadium are iound ln the resource area Yet, the draft RMP overplws thetr 

Importance Map 79 lndloates areas of high uranlum potential This map conflicts with previous ELM 

lnformatlon 

For example, the map shows much of the Sids Mounlaln and the San Rafael Reef as having a high 

potential for uranium However, the %I reports Indicate uranium potential for these arees are 12 and 

13 (low to m&rata). Even tn areas of the Swell where uranium polenlial IS higher, prcductlon is 

unlikely because, “[ulranium in lhls area (and elsewhere in the United States) is unmnornlcal to 

extract. .” S4l further notes much of the area has alrem seen uranlum exploration and prcductlon 

t sea also Appendix 2) 

Pape 3- 15 of the draft RMP states what is perhaps the best summary of the value of uranium in Ihe 

resource area “Essentlallv no production of uranlum from the planning area has occurred stnce 

1985 * 

The natural values of the San Rafael are lccallv and natlmnlly known. It has been proposed as b 

national park and contains a varietv of features rarelv seen In other areas. even those on the Colorado 

-Plateau. Therefore, proposlng to withdraw the areas we have recommended and supported for ACEC 

status would be the highest and best usa for those aress Even then, a majority of the resource ared 

-would be open to mlneral entry. 

The western portion of the resource area has considerable coal develoPmerit and production The 

-appendicas and map volume also indicate arees sultable for leasing. However, the RMP does not make 

It clear whether this plannlng prccess will recommend new areas for coal leasing 

We hwe some questlons about the cosl resource in the SRRA. Will new areas for lea&g be 

racnmmended In the final RMP? If so. have formal determinations and ccnsultat~ons with the Fish end 

Wlldife Service es required ty the Endangered Species Act taken place (see coal leasing criterion 

-‘c9)? 

RESPONSE TO C013MENT 15 UTAH WILDERNESS ASSOCIATION 
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75 III response to public comment, BLM has reviewed the impacts of mining 
on sensitive resource values. In the proposed RMP, 66,880 acres would 
oe proposed for withdrawal or segregation from entry. 

76 The term "mineral potential" used in the draft RtF/EIS is the poten- 
tial for mineral occurrence, not mineral deVelOpment. Mineral poten- 
tial is based on geology, stratigraphy, and other physical character- 
istics, and would not change because of economic fluctuations. It 
might change if new information became available. The Science Appli- 
cations, Inc. study defines an f2 area as containing less then 50U 
tons of uranium oxide, while an f3 area contains 500 to 1000 tons of 
uranium oxide. Both areas have a certainty rating of c4 or high 
certainty that ore will be found in an area. Thus, there would oe a 
high potential for the occurrence of uranium ore deposits in both the 
San Rafael Reef and Sids Mountain, uut a low to moderate potential for 
actual development. 

I7 See the response to cocsnent 15-75. 

70 The draft RlP/EIS (page 2-16) states that only the two established 
identifiable coal deposit areas (Wasatch and Emery) have potential for 
coal development. Unsuitability criteria were applied only to these 
areas. Leasing by application only could occur on lands that have 
been analyzed using tne criteria. Unsuitability criterion 9 was 
discussed with the U.S. Fish and Uildlife Service (USFWS) (appendix F). 
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'~~rssponsestoooallssslnpcrlterlsll.12,r3andS4seemtobeeltherrmlr~lctwr, or 

ccnfuslng~~~ppendixf).Flrst,why~~L~de~erm~nedthereaen,gol~~leromt 

cmuzantretimarsasyt 11 activenestsexistlntheKRCRFs? SeconB,thareisnoconclusimto 

critaim 14 (migratory bir& of hi@ interest) which calls for unsulteblility Merminatlons In 

important h&&t. Why? Third,thanaIyslsm crlterlon 13 Isanfusing Aretheflveeztlve falmn 

nastsinth8KRCRMprairlsfaloons,pereginefalmns(aThE specles)or merlms?l&ly. mareas 

wersdeclardunsuitablefor mlningbesedupm multiple-usstradeoffs. It must be rememberedthat 

mineralsasnot the.Qmlnant usempubliclandsandlhat mitipatlm, a justification for finding no 

aressunscceptablefor lasslnq,is~~nmomwswith protection. 

WehaveacMlpleofbrlefcwnmenlsanclquestionsabcutmineral materials (sand,gaveletc.). Whv 

areover one million ecresof landavailable for mineral materials under AlternativeF when the RMP 

indlcateson pw 3-Qthatthi? material isfoundthroughout the planning ares? Map 22 showsa 

community pit near Tomsich Butte. Doesn't such adistant location from populatloncenterscnntr?dXt 

thedirectionon page 3-12 that community pltsare tobe locatedinstrategicareas3Aljo,how did the 

Tomslch t3utlelccat~onescapeIhemnfl~ctcrlter~on foundon page 3-123 . 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT& UTAH WILDERNESS ASSOCIATI~ 
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79 Unsuitability criteria 11, 12. IS, and I4 all relate to different 
aspects of raptor habitat. As criterion 11 states, the identifiable 
coal deposit areas contain II active golden eagle nests. However. 
this should not be construed to mean these areas serve as roost or 
concentration areas during wintering or migration. The conclusion for 
criterion 14 is found under criteria 9. 11. and 12. The text has been 
changed to show that five active prairie falcon nests exist within the 
identifiable coal deposit areas. 

The multiple use trade-offs screen was applied to the potential coal 
areas (identifiable coal deposit areas) with the assumption that the 
areas could be developed and mined using only underground mining 
methods (appendix F). Conflicts with other resources can be mitigated 
wren coal is mined underground. ELM has assessed these trade-offs and 
has determined that other resqurces can be protected. 

80 Mineral materials occur throughout the planning area, but a given type 
of mineral materfal such as building stone, clay, or sand and gravel 
may be limited in extent. The most cor;mon mineral materials are fill 
dirt and rock. 

The strategic geographic location must include availability of 
material to be sold. An EA was completed on the Red's Canyon com- 
munity pit near Tomsich Butte, and mitigating measures were developed 
to resolve conflicts with other resources. 
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UWAsupports&si~imofthe 13ACECspropased InAlternatlveF oftheRMP Wef?elthrlt rn 

mur/instma?stheboun@riesshouldbeexpMdedtobetter representtheresourcestirving 

protectiw,thataddilionalACECsshouldbedesignated,endthatmanagementprescrlptions need 
81 strengthenmgto~telv protect importantresourws. For the&n RafmlSwell.Allernat~veilpes 

almgwsytoward reachingthaseobjectives It is notsufficrent. however, for prot%ctmpLsbyrmth 

andHorseshceCanyonACECnomi~timsalongtheeasternboundaryoftheResourceArea 

I]. Bowknot Ben& Wesupp~tBLfl'sr~mman&~lOniOrdes~g~tlngandmanag~ng the 
a2 1,830~screBowknot BendACEC 

c 

2. Hebm I$ountain: Wequestion thejecision tonot includeHebesMountain (960 &rss)aan 

ACEC. B~sethereappearstobes~ne~trwersvwerthepresenceoirellctveoetallonon Hebes 
a3 Moun!am,weenwuragsBLM toiurther mvest@ethst possib1lit-y lirehct vegetation IS mnllrml, 

then Hebes Mountain shouldbedesignatedasan ACEC 

r 

3. 
a4 

Big flat Tops: WesupportbLM'sremtnmendatlonior designatlnqandmanagmg Ine 

3.640-acreB~gFlalTopsACEC 

a5 

4. San Rafael Rwb: BLM'srrmmmen~ACECshouldbeexpandedas~hownon themao 

;rmmpanvmgAppendlx I or thlsmmment Thisaddlllon ~ncl~~descrllclalvearlon~blohorn sneep 

habltattiknownbighcrnsheep useareas, rlparlan hab~tat,andli~el~mntamssllor someaithe 

eightcJndidate,pro~endengered,wendengeredplanlspeciesthathavebeen !&ntifiEd mor near 

the&Rafael RafWSA(BLM WildernessEIS,Volume V1.p. IO). 

@ecauseof thesenatural values and the recreation potenllalofthe Reef, the "vwtatlon andscemc 

values"classiflcation shouldalsoinclude "biological, T h E species,andrecre&on value:" 3s 

rwurc?stheACEC ~sdesigrtitoprotect. 

The EIS actuallyarguesfor enlargingth+ACECandincluding biolcgimlvalues~ nedlng protection 

Intheratimalefor theSan Rafael Reef ACEC theEISstates, '[tjhearmalso hasspecificvalue as 

lambingandruttingareas for Uteh'sszmd largest populatlonofblghorn sheap.anationallv 

lmportantspecles'(ElSp. 91). Itcbesn'tmakesense. Ihweiore. toexcludeareasfrom theACECthat 

arecrucialwknmnbighornsheepuseareas 

ThestipulallonsformaMpingtheACECneedstrengtheningbyclosingthearmtoORVuse.mi~al 

Isss~nl,sndwltMrswslfranmlnsrsrentry. ~igslntheE1Sargues."?hessvslues[blghornsheRp] 

naadprotedim from amflictinglmdusesthatmuldremoveor daoreaseenentlal hebitatcwnponents 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15 uDERNEI_S A~OCIATION 
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81 

a2 

a3 

a4 

a5 

86 

As a result of public comment, the Horseshoe Canyon and Green River 
Corriaor will be evaluated for ACEC status following approval of the 
RI@, because it would involve a joint stuoy with tne Grand Resource 
Area which would require a plan amendment for both resouce areas. See 
appendix B. 

BLM appreciates this statement of support for designating Bowknot Bend 
as an ACEC. 

dased on additional evaluation, Hebes tlountain is not recommended for 
ACEC designation. See appendix B. 

ELI4 appreciates this statement of support for designating the Big Flat 
Tops as an ACEC. 

Tile proposed boundary for tne San Rafael Reef ACEC contains the 
majority of the crucial desert bighorn sheep habitat in the area. 

Current protection measures for the federally listed plants have been 
considered sufficient to ensure the survival of the species. Because 
of the protection currently afforded T/E plants and crucial bighorn 
sheep habitat, it was not considered necessary to include them in the 
ACEC designation. 

The management prescriptions proposed for the San Rafael Reef North 
ACEC include closure to oil and gas leasing, proposed withdrawal from 
mineral entry, and closure to ORV use (proposed RlrP. chapter 3). 
Expansion of the ACEC is not believed necessary, as most of the values 
mentioned are protected by law or some other level of restriction. 
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[ 

6. 0iIson Buttes: Wedisq)rwwiththedecision lonotdesignateOilsonButbzsasan ACEC Several 

uniquetk&mic plantshavebeendescribedin 1heMSAandthearaaa~ltainsuniqueand frqile soil 

BB properties. While it mi~tbetrwthatsomeofthltse~micplantsuefwndin other partsoftht 

%nRaiaal Oasert,thyarenotinclu&lmany~CECs. Estabhshinga 1,750~acreOrIson ButtesACK 

wouldhelp praserveaslte for these unlquevegetatlvevalues 

7. Maghwsy I-70 *nac CorraQor: Wesupport BLM'srecommendatlon to d65.1grNd6 tthACEC. 

B9 Themrrldw shouldbeplaceg lnC&cprv 4~NoLease~~~ldw~thdrawnirom mlneralentrv 01land 

gasdsvelopmentor mmingoperat~onswould&trcythescenlcqualit~estheACEC isdes~~nti tn 

protect. 

90 

91 

'8. flu&Q Crack: bLFl'sr~menti~iEi shouldbeexpanaRdssshownanlheattshedmap 

(Appandlx 1) lhlsincludes tiing Ihe~rsHoleACECIotheMuddvCrwk ACEC Theexpanded 

tcundw~wouldincludaall ofthetludd/Creek WSAwhich in itsentiretj isaspectacular scenic 

resource. Flvecandldate.oneproposed,andtwolistedendangeredplantspeciessre foundwithin the 

MudhrCfmkW5AandsurroundmgIands(bLtl WildarnessEIS.VolumeV1,p. 8). Theaddltmnal 

sreqpelsoincludescruclalysal~bighornsheep habitatandapopulationofbighorn sheep 

~Thsma~gwncntpresaiptimsfortheMuddyCreekACECsharldclmstheareatoORVuje,placei1in 

~~~4(MoL~),sndwitMrswItfrommlmralantrv. MlnaaldsvelopmantorORJuseis 

lnmslstentwithprcNictingaguslityprimitivsrecrestlonexperience.sndrmuldlsDpsrdisbighorn 

~shsspmdTbEplmtsp&S. This~m~imiss~milatoAltKn~iwCfwthisACEC 

9. Sam R&nil Cmyoe lhe58,510-acrs~XCpropowd in Alternatlw Cshould beadooted an tta 

g2 flnal RMP. The SW Rafml River mrrldw IS baxuningaxtrema~ popular fw hrlrmg. backpacking, 

rdtlftg. tubing,canoslngadksyaking TLNTC~IdbscIoadtaminaslleraing.mininp,md 

CComent page 24 (21)] 
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a8 

rr9 

90 

91 

92 

Elimination of other uses Is not necessary to protect the cultural 
resource values in Ory Lake ACEC. The study proposed in the draft 
Rt@/EIS (page 2-44) would collect that information so that other uses 
would not be a conflict in the ACEC. The preferred alternative would, 
nowever, limit ORV use to designated roads and trafls. 

Based ori public comment. Gilson Buttes will be reconsidered for ACEC 
designation following further evaluation. See appendix 8. 

BLM appreciates this statement of support for the I-70 Scenic Corridor 
ACEC. Through the impact analysis in the draft Rl@/EIS (chapter 4). 
the ACEC restrictions were found to be the lowest levels required to 
maintain and protect the resource values. 

In response to public comment, BLM has reviewed the impacts, and the 
proposed RI@ includes the following changes: Muddy Creek ACEC would 
be in leasing category 3 (with no exception), and the ROS P-class 
areas would oe closed to ORV use. 

Expanslon of the ACEC is not deemed necessary based on the impact 
analysis in the draft Rf@/EIS (chapter 4). Restrictions are listed in 
the proposed RMP (chapter 2, Recreation and Visual Resource Management 
(VRM)). See also the response to camnent 15-85, paragraph 2. 

See the response to comment 15-90. 

In response to public comment. ELM has reviewed the impacts, and the 
prescriptions In the proposed RMP have been changed as follows: the 
Upper and Lower San Rafael Canyon ACECs would be in leasing category 3 
(with no exceptlon), proposed for withdrawal from mineral entry. and 
closed to ORV use. 
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ORVsaxcuptonaxtstingrosds. fhcea portionswithln theSldstlln. andtlaxlcm tltn. WsAssfwld 

ob4mus~beclosedtoORVs. Mlneraldevelopmentw iurlher(W\Vdanseewlii render thas~sect~ons 

tithe rlvar unsuitablafw ‘wild’ river status 

10. Sldb Hounbln: AlternativeC’s~C~oundarVIspreferredbecwseitalso~ncl~lhe 

UWA-proposeclD6vilsCanMnACEC. TheresourauserestrictionsinAlternatfveCshouldbe~pted 

InthefinalRflP 

Sid5llountainWS4isthemo5tcruclal arasdsssrvirqspecial pro!ectiononlheSsn Rafael. It 

anta~mexcesd~ng~raeb~o8op~oslvaiues inclUainp Uteh’ssacofxllar~t&ssrtb~ghornshwp 

popuiation (Sids Mtn.has bawmeanurssryfor other reintroductlcns), trmlisted~edpiant 

specias,passiblysixwdida~or propossdendangsradp\ants IBLN WihbrnassEIS.VolumeVI, p. 

14),slgnifi~tareapwhersthevsgetstSon isratadin ‘axcalient’or ‘PNC” tiition.and 18 miles 

ofthsSsnRafmiRivasndnumaafi,~her~erenniaiwatasarrcca. S~dstlountsin’snumerous Icog 

-form theSsnRafasl’smostextemivsmryonr/stem Thessattribul~areattr~ctimla 

bwprmlngprim~tiversucstion~titueoc~. 

96 

‘Toprolacl thasnvaiuas II Isassantial IhatthaS~I~ Mwntsm ACEC beciosedtommeral lws10q. 

with&awn from mineralentry,andclmsdtoveh~cleuJs. Ytts rationaleprcw@din the EIS for 

estsbli~ingaSmRafsslRcsfACECshouldbtapp~iedhuejswellsincetheSids tiountainares 

cOnt&nSthe%r~ Rafasl’S iKgSSt bighwn sheep popU!atlOn. and it IS far m~ethredten~lthan is the 

pcpuiat~onahglhe Reef. lhsACECshouldbedw~gla~ed~ab~oi~~ca?.vegelalion. recreatlon,and 

rrrn~vaiuesACEC 

UWAprcvi&lbLMwithailstoil3ACECnominat@f1smFa+~ruarv i98B. Wearesubrnlttmgthem 

spin aiongwithemap for yuur consifkratlon (seaAppendix I) We aredisappomtadthat seversloi 

lhese~~nationswerenotevenconsideredinlhedraft RMP andsincerelyhopelhe;are not 

ovarlmked in the final plan. in particuiar,weenmurageBLtl togivespezialaltent~on to the& 

RaimlSweli ACECncmmatmn. 

Theme&that allowsNSOstipulationsto bewalvedwithin scenicvalues ACECsshouldbedroppad 

from the plan. Surface-disturbing miners? activity wculdnot tmcmsistantwilh theVRM Class I 

statusofthessACECs itwwlda~soallowfor~tructionofother impc&ntvaiuas Inthese KBBS. 

PrimitivemdSPNfl racraationopportunitlaswouldbe Imt,aswouldcrucial bighorn sheep habItat 

UTAH WILDERNESS-Y PESP0NSEmTPt.J 
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93 The Devils Canyon portion of Sids Mountain ACEC was considered but 
rejected based on the ratronale contained in appendix 6. 

94 BLM is confident that the proposed RI4 would provide adequate 
protection for the special values within the Sids Mountain USA if 
Congress releases the area from wilderness review witnout designating 
it as wilderness. 

95 See the response to comment 15-44. 

56 See the responses to conssents 15-9 and 15-90. 

97 See the responses to conments 15-72. 15-92 and 15-94. 
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ThereisaundlspulsblelnmslstencybetweenlhbaflRMPmdtheUtshBL~Slalewl~~~lldernass 

US. TlmrearesuvanW.%s(axcludingLInk FlalslSA)lolelllng2S~,895mes In 1heSRRA. 8Lf-i 

hssr~men8edsixoflheseW~~240,000sues)~'sullsble'forwildernessdasi~allon. UWA 

haspropoM346.000axesoflheSRRAwilhinlheseslxWSCIsforwildsrnass&qnat~on. 

98 

ilislnanceivablehowBLMcanreuvnm~lheseareasfwwildernessdesignaloninlhewildwnesj 

EIS,bulproposaama~pmenlscheme inlheR~PlElSlhalallowsmineral leasing,rniningand 

veh~cleuselhroughoullheseareas. ~lamin~mum,lheRf-lPsharldreawnmendman@emenl 

prezcrlptionsfor 'wilsble"W~thalw~llprotectlhosevalusswdvseslhataw~lderness 

recunme&alonwouldprovida. Unllkeawll~ness~i~lion,thesearemwouldnotbeplaced 

forever off-limilsloolher uses. Ralher,BLM wouidbesavinglhalfor this phnningoeriod it 

belic~eslhesevaluesanrmrthpraservr~on240.000scresoflheReswrce~es. For thepurposes 

dlhlsRMP,andan\sislenlwilhBLH's~ireloprolecllhese~~unsasspelled~~tinlhe 

WildernessEIS, ilisirrelevanl whal~congess u1limale1~dscldssonlhswildzrnesspue.5lion. in our 

cammenlsonlhe Wilderness E&UWAprovi&dexlensivejuslifica~lon for oreservmglhw VIA 

propoMwlldernas+es. Wewe includlfq lhelmnmenlhereasparloiarrr~ionalerorpreserv~n~ 

!hs?eareea in their natural condition (Appendix 3). 

Thainansis~belweenlheselwoplanswaridbegiarinyIflhewildernassisjww~~talry 

~&red In mmclion with the RnP as Isoccurrmg in most slates. Theisct lhevwe oeing 

*nsid+zredseparaleIy&asrmldismisslhs neeIlom.sinlain mnsislencv in the rewmmendatlons 

imspinelheconfusioniflheRMPwasreaxnmendingmareaforwildernessdBslPFjti~snd, 

~rrenllv,reccmmendinglheareabe leflm.for mineralc!eveioomenlandvehicle use. 'tellhsl's 

,whailheRflPdnes. 

of acres prolecledwilhm 

for example, thecharl indicaleslhalonlv67.68GacresoflheSids 

99 Mtn. WSA 1swi1hinanACEC. iiowever,aldilional WSA-acreage ~smclu&U InlheSan Rafaeitinyon 

andHighwayl-70 ScenicCorriQr ACECs. The portion oflheSidsMln. W%lhal is wilhm a 

nxninal~ACECisacluailyclc6erlo80.000acres Olhersuchdlszrepanciesma/exislonlhecharl 

CCoemnt page 26 (23)l 

98 BLM agrees that the WSAs contain important resource values; however. 
under the principles of multiple use and sustained yield, preservation 
may or may not be the highest and best use of those lands. Based on 
the scoping and public input processes and on the resulting analysis 
of alternatives A through F, BLM is confident that management pre- 
scriptions contained in the proposed RI@ would adequately Provide both 
for resource use and for the protection of important values. 

99 The chart in the draft Rw/EIS (page 2-53) is correct. Acres from San 
Rafael Canyon and I-70 Scenic Corridor ACECs are included in the ACEC 
acreages. 
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The Sm Refml Remurca km Is rich in archawlq@al md Ustorlcal res0urcz.s No! only we the 

vatous rock art sltf8 In the Buckhan Wash ~8s popular vtsf& sites, but recant cultural resource 

mm and preserve this important resource 

Kevin D. Wick md IItch& D. Metcalf, Cultural 

8 the necessw measure5 or aOproach to ~roperlv 

One of the major problems with the RMP is the omission of cultural resources as a planning issue 

(I-2). This tsen extremely perplexing overslte of the Hoab District that has been repeated in the 

San Rafael dreft RMP as it was in San Juan &aft RMP Cultural Resources should be klant~fied as an 

issue in the final plan as this mn meets the regulatorv definition of an issue and IS of prime 

importance in the San Rafael ResourceArea(see 43 CFR 1610.4-I ). 

‘The blQg&st threat to srchseologlcal and hlstor teal resources rn the San Raiael Resource Ares and 

particularly on the San Rafael Swell is ORV use PE.JIZ. 2- 10 of the document indicates that all areas 

subject to surface disturbence that have not been previously Inventoried for cultural reylurces must 

be Inventorled prior to starting the rrtlvity. but makes no provision for this. It further states that 

both direct and 1ndlrEt Cam@ will be curtailed without ehmlnatmg vahd exHng rights. Since ORV 

use is &and never has bmn a valid existmg right. how cb?s the BLM intend to protect cultural 

reswrces in areasopen toORVs? Obviously It can’t betie without closing or restrlctlng ORVs to 

wer most If not all of the resource area. Pagas 3-42 thru 3-43 clearlv demonstrate 

the problems with direct and indirect impacts oi permitted usa and unrestricted us% such as ORVs 

Vet the plan provides little protection for cultural resources. For example, less then one percent of 

-the resource area is closed to ORVs. grazlnp and mineral leasingllowtion. 

‘Appendix U (pqle237)assumes that I in IO sites mareasavallableior ORV USB will bedamm 

Upon what data is this bssedn The appendix Indicates that people t including ORVs) mncentrate in 

probable cultural resourm weas; therefore the expectad dana~s from ORVs ought to be higher. It my 

bsapmdapproach to-me that sitesare rmdomlvdistlbutedfa tb wrpwsof estimating site 

~~lty.~,slterseclustwedInfsvorsblesess, theswneonasDRVers. hkersendcattleuse. 

‘Appendix u also msumes that ‘I In JO0 cultural sites will be lmgaelsa &a to gazing &pin. cattle md 

humans, WI hlstWcaxl pm-histwlc, uddl thesmacar Als. wcondxy impacts from eroslcm 

aserdttigazingwuklcau5emwethan I in tOOsltsst0b&n@@wmther8wurcaares’s 

.prepsnsltyf~aa(tlcal~ilssr,~tsdin thshft WIP. 

RESPOMSE TO C&#MENJ 15 
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100 See the response to cment 3-2, paragrapns 2 and 3. 

101 See the response to comment 13-9. 

102 Assumptfons in appendix U are tne result of BU4 staff experience in 
the area over the past 10 years. BLM is confident that impacts to 
cultural resources are adequately addressed with these assumptions. 

103 See the response to cement 15-102. 
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Firs&by av~a~ng proif&JMl~chaeolqliwl lnformbtlonpres8ntedbyBlack andfletcali It appears 

thatVlaecveabout9sltespersqwremile.andthatthetotalnumberofsitesIsmuchlanthanhalf 

theaPwmsdnum~Inthsplan.Wheredoesthassumptioninthe#MPavnefrom? Uslngthemore 

rmservetlvefigure,all thearchaeoraOics1 sitesesld be&tro& In the next ftf@ OT so years1 

Seomd,ifthelossestimetes presentedintha plan are~rect,BLM'sdirection certalnlydDes not live 

uptothe pl~ningcriteriafrom FLPrUwhich r~iresconslderatlonoft~relatlve~cl~ofthe 

valueslnvolvedanlawei~ingoflong-term versueshort-term benefits(seepf@e I-6oftheRMP 

105 fortteFLpllAcri&ia). ItisquiZeobviousthe~tructimof acTi1lcIII non-renewebleresQurcawl~~ 

i 

aw\tinue et an alaming rate u,@f alternative F. Besides rot complying with FLPMA planning 

dlrgtion.11doesnotmkttheNatiMalHistoricPreservationActof 1966andsubsequentamendments 

which require theqlencles to preserve “hlstorical andcultural foundetlons of the r&on. a~ a llvlrlg 

pert ofcommun~ty llfeand&velopment.” 

We have some q&Ions about the manqement of cultural resources proposed in the RMP. What does 

106 Ii mean that the CulbJrel reSource lnventorles and mapping will be &me administratively (l-6)? 

What IS the antlclpated funding, and what Ii money IS not avellable? 

sltesthatarecMsideredellgible but not alrebjy listed in the National Reqlster oftilstorlc 

107 Information in tha reports bv Blrrck. Metcalf and Tipps lndlcate that there are more than IO0 

suchsltesidantlfiedbythosearchaeo~ql~sts. Thesesltesshouldbeprotectedbvthepl~ lhe6lM 

shouldalsoaddtothe Hstofeliglble properties by wnsultingother professional archaeologists and 

wgmlzations and available literalure. 

108 

-Wheretithe ratlonalefor listing 20% ofthe re%urceereas's s.ltes csconserva(lon sites and the 

critwiaforselecti~thoJecome~rom(2-44and2-45)?The201gfiguremsybetoolow. 

pfrticularly Ifthatisthemlnlmum for a representativesample. futurearchamlopfsts mui not want 

toinvsstigstethoselaEtremaining20Wofthesites,fearingthsttheir methodserenotvetedvancad 

enarghandthstth~mayactwl~csusedam~.Also,sltes~ldesslh/bedestrogdbel~e being 

dlscovaedThsrefors,protsctlngmorethsnthe2018ofkmmnsitesislmportantbecwse20%ofthe 

k~s((es~notreflsct20Xofthssltsslnthsresoura,ares. 

t 

Tharterlef~t~selectionofanserva~ionsriasshauldbechsngsd.Cr~terionP I ne%%tobe 

expf&dto incluclee repranntatlve mmpleofsitesof ell ages, all cultures end ell site functions 

RESPONSE COFgMENT 15 &&QQ&Q&SS ASSOCIATION 
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104 See the response to comment 13-B. 

105 BLN Is confident that the proposed RI9 and final EIS meets the re- 
quirements of FLPMA and the National Historic Preservation Act. See 
also the response to comment 3-7. 

106 BUJl is required to inventory all cultural resources. That is not a 
planning decision draft R14/EIS. page I-4). The timing of sucn inven- 
tory, along with the priority of stafffng and funding, will De re- 
solved by BLM, the Department of Interior, and Congress. 

107 All Known sites would De protected under this plan (draft fUV/EIS, 
pages 2-44 and Z-45). BLM maintains a file of known sites including 
those listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places. Sites documented by the referenced authors are in 
those files. 

108 The rationale for placing 20 percent of all known sites in the con- 
servation category comes from a sampling study, which shows that 
accuracy increases sharply at first as sample size is Increased. but 
drops off with subsequent fncreases. The MSA specifically identified 
the Elk Ridge Archaeological Project by Evan DeBloois as the reference 
to support the 20 percent figure. The conservation category is used 
to protect sites until they become the last remaining sites. In order 
to use these sites. archaeological methods would have to be advanced 
enough that the destruction of a site would be offset by a significant 
addition to the body of knowledge about the aped’s archaeology. 
Because these are to be the last sites remaining, they need to be a 
representative sample (cultural affiliation. age, function, etc.). 
This is one reason the sample ts not random. Criterion 2 recognizes 
tnat many sites have been damaged and that if a site is to be one of 
the last remaining sites, it should have enough values left to make 
the effort of saving it worthwhile. BLM recognizes that criterion 3 
helps bias the sample, but so does the present nature of the resource 
itself. However, biased samples can be worked with. If similar sites 
are present outside an area of conflict. it would be frresponsiDle to 
intensify that conflict by selecting those where conflict is ex- 
pected. The latitude to exchange a site in the conservation category 
recognizes that sites can be vandalized or otherwise threatened even 
though they are in a protective status. Once a site loses its value, 
it should no longer be conserved just because it is In that category; 
another would be selected to replace it, if possible. 

As with all BLM activities, currently available professional input 
would be sought frw regional research designs. professional organiza- 
tions such as Utah Professional Archaeological Council, and the most 
recent research reports from the area as well as the Utah State Hfs- 
toric Preservation Office (draft RM)/EIS, pages 2-10 and 2-11). 
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crlbrion ‘3 defw~sthepurposeofselectlngsrtes. 5vavoldtngwebs wlthrmnrcts,arepresentatlve 

109 

E 

samplemy Mtbecham As hmsbeen pOlnkd out In~h~soomment.archaeolcgica~ sltesaredustered 

1naressofcurrenthumsnandIlvestockuse. 

TheBLt4 shouidmnsultwithother professlonalarchaealqlstsbeforedetermlnlnpwhatappropr~ate 

informatvzmal s&&entails (Z-45). The~needsthebenefitofoutsi~professiawl Mdpubllc 

ackb 

TheBLtl has notstudiedall potential~chlleologiwl ACECsandalternativeF chomesonlV u11e 

prehistar~cACEC,otherth8n plctogrsph panels. for ACECstatus. Althoughtheselectiono(theDry 
110 LaksACEC ispositive,it onlyreprssantsonepeographicaren. Other clustersofsites.including Tan 

S&p,SldsDrew,LockhsrtDraw,OllWellDraw,Taylor Flat,Llnk Flats,SagebrushFlatandtheDike. 

havebeen IdentifiedInaBLM publiwtionby Tlppsw important. BLM shouldincludethoseareasas 

~CECs(thyareinclud~IintheUWASanRafaelSwellACECreaunmendatmi. 

It lsobvloustmmanysitesarebeingdestr~ed Although manvofthemeasurestoprotectandmanaOe 

111 archaeologiwlresources(seepages 2-44and2-45)arepasitive.Ihe fundinglevelsapoaar 

m&quateipag,2-7). ORV USB tsa ma]orthreattosltesandcandestroysltffthat havenever been 

&covered If 80% of the sltesarepoingtobeavallablefor destruct~on,hmvw~llBLM ensurethe 

other 20% are protectedgiventhecurrentfundmgproject!ons'The RflP needstobe revljedto 

strengthen necessaryarchamla$cal prwlslons 

RESPONSE.TO COMMENT 15 UTAH WILDERNESS ASSOCIATION 
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109 See the response to cot;nent 15-108. 

110 Although all archaeological sites could likely meet the literal re- 
quirements of an ACEC. the management objectives and direction in the 
final EIS (cnapter 2, Cultural Resource Management) would provide the 
framework to manage most sites without special management of an ACEC. 
The archaeological ACECs were identified not only for their value, but 
also to resolve conflicts among cultural values and their objectives; 
for example, the pictographs have a conflict between public use and 
information potential. 

111 BLM is confident that the provisions of the proposed R1.P are adequate 
to manage all cultural resources in the planning area. The proposed 
f&P assumes that funding would be available to implement the plan. 
See also the response to comment 3-7. 
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TheSan Rafael Resuurw Afearepresanboneof the most stunning,scenlclar&capes managed bv the 

BLM. AreportpreparedbyUtahStateUnlversity'slnstitutefor theStu@ofOutdoor Recreationand 

Tourism &scrlbas the&n Rafael'sscenlcvalues inlhisway. 

nGn.mtw tourism, interstate 70,andthesen rafael swell,PhaseII.Final Reoor(,Royer and 

Dalton, 1972.) 

Only AlternallveC portrs/sa recognltlon on BLM's part ofthesuperlat~ves~n~cvaluesof the San 

Rafael. Evenatthat,themanepement prescr~ptronsas%gnedtoClasslVisualResuurceManegement 

areas&not protectthez.ssce&values and thp/ appear inconsistent withdlrectlon in the BLM 

ManualHandbuok(H-8410-I). 

'~rdingtotheHandb~k,"[m]anagementdec~s~ons in RtlPs must reflectthevalueofv~sual 

rusourcas" (Ii-8410-1,~ 6) HowwnthaSanRafael RMP meettn(srequ(remen(whenlheEIS 

IndlcatesBLM expects may Incompatible actions relaledlo mlneralllevelopmenlandqru~r~y wtll 

occur InCl~l VRM armsiRMP/EISAppendlx VI? What~sthepurposeof VRn classesor Visual 

&alityObjectives If th&y can be blatentlyandcunsislentlyviolated? Inorder toat least relam some 

integrity for VRM classificationswouldit not be better tosimply place theentire resnurceareain 

Class III or ClassIV,sinwactions that are Incompatible with theseclassificatlonsare not exoecledor 

~propaseUtoazur? 

'Thereisample justlficatlon IntheHandbcok for &ablishingrealisticVRtl classes,andfor usmg 

theseclassesin management decisions. The BLM Manual (H-8410-1.~. 6) states. "[llheassiqnment 

ofvlsualmancqementclasses ~sultimatelybasedon themanagementdec~smnsm& In RMP's ti The 

Mmualgoeson tostate. "[iIn fact. lhevalueof thevlsualrffwrcemaybethedrivrngfwwfw some 

mancgement&islons.' Therefore, 11 isentirelyjustifiableandimperativa that the RMP prohibit 

inampatibleactlvltles. All VRII Class1 areesmust be pl&~UlnCetegory 4 for mineral leasing. 

wltMrswn from mmeral entry.andoff hmits to ROW cMstruction mdother management acl1v01es 

-that would impalr these pristing landscapes. 

ACECsestsbllshedantlirebsslsofsamlcvaluesmustbeplacedInCalegory3~NSO~orCateqorv4fw 

mineral Iebs~ngardwltMawnfrom rnrneralentry. Thestipulationin the baft RMP that allows NSO 

re$uiraments lobewaivelshouldnot apply toscenlc ACECs. It Is inccmpatib'le toallow anvoll 

UTAH WILDERNESS_ASSOCIATION 
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112 Appendix V describes, by activity, devel opnent scenarios and resulting 
actions expected to occur witnin the VRII classes under each alterna- 
tive. 
impacts 

These actions biere analyzed with regard to estimated VRM 
anticipated over a 15-year period, in order to compare the 

effects of the VRMmanagement prescriptions for each alternative. 
Appendix V does not attempt to judge the acceptability of the impacts, 
nor aoes it imply approval of the actions. 

113 BLN believes the management prescriptions as outlined in the proposed 
RI? would adequately protect VRM class I areas. 

114 In the proposed RHP, all scenic ACECs in leasing categories 3 and 4 
would be managed as VW class I. 
15-72. 

See also the response to cment 
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andgsssctlvl~wlthlnlhesearedsasnyCl~IVRMares(seeAppendlxV.~af~EIS). It 1s 

mls!eallnq at best for BLM togive the tlluslon thet vmual gralltv objecttvss ce Important when. In 

reality, they are playing m role in ma\apsment decisions. The VRM closslflcatims racnmmen&d b 

Aiternetlve C should be adopted an8 manqsment prescrlptims applied that will tnsure the San 

Rafal’s extrardlnay lm&apes are not dImInIshed 

15 

The flml RrlP/EtS needs to better define how visual resourc85 we being used tn thts planning effort 

Olvm BLM’s obvlau tntentlons to allow VCOs md VRf7 ctasslflcatlons to be cnnststentty violated, it is 

aenpletety unclea why the visual resourca Issue Is evan cerrled be/and the Inventory phase. 

116 

117 

‘The plan does not discuss In anv detail potential water development projects The map on pape 39 

r&es questions abcut potential dam sites and about the extent of public ,watar withdrawals 

Are anv Cams on the San Rsiael Rover t-luck% Creek or Green River planned ior the resource aree) II 

so, why weren’t the/ analyzed in the draft RMP, and what IS the current status of the proposals We 

are particularly concerned about the San Rafael dam site at Hambrig Bottom. Why didn’t the draft 

RMP analyzeelimlnation of the powersite withdrawals? 

Are the public water reserves, tdentlfred on page 39, water sources owned L~J the U S es opposed to 

private water ownership on public lands? Are these watersavailable for adjudication by other 

parties or will they stey in public ownership? Are there manv water sources in the San Rafael 

Resource Area, like those mentmnedas bass waters In certain allotments f seeour grazzrng sectron,, 

which are privately owned? 

Theseouestionsare Important b-use water is the lifebloodof thedesert. The RMP shouldcommIt 

ELM to aggres~vely pursue water reserves for pubhc purposes on the San Raieel Resource Area 

-S ASSOCIATIU 
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115 See the response to cocwlent 15-113. 

116 No dams ere planned on the San Rafael River, Muddy Creek or the Careen 
River in the resource area. nor is a dam site presently proposed at 
Hamorick Bottoms. The existing powersite withdrawals are in the 
process of administrative review to determine if they still meet the 
specific withdrawal criteria. 

117 A public water reserve (PYR) is a reservation under one of several 
executive orders for puolic land containing a spring or waterhold. 
reserving water to the puolic for the purpose of human and animal 
consumption. 

PWRs are in the process of administrative review to determine if they 
still meet tne specific reservation criteria. Once it has been deter- 
mined that a PWR meets these criteria, BLM would file a water right 
for any PWRs that do not presently have one. The majority of the PWRs 
identified on map 39 do have a ELM water right filed on them. Water 
is adjudicated by the Utah State Engineer. BLM would keep all 
certificated water rights. There are four springs in the Iron Uash 
Allotment, seven in Horsesnoe South Allotment. one in Horseshoe North 
Allotment, and three in Sweetwater Allotment. These are privately 
owned and were used as base waters for establishing these allotments. 
See the response to comment 15-39. 

NOTE: iocxaent 15 from the Utah Wilderness Association was accompanied by 
tnree appendixes, which are not reproduced here. 
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Mr. James Dryden 
San Rafael Reeource Area Manager 
900 North 700 Raet 
Price, Utah 84501 
Attnt RMP Public Comments File 

Dear Sir: 

The San Rafael Resource Area contains some of the finest but 
least known natural areae in Utah. The resource area contains 
critical wildlife habitat, archaeological resources, potential 
wilderness areas, and scenic areas which have been proposed for 
National Park Status. The final management plan should recognize the 
value of these resources and should provide protection from damage 
caused by ORV use and from mineral activities. 

The entire San Rafael Swell should be designated as an Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). Within this ACEC all ORV'e 
should be restricted to existing roads and mineral leasing and 
development should be restricted to the maximum extent possible 
consistent with pre-existing rights. Special attention should be 
paid to protection of the Side Mountain WSA, the Mexican Mountain 
WSA, the San Rafael Reef WSA, the Crack Canyon WSA, and the Devils 
Canyon WSA. 

Other areas which deserve ACEC designation include: Horseshoe 
Canyon WSA, the Green River Corridor, Bowknot Bend, and Flat Tops. 

Grazing has a place in the resource area but it should be 
managed to protect wildlife and the land. Grazing should be reduced 
on areaa designated as being in fair or poor condition and in 
riparian area*. Also, livestock should be removed from critical 

-bighorn sheep range. 

Pleaae include theaa comments in the public record for the draft 
RMP and Bend me a copy of future mailing8 regarding the RMP. 

Sincerely, 

YJohn Veranth 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 16 

CComent page 11 

1 See the response to coment44. 

ml4 MPyNlAIN Cl&j 
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l&l"ENT 17 

CESTRAL ROCKIES REGION 

December 6, 1988 

JimDryden 
San Rafael Beaource Are4 Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
300 Worth 100 East 
Price, Utah 84501 

Dear Mr. Dryden: 

Please accept the following comments on the San Rafael Draft 
Resource Manageatent Plan and ESS from The Wilderness Society and 
the 9cuthern Utah Wilderness Alliance. 

In General 

Although the draft RPIlP/BIS is necessarily 4 complicated 
document, there are same simple changes that BLH could make to 
enhance the plan's usefulness to the public. For starters,. 4 

base map containing cultural features is some detail such 4s 

watercourses, roads, towns, and geographic contours is needed to 
orient reviewers to the land being considered. Without ouch 4 

map, the planning exercfae kcomes little more than 4 cut and 
paste activity in which abstract geometric shapes are planted 
here and there as if the life of the 14nd were not at stake. For 
instance, it is difficult to divine just where important riparian 
areas are on map $75, or precisely what land offers high versus 
~wrktrate oil and gas potential on map #78. 

While computer generated maps offer versatility, they should 
shltaneously offer clarity and accuracy. It would help to have 
4 reries of overlays to fit over 4 single base map. 
Alternatively, the cultural features base could underlay each 
.m4p printed 4s part of the RWP. 

Please print 4 final RMP which contains the entire document 
2 Athin one cover. Xt is absurd to have 4 final document which 

is only complete when combined with selected portions of the 
draft. How expensive can it be to print an RHP which is complete 
in 4 single volluma? Whatever tlrat. expense may be, it is likely 
w up for by the ease of use that 4 single volums brings. 

utahoffe 
436ErctAhm&Avenue,slltbkeCity,Utah84111 

(aol)555-17~ 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 17 THE UILOERNESS SOCIETY 
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1 See the response to comment 15-7. 

2 The cement is acknoluedged. 

BLM believes that funding would become available as the various portions 
of the plan are implemented. The proposed RW would be used as a basis 
for requesting increased funding to implement the plan. 



Given the current trend toward frugal&y 4nd budget trinming 
In badera government, and the fact tlmt the proposad Ml? would 
c<)st 25% more than present Ilunagemsnt, how will the BBB be 
implasmnted if full funding is not provided by Congress? The 
fin41 BMP should ad&rem this concern in scme detail, citing the 
ways in which 4 budget shortfall would affect planning issue 
resolution. The B&M should aim first to protect and enhance 
n4tur41 resource values; mitigation, monitoring, and resource 
protection or rcehabilitation should take precedence over raising 
the level of carmodity outputs. Setting 4 priority on resource 
protection m4y meul that across the board cuts would Be 
inappropriate 4nd d4m4ging to resource values. 

3 
A copy of the San B4fael MSA should be available for public 

review in the BU3 Wt4h State Office. 

In defining pl4nning issues, the BLB should have included 
cultural resource smxmgamrnt and riparian area protection, 
especially since theme issueo were raised in scoping meetings and 
czr!t;t.ea comnmta by mumbers of the public. While BLM puts some 
emph4sis on man4ges#ent of Both cultural 4nd rip4rian resources in 
the draft BMB/BXS, greater priority is warranted. Each qualifies 
under the criteria for identifying planning issues, 4s outlined 
in the Draft BMB/BIIS, page l-1. These include: 

1) presenting an unresolved question regarding allocation of 
4 apf+cifLc resourcei 

2) presenting m4jor land use conflicts regarding management 
~:a rrcarintetmnce of 4 base resourcet 

3) an issuer which ten reasonably be resolved in alternative 
wcryn by BL%9 field amnaprersr 

4) concerns which c4n be identified on 4 map; 
5) iswas which are timsly. 

'fha BXS estiaoates th4t approximately 70,000 archeological 
sates may exist in the Resource Area, and states that only 1,500 
sites (29) h4ve Been recorded (EL9 3-42). Additionally, the EIS 
states that: "The planning area is considered to be the center of 
the Pramant culture [Jennings,l978], 4nd its 4bund4nt cultural 
resources show human presence in the area over the past 12,000 
pars. The infort44tion th4t could he gained from cultural 
resources in the pbnning area is not available elsewhere." (EIS 
3-42). 

The EIS also reports th4t vandalism, lalneral exploration, 
recreation41 use, 4nd livestock grazing h4ve inflicted unknown 
damage to archeological resources in the Besource Area. 
@toreover, if alternative F is adopted, the BIS estimates th4t 
6,707 of the cultural sites will be d44uged or destroyed within 
the planning period. This is only infinitesbraully netter than 
under present m4nagamant, MB, argu4bly, constitutes unnecessary 
and undue degradation under the F’LPHA. The Besource Area should 

RESPDWSE TO CWHEMT 17 

&meent page 23 

3 The HSA is avaIlable for review in the Moab District and Utah State 
Offices. 

4 See the response to ccment3-2. 

Riparian area aanagementwas treated as a planning issue [draft RW/EIS, 
page T-2). 

Planning issues for this RW effort were formulated in compliance with the 
NEPA scoping process in 40 CFR 1501.7, 43 CFR 1610.4-T. and BL# manual 
section 1616.1. Concerns raised by the public during the scoping process 
were evaluated to determine whether they met the criteria for a planning 
issue. (See the draft RW/EIS. page 1-l). 

5 See the response to coments 93-7. 3-2 and 3-7. 



*:,Pnit to a broad based program of cultural resource inventory 
before activity plans are drafted and before more undocumented, 
irreplaceable resources are lost. Cultural resource management 
has not been given the weight it should have been in the RMP. 
Please make it a planning issue in a revised draft or final San 
,Rafael RW/EIS. 

'iR&arian Areas 
Since riparian areas make up only a sma%l percentage of the 

Resource area, are exceedingly vulnerable to abuse, and are the 
most biologically productive areas in an area having a dry 
climate, it is important that they be sensitively managed. It is 
not redundant to consider riparian area management as a separate 
planning issue, in addition to the other five planning issues 
idi%Mzified. Rather, it would be complimentary. A comftment to 
riparban area protection, one more sincere than offered in the 
&aft plan, is appropriate given laws, executive orders, 
regulations, and instruction memos which require the BLM to 
manage riparian areas to preserve, protect, and restore 
:k~t :tr dly functioning ecosystems. 

Within the RMP should be a timetable for the preparation of 
rlparian area pltotection activity plans. Alternative F would 
increase the acreage of riparian areas within the San Rafael RA 
by an estimated 150 acres. More important is to identify the 
current ecological status of the 270 miles of identified riparian 
habitat and to restore its native productivity. Also, a thorough 
inventory of riparian areas is needed to know precisely what the 
resource is, how it is impacted, and what activities should be 
modified. Ripnrian areas should be withdrawn from mining claim 
location, closed to mineral leasing, closed to ORV use, and 
managed so as to minimize grazing impacts. Standard stipulations 
should be identified in the RKP for application to allotment 
management plans for the purpose of eliminating or reducing 
cattle from damaged riparian areasr 

R:?:;ponsible rfparian area management presents an excellent 
opportunity for the BLM to showcase progressive resource 
management. It is doubtful that this can be done without 
elevating riparian area management to the level of a planning 
issue. 

Recreation 

"Recreational development is not the work of building roads 
into lovely country, but of building receptivity into the... 
human mind." Aldo Leopold 

Recreation depends upon resource protection. Alternative F, 
the preferred alternative in the RMP/EIS, fails to protect a 
variety of vulnerable resources from degradation. For instance, 
Gut of approximately 1.5 million acres only 4,470 acres would be 
closed to ORV use, 6,750 acres are proposed for locatable mineral 
withdrawals, 8,560 acres would be excluded from domestic 
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6 See the response to conmtent 17-4. 

The proposed RIP would guide management of all public lands and resources 
administered by SRRA. Activity plans would be developed to implement nany 
of the actions identified in the proposed RW and would incluoe riparian 
managtint within them. 

The proposed R&P requires plans of operation for mineral entry and no 
surface occupancy for mineral leasing (chapter 2, Habitat Management.). 
ORV use would be limited to designated roads and trails. Rangelands would 
continue to be managed to produce livestock forage and water to meet 
current demand, so long as riparian values are protected (proposed REP, 
chapter 2. Grazing Hangement). 

The proposed RW, chapter 4. contains a timetable for implementing the 
RIB. including management of ripartan areas. 

7 See the responses to conmtents 85-19 and 15-20. 
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The proposed RIP includes management prescriptions for ROS P- and SPEW 
class areas. 

commodity production rather than resource protection. See the response to comment 17-d. 

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Classes 10 See the rkponses to corrvnents 44-3 and 44-6. 
The draft RMP/EIS is confusing and contradictory in its 

8 application of ROS classifications to the preferred alternative. 
On page 4-91 of the EIS we find, "Under alternative F, the ROS 
class acreages would shift toward the resource-dependent 
(primitive) end of the spectrum. The P class would increase to 
83 ,500 acres; the SPNM class would increase to 211,700 acres; the 
SPM class would decrease to 630,920 acres; and the RR class would 
?wr*ase to 599,810 acres. The R class would decrease to 10,630 
acrPs. The U class would remain at 20 acres." Elsewhere we see 
that under alternative F is a statement: "DO not manage lands for 
:;ptcific ROS classes." (2-59). In other words, while there may 
be lands that qualify for one ROS category or another under 
alternative F, no designation and no prescription will be 
attached to the classification. Yet on page 2-5 of the EIS is 
ti,: 5: "Protect scenic and natural values and certain cultural 
resource values within the San Rafael Swell associated with 
recreation use. Manage for specific ROS classes in designated 
areas." Please clarify these directions in the final RMP. 

We request that in the final RMP all Wilderness Study Areas 
and Utah Wilderness Coalition candidate wilderness areas (see 
cxlosed map) be managed to retain their ROS-Primitive 

Stipulations attached to the P and SPNM classifications should be 
as defined for alternative C page 2-55 and 2-56. Just as a purse 
;Jithout coin is merely a rag, ROS classifications without guts 
ace but a sham. 

Off Road Vehicle Management 
It is appalling that not an acre of any WSA in the San 

Rafael Resource Area would be closed to off-road vehicles in the 

x;lould be written into the F@lP which would allow for preparation 
of tiered implementation and activity plans. 



The code of federal regulations (43 CFR 8431.2 -8432.1) 
requires stringent ORV restrictions where the need arises: 
II . ..where the authorized officer detezmines that off-road 
vehicles are causing or will cause considerable adverse effects 
upon soil, vegetation. wildlife, wildlife habitat, cultural 
resources, historical resources, threatened or endangered 
species, wilderness suitability, other authorized uses, or other 
resources, the authorized officer shall immediately close the 
areas or trails affected to the type(s) of vehicle causing the 
&verse effect until the adverse effects are eliminated and 
measures implemented to prevent recurrence.... All designations 
shall be based on the protection of the resources of the public 
lands, the promotion of the safety of all the users of the public 
lands, and the minimization of conflicts among various uses of 
0e public lands;..." The Interim Management Policy for WSAs 
(11/10/87) also supports this position: "If impacts of ORVs 
threaten to impair the area's suitability, the BLM may limit or 
close the affected lands to the types of ORVs causing the 
problems." 

Closures to off-road vehicles should be implemented in the 
final RMP for riparian areas (14,770 acres), WSAs and Utah 
Wilderness Coalition candidate wilderness areas (approximately 
600,000 acres), important cultural resource areas, existing ROS 
Primitive and Semi-primitive non-motorized classes, candidate 
wild and scenic river corridors, endangered, threatened, and 
sensitive species habitat, and seasonally to close crucial 
habitat for protection of bighorn sheep, antelope, elk, and deer. 
Plese closures are warranted by the nature of the resources we 
$;c)ek to protect and the inevitable conflicts which will arise 
between their protection and ORV use. Implementing all that we 
propose above is within the authority of the BLM and would still 
leave half to three quarters of a million acres open to ORV use. 
16(::e appropriately, however, all lands in the SRFfA that are not 
closed to ORV use should have restrictions limiting use to 
designated roads and trails. The prevailing management 
philosophy regarding those roads should be that any road not 
.specifically posted open is assumed closed. 

This includes developed recreation sites and three 

and the rest of the acreage 
Despite good reasons to 

The proposed alternative would allow for (but not require) 
of critical soils. As weak as this seems, it is a 

Other protective measures should be instituted to 
conflicts in riparian areas, predominately recreational 
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11 See the response to cMrments 15-19 and 15-20. 

12 Grazing exclusions were made in areas where livestock use is not com- 
patiole with other resource values, such as developed recreation sites and 
certain ACECs. Livestock were not excluded where potential conflicts 
could oe mitigated. 

13 An activity plan would be developed and implemented for the San Rafael 
Swell SRMA. which includes the areas mentioned (draft RW/EIS. page 3-43). 



14 
of Lnprovement (including the San Rafael River allotment 
mentioned above) and proposes some changes in management. Some 
of these changes will no doubt enhance the recreational values of 
the areas affected and we applaud the BLM for proposing them. 
Others are less clear. Greater area should be excluded from 
range improvements, including WSAs, riparian areas, potential 
ACECs, and crucial wildlife habitat. A schedule for AMP 
revisions and implementation should be included in the proposed 

Lfinal RMP and the public invited to comment on revisions. 

areas, crucial wildlife habitat, T&E species habitat, and 
sensitive cultural resource areas. In narrow canyons such as 
crack, chute, bell, little wild horse, wild horse, red, devils, 
straight, black dragon, and others, cattle sometimes trample and 
ovar-utilize limited forage, foul water supplies, and leave 
behind enough feces to make recreational enjoyment all but 
impossible. In other areas, even where there are conflicts, 
ranchers (and I am thinking now of a cowboy I met along the San 
Rafael River who was looking for strays cattle) who are sensitive 
to potential conflicts do their cause good by amicably co- 
existing with other resource users. Does BLM anticipate 
educating the various resource users to each other's needs and 
expectations? The draft RMP/E4S fails to deal with potential 
recreation--grazing conflicts, and in so failing will inevitably 
intensify the conflict. Please address this concern in the final 
RMP. Perhaps a special management plan for the canyons is 
appropriate. 

The draft RMP/EIS categorizes 33 allotments as being in need 

The EXS does not contemplate an adequate array of 
15 

1 
ctltelnatives with regard to grazing restrictions to satisfy NEPA 
cq*2irements. 

The final RMP/EIS should also identify the amount of income 
from grazing fees and other sources in relation to expenditures 
being proposed for range management. How are funds allocated by 
federal, state, and local agencies, as well as by the grazing 
advisory boards for grazing management on the SRRA? What returns 

-to the treasury occur from grazing management of these lands? 

17 
'Wild and Scenic Rivers 

The ELM did a good job of studying rivers for inclusion into 
thd *Wild and Scenic Rivers system. We concur with the agency's 
tissessment of all three sections of the Green River. On the San 
Rafael River we believe that from Fullers Bottom to Tidwell 
Bottoms (sections 2, 3, and 4) the river should be classified as 
wild, sections 1 and 5 as scenic. Muddy Creek deserves 
classification as wild for sections 1, 3, 5, and 6 as defined in 
the draft RMP, scenic for the other two shorter stretches (draft 
RMP/E3LS appendix J). Where impacts are substantially 
unnoticeable, as in the lower stretches of Muddy Creek and in 
section 3 of the San Rafael River, the more protective 
:l.aasification should be preferred by B&M. Management 
;.Le:iariptions should be aimed at preserving the values which led 
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14 Oevelopment of range improvements would be limited in riparian areas, 
crucial wildlife habitats, proposed ACECs, critical soils areas, and 
developed recreation sites (draft RIB/EIS. pages 2-73, 2-72, 2-39, 2-49. 
2-62, 2-66 and 2-55 respectively). 

Ales would be revised and implemented as budget and schedule allow. 
Revised AMPS must be agreed upon by all permittees within an allotment 
prior to implementation. Several requests have been received to initiate 
a coordinated resource management plan for AMPS to provide input to the 
At@ by all interested parties. ELM would seriously consider this process 
in all allotments havfng si nificant resource conflicts. 
be placed on high-priority 9 

Emphasis would 
category I) allotments (appendix G). 

15 See the response to cMrment 15-31. 

16 The draft RW/EIS discussed only significant or potentially significant 
economic effects. The criterion for significance was a 1 percent change 
to an economic indicator for an individual, business. industry, community, 
region, or government entity. Changes to federal revenues did not meet 
this test of significance. Also. planning guidance does not require 
analysis of government receipts. 

17 See the responses to coiiments 3-20 and l-l. 



‘:. 

L to the proposed classification as wild or scenic and at managing 
these rivers for primitive recreation opportunities. 

Wl3.derPus study Aree mllagement 
Wildernena Study Areas must be managed to protect their 

wilderness suitability in the interim before Congress either 
designates them as wilderness or releases them for other uses. 
Wilderness allows a variety of uses to occur, but the management 
emphasis ought to be to retain a naturally operating ecosystem 
(see the Wilderness Act of 1964, Interim Wanagement Policy, Code 
of Federal Regulations). To this end, the BLW should give maximum 
protection within its discretion to protecting wildlife, 
including threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, to 
vegetation, riparian areas, and primitive recreation 
opportunities such as hiking, hunting, fishing, sightseeing 
birding, and the like. Xt is entirely appropriate that the 
agency close all WSAs to off-road vehicles, that closure to 
leasables be instituted, that some grazing exclusions be 
applied, and that locatable mineral withdrawals be proposed. Why 
is n*Jne of this is being proposed in the draft RMB? 

The draft RNB/EIS fails to discuss management of hiking 
trails for recreational use. The final plan should consider 
trail maintenance, especially within WSAs, ACECs, along rivers, 
;:reeks, and within canyons. Closing certain hiking routes to all 
ma-.orized vehicles is appropriate in canyons and in other remote 
d.tkl environmentally sensitive areas. Heavy ORV impacts are 
documented for the 846,340 acre San Rafael Swell Special 
Recreation Management Area (see draft RWP/RIS 3-47) which was 
designated in 1981 along with a 49,220 acre Labyrinth Canyon 
SRMA. This area should be considered by BLW as an ACEC with 
management compartments within it being defined by the primary 
uses and resource values. The area should also be considered for 
management as a Mational Conservation Area. In the meantime, 
conflicts between motorized and non-motorized users need to be 
nore carefully looked at and managed in these areas. 

Utah instruction memorandum S9-134 directs BLW to consider 
managing dirt or gravel roads as "backcountry byways." The 
proposed final RMP/EIS should consider which roads might 
appropriately qualify under this new program and develop 
management prescriptions to protect their rural scenic qualities. 

Wildlife 

Bighorn sheep crucial habitat should he protected by 
seasonal ORV closures, RSO leasing stipulations, seasonal surface 
disturbance closures, and domestic livestock grazing exclusions. 
Yearlong habitat should be protected by limiting ORVs to 
designated roads, and by subordinating domestic livestock grazing 
concerns to bighorn sheep needs where conflicts arise. Domestic 

SENT 17 

iComnent 71 page 

18 See the response to comment 3-25. 

19 See the responses to comments 15-G and 15-10. 

20 See the responses to comnents 15-60 through 15-68. 
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livestock grazing allotments should be reduced where conflicts 
with bighorn, antelope, or elk occur. An accurate population 
inventory Ps needed for bighorns, as is a study which analyses 
the eleimnts of bighorn sheep crucial habitat. Population goals 
should be set in the RMP. These goals should be consistent with 
the Region-wide Bighorn Sbeep Management Plan (WO Xnstruction 
blelnc 88-209). Re-introduction of bighorn sheep to their native 
habitat should be considered and coordinated with relevant Utah 
agencies. The proposed final RMF should integrate the above 
coimsents to establish general directions from which IiMPs may be 
.developed. 

‘Antekge 
In preference to the prescriptions in alternative F, the 

proposed final RMP should protect both lambing and rutting 
seasons. Protection should occur from April 15 to July 15, and 
from October 16 to January 31. A thorough inventory of fawning 
and rutting areas is needed to protect the animals; until the 
inventory is complete, protection should be given to the entire 
identified range. In addition to defining range and numbers of 
individuals, the inventory should sample the health of the 
antelope population. ORV closures should protect fawning areas. 
Limitation of ORVs to designated roads should apply to all 
antelope habitat. Prohibitions against surface disturbing 
activities ought to apply seasonally. NSO stipulations should 
protect fawning areas from exploration and development of 
leasables. 

Crucial winter range should be protected from ORV and other 
surface disturbing activities. Cattle grazing should be 
seasonally eliminated from the 18,200 acres of crucial elk 
winter range, since elk and cattle compete for forage. 

23 

Threatened am3 $IlldlangFered Species 
The draft FfNP/EIS recognizes the legally mandated need to 

protect threatened, endangered, and sensitive plants and animals 
which occur in the Resource Area. It should however set a higher 
pl.jority on inventorying the land and preparing recovery plans. 
?t would be useful to have a map associated with the proposed 
final RMJ? which identifies habitat for the species identified at 
3-25 and 3-38 of the EIS. If the information for such a map is 
not at hand, the BLM should arrange to work with state and 
federal agencies and the Utah Heritage Program to acquire the 
data as soon as possible. Habitat for sensitive, threatened, and 
endangered species should be protected absolutely from damage by 
ORVs, mineral exploration and development, oil and gas leasing, 
livestock grating, and other potentially damaging recreational 
was. 

24 
The BLBl should consider reintroduction of TLE species, such 

the black-footed ferret, which were extirpated from the 
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21 See the response to torment 115-67. 

22 See the response to comnent 15-68. 

23 Management prescriptions contained in the proposed RW would adequately 
protect known populations of T/E species. BLM is in the process of inwen- 
torylng tne planning area for additional information on T/E species. 3~14 
does not publish the locations of T/E species. 

Monitoring studies will be implemented this year on known plant locations 
and expanded as new information becomes available. The studies wili be 
designed to slonitor population trends and identify resourse uses that nay 
be impacting the T/E species. 

24 USFYS uas lead responsibility for reintroduction of T/E species. XM 
would cooperate with that agency in planning and providing for the 
recovery of any T/E species. 



Wilderness 

Most of our concerns about Wilderness Study Areas management 
hdve been elucidated above. Please also look at the map which is 

25 
a part of these conments; 

i 

it defines our wilderness proposal 
within the San Rafael Swell. We believe that the areas we 
propose for wilderness designation deserve to be protected as if 
they were WSAs. Much of the land that is within our proposal was 
eliminated from WSA status for specious reasons during the BLM 
wilderness inventory process. We maintain that all of our 
proposal is of wilderness quality. 

We request that ORV closures extend to all of the land in 
our wilderness proposal because ORV use and primitive recreation 
as entirely incompatible uses. We further request that all land 
wl'-hin our wilderness proposal fall under category III or IV oil 
and gas leasing if it is not designated by Congress. Wherever 
category III is used, it should not be negotiable based upon 
mitigation proposals from developers; wherever it is applied it 
should be straightforward and ironclad. Portions of our 
wilderness proposal which contain crucial wildlife habitat, T&E 
species habitat, Class I VRM classifications, riparian habitat, 
cultural resources or are currently being considered for ACEC 
status should fall under category IV. 

Existing Primitive and Semi-primitive non-motorized ROS 
27 should be managed to maintain those 

classifications. Wilderness, once designated should be managed 
13~ protect natural values. Before designation those values 
should not be compromised. 

Cultural Resources 

As mentioned earlier, we believe that the SRRA should 
inventory its cultural resources before approving activities 
which could result in damage or destruction of irreplaceable 
archeological sites. This notion is supported by the EIS which 
states that, "All areas subject to surface disturbance or 
rehabilitation that have not been previously inventoried for 
cultural resources must be inventoried prior to starting the 
activity. Both direct and indirect damage will be avoided to the 
extent possible without curtaining valid rights." (EIS p. 2-11). 
'pilis is a strong assurance that cultural resources will be 
protected. However, the EIS also states that "Inventory work 
will be conducted as funding and personnel are available.*' (EIS 
Z-9). 

If the budget does not allow for inventory work, does this 
mean that an activity will not proceed? How does this relate to 
ORV designations, grazing, and dispersed recreational activities? 
presumably, mineral leases and mining claims have some sort of 
.Jalid existing right associated with them. How will these VERs 
h? interpreted and how might the BLM condition operating plans to 
protect cultural resources? It seems that the agency should make 
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25 See the response to cwmlent 3-24. 

26 See the response to comment 15-98. 

27 See the responses to comments 3-23 and 3-25. 

2d Inventory prior to development or other permitted impacts must be aone 
(draft RIP/EIS, pages 2-lil and 2-11). whereas inventory for general plan- 
ning depends on funding and personnel availaoility. The planning assump- 
tion contained in the draft RW/EIS, page l-2, states, "Funaing ana 
personnel will be sufficient to carry out any alternative selected." 



The management objectives defined on page 2-11 of the EIS 
are good, and the fact that the BLM is concerned about 

29 "unnecessary and undue" degradation to the resources is 
appropriate. It would be helpful to add that all uninventoried 
lands should fit under objective $3, that is, to be avoided until 
their '*information potential" is known. With less than 2% of the 
likely cultural sites in the SRRA discovered, it is prudent to be 
conservative in allowing potentially harmful development. All 
portions of the Resource Area which hold promise for discovery of 
cultural values should be managed for their "information 

,potential'* as defined in the EIS page 2-45. 

To protect uninventoried lands from ORV damage, the BLM 
should limit use to designated roads. ORV closures should be 

.30 
applied to identified cultural sites. Livestock grazing should 
also be eliminated from areas that are identified cultural sites. 
The continuing damage that will occur from recreational use and 
existing grazing pressures recommends immediate cultural resource 

i 

inventories and consequent protection. Oil and gas leasing in 
identified cultural site areas should fall into category IV. 
Hardrock mining in these areas should be withdrawn. While valid 
e.(i.sting rights cannot be taken away, conditions may be attached 
:o the means of access, exploration, and development to protect 
Irsource values. Cultural ACECs should be protected as 
completely as possible from disturbance and destruction. 

its intentions known on these points in the proposed final FMP if 
it is going to successfully apply conditions in an activity 

-plan. 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

The San Rafael Swell has been long recognized for its 
superlative scenic values. It has been proposed as a National 
Park a number of times since 1935, considered for designation as 
a National Conservation Area, and recognized for its potential 
national landmark sites. The BLM and other conservation minded 
organizations and individuals have recently proposed wilderness 
designation for portions of the Swell. It is our view that the 
Swell need only remain as it is to be at its best: undeveloped, 
utnpackaged, unimaginably rugged, beautiful. The draft RMP/EIS 
seeks a balance between preservation and development which 
includes nineteen potential ACEC nominations to protect a variety 
of uses. 

The ACECs proposed by the BLM across all of the alternatives 
identify important values which should be protected. These ACECs 
do not entirely protect the resources they identify, however, but 
are a strong statement by BLPl that the agency is concerned with 
protection of relict vegetation, recreation values, cultural 
valuem, and visual qualities. 

Bather than fragment what we see as an integrated system, we 
propose instead a single scenic/ cultural/ natural values/ 
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29 Avoidance of all uninventoried Tanas in the planning area would require 
that it ae closed to all uses until the cultural resource information had 
been collected. A closure of such magnitude would oe untenable (see the 
response to cocenent 3-7), and information recovery by currently available 
techniques may not provide tne best scientific data. Archaeology is 
constantly.cnanging and finding new *ays to collect information. The 
"once-over" approach suggested in the cormnent would not provide for this 
potential evolutionary advancement in data collection, whereas the 
conservation category does. All these categories need to be provided for. 

30 Tne management prescriptions in the proposed RMP would protect archaeo- 
logical resources. Activity plans would be developed and implemented 
along with monitoring to protect specific sites and meet the objectives 
identified [draft RM'Y/EIS, pages 2-10 and 11). See also the response to 
comment 3-7. 

31 See the responses to cotmnents lS-9 and 15-10. 



recreational ACEC which encompasses the Swell from just north of 
:he Wedge Overlook south to Goblin Valley and the Moroni Slopes, 
and on the west from the Manti La Sal National Forest to highway 
24 on the east. Please see the enclosed map for more precise 
boundariem . The 'gimportance" criteria for ACEC nomination is met 
~~~~isf~~e~~ymP~~fic~ce of resources within the area 

. if an area can be seriously proposed 
National Park and a'lational Conservation Area, is full of 

as a 

potential national landmarks, archeological sites, wildlife, and 
wilderness valuem it should be considered a legitimate candidate 
for ACRC status. 

This San Rafael Swell ACEC would include areas of 
outstanding scenic beauty such as the San Rafael Reef with its 
many slot canyons and dramatic uplifts, Muddy Creek, the Moroni 
Sloper, Handu Country, and the little Grand Canyon of the San 
Rafael. A 1973 BW mtudy of the swell states that,Y'be San 
Rafael Swell's greatest natural resource is its aesthetic 
quality. Nature has applied space, color, texture, and synunetry 
&with unparalled variety in this unique bulge in the earth. To 
this is added cool, clean air scented by pine and juniper, 
unpolluted soils and streets, solitude, peace, surprise, 
exultation, and wellbeing.*' The ACEC would cover an area of 
unigue geological significance, including the entire swell with 
its Jurassic sandstones in the north and younger shale badlands 
tt: the west and south. The variety of geologic shapes, colors, 
and formations is impressive, well deserving of recognition and 
protection. Mineral entry, ORV damage, oil and gas exploration, 
and right-of-wry corridors threaten to diminish the area's scenic 
vds kes . The badlands in the southwest portion of the proposed 
ACEC are especially vulnerable to erosion and ORV abuse. 

Since the region was once the center of Fremont Indian 
culture, an enormous variety of archeological resources occur 
within the proposed ACEC. From the pictographs and petroglyphs 
in Buckhorn Wash to the 12,000 year old buried Clovis site. 
"In importance they range from world famous rock art sites [Smith 
19801 to obscure artifact scatters with only minimal scientific 
value" (draft EIS p. 3-42). There are many potential National 
Register and National Historic Landmarks sites in the area. 
These cultural and historic sites should be recognized for the 
unique values they embody, and some should be interpreted for 
public appreciation. Many now suffer vandalism and unnecessary 
degradation. Grazing, insensitive ORV use, other recreational 
activities, and possible mineral development also threaten to 
diminish cultural values. 

The proposed AC&C also contains about 600,000 acres of land 
proposed by the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance and The 
Wilderness Society as members of the Utah Wilderness Coalition 
for eventuab wilderness demignation. The eleven areas which make 
up the wildernemm proposal should be recognized for their 
pristine desert and canyon qualities. Unchanged from frontier 
times, these areas offer an opportunity to escape from the 
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trappings of modern society and to appreciate unfettered nature. 
The8e areas contain crucial bighorn sheep habitat and may harbor 
andangered plants and animals. lW0 candidate Wild and Scenic 
Rivers and many miles of canyon-bottom creeks wind through the 
proposed willderness areas. Critical soils and watershed areas 
occur around the edge of much of the proposed ACEC. Threats to 
the integrity of the area include many of those previously 
mentioned: potentially excessive ORV use, locatable and leasable 
mineral entry with consequent road construction, and livestock 
grazing excesses. 

Recreational opportunities ranging from roaded natural to 
primitive in the ROS scheme are available in the proposed San 
Rafael Swell ACEC. Such activities as camping, biking, climbing, 
sightseeing, rockhounding, river running, ORV use, hunting, and 
picnicking would occur. The area is accessible to millions of 
visitors annually, and the diversity of activities available 
makes management of them all the more important, especially where 
simultaneous enjoyment of two or more activities may be mutually 
exclusive. Overuse and conflicting uses threaten to diminish the 
quality of visitor experiences and the productivity of the land 
for a multitude of uses. 

Management prescriptions for this proposed ACEC should 
include: 

-- closure to mineral leasing 
-- withdrawal frrxa locatable mineral entry 
-- ORV use limited to designated roads except in proposed 

wilderness areas which would be closed to ORV use 
-- excluded from land treatments 
-- managed as VW4 class I 
-- surface disturbing activities prohibited 
-- right-of-way exclusion 

Thank you for this opportunity to consent on the draft San 
Rafael RMP/EIS. 

.qJL- 

Rodney Green0 
I9rues Coordinator 
Southern Utah Wilderness Al 

cerely, 

Mike Medberry ’ 

iance 
Utah representative 
The Wilderness Society 
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Mr. James Dryden 
San Rafael Resources Area Manager 
Rureau of Land Management 
900 North 700 East 
Price, Utah 84501 

Attention: RMP 

Dear Mr. Dryden: 

Re: Draft San Rafael Resource Management Plan/Environmental 
Impact Statement 

Celsius Energy Company provides its comments to the Draft San Rafael 
Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement ("RMP/EIS"). Celsius 
is an exploration and production company with its headquarters in Salt Lake 
City, Utah. Celsius owns oil and gas rights within the San Rafael Resource 
Area ("SRRA"). 

We are disturbed that the BLM's Preferred Alternative F subordinates 
mineral resource development to "other listed goals." In particular. we are 

1 

I 

troubled by BLM's proposal to establish vast areas of SRRA as Areas of Crit- 
ical Environmental Concern ("ACEC"). Under the Preferred Alternative, the 
BLM proposes to designate thirteen ACEC's covering nearly 275.000 acres. We 
are concerned that the BLM is using ACEC's to protect areas of land which are 
already protected as wilderness study areas and/or by existing stipulations, 
regulations and statutes. We reconxnend that BLM tailor the ACEC designations 
to the few critical locations, if any, which are presently unprotected. 

The draft RHP/EIS does not set forth adequate justification for the 
See Bill 

* 
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extensive imposition of no-surface-occupancy f"NS0") stipulations. 
J. Maddox, 72 IBLA 22 (1983). Even though we are pleased that mhas 
proposed to open some additional lands for oil and gas leasing, it should 
reconsider using less stringent alternatives as compared with NSO stipula- 
tions -- otherwise. any leases issued, in effect, "would be rendered nugatory 
by the stipulation." A. Helander, 15 IBLA 107 (1974). 

Similarly. we are alarmed by the Preferred Alternative's dramatic 
3 increase in Category 2 lands of 465,240 acres. If BLM imposes the tougher 

restrictions for Category 2 on these acres, undue financial burdens will be 
added to a distressed oil and gas industry. Under the Preferred Alternative, 
hundreds of thousands of unexplored acres, will probably never be explored. 
Also, it would have been helpful for our review if the Draft RMP/EIS had 
displayed the actual stipulations used for Category 2 lands. 

RESPONSE TQ COHEN1 18 

CComnent page 11 

1 See the response to conxaent 6-5. 

2 See the response to conxnent 6-2. 

CELSIUS ENERGY CORANY 

3 The exact wording of the stipulations will not be final until the pro- 
posed oil and gas category application is implemented. See also the 
responses to comments 6-l and 6-4. 



Mr. James Dryden 
December 6, 1988 
Page 2 

4 
As with the excessive use of the ACEC designation, the BLM is too 

restrictive with its proposed designation of over 230,000 acres as VRM Class 
I. Further, we object to the requirement for offsite mitigation in addition 

5 

[ 

to standard reclamation procedures in big game habitat when unreclaimed 
disturbances caused by a user exceeds 10 acres in two years. The requirement 
is ambiguous at best and the planning documents fail to provide an adequate 
justification to support this requirement. 

The practical effect of the BLM's Preferred Alternative will be to 
eliminate multiple use for a significant portion of the SRRA. As you may be 
aware, times are tough for the domestic oil and gas industry. Many producers 
are cutting back or eliminating their operations in the Rocky Mountain region 
because of the difficulties encountered in this area to successfully find and 
develop oil and gas resources. In addition, the State of Utah and many of 

local communities are economically distressed because of the down turn in 

6 
petroleum and mining industries. Accordingly, we are surprised that 

resource development is relegated to a secondary status under the 
Preferred Alternative F. 

We strongly urge the BLH to select Alternative B or modify its Preferred 
F to provide a more balanced approach which will equally promote 

the development of mineral resources as well as other values. 

Very truly yours, 

'I. 

Thomas C. Jepperson 
Attorney 

Pf 

cc: R. J. Gill. Jr. 
J. L. Healey 
R. E. Hogan 
R. m. Hirsch 
G. L. Nordloh 
W. F. Oline 

CCormaent page 21 

4 ACECs would be designated for their scenic values. The VRH class man- 
agement objectfves were established to protect those values. 

5 See the response to coaxaent 6-7. 

6 See the response to comment 6-9. 



Ch~ora U.S.A. Inc. 
COnMENr lir 

6400 South Fiddler’s Green Circle. Enylewaod. CO 60111. P. 0. 60x 599, Dsnver. CO 60201 

Denver, Colorado 
December 7, 1988 

San Rafael Resource Area 
Draft EIS and RMP 

Mr. Jim Drydtn, Area Manager 
San Rafael Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 
900 North 700 East 
Price, UT g4501 

Dear Mr. Drydtn: 

Chevron U.S.A. Inc. is seriously concerned and disturbed with the Preferred Alternative F 
for your draft ElS and Resource Management Plan for the San Rafael Resource Area. We 
believe that your preferred alternative would unjustifiably restrict the oil and gas 
industry’s access to and activities on your resource area for the following reasons. 

Drastic increase in restrictive stipulations. 

Under current mana tmtnt, 23% of the resource area is subject to restrictive stipula- 
f tions, while the pre erred alternative would subject over 50% of this area to special 

stipulations. The need for restrictive stipulations on 23% of the area was questionable -- 
the increase to 50% makes us wonder whether you truly appreciate commodity uses as a 
valid multiple use. 

[ 

No surface occupancy slioufation is used excessively and without iustification. 

2 You have not shown that less restrictive measures would fail to adequately protect other 
values, and therefore, under the IBLA’s Bill Maddox decision (83 IBLA 29). we do not 
belleve that your proposal to place the NSO stipulation on 245,810 acres is justified. 

i 

Proposed ACEC designations are not in accordance with BLM’s guidelines. 

3 Chevron is alarmed that you propose to desIgnate 274,220 acres as ACEC’s. BLM’s ACEC 
guidelines state: “The ACEC designation . . . is not intended to blanket large areas with 
specific restrictive stipulations.” Your proposal most certainly does this! The thirteen 
proposad ACEC’s average 20,000 acres each, and the No Surface Occupancy stipulation is 
applied to 214,000 of these 274,220 acres. We do not believe you have justified the need 
to place so much acreage into ACEC'r 

we appreciate the need for an NSO stipulation in certain limited areas of a 
but placing an MS0 stipulation on so much acreage is tantamount to 

It from oil and gas activities. Either formally withdraw these areas or make 
available for leasing with reasonable stipulations1 

Narthsm Asgion - Exploration. Lsnd snd Production 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 19 CHEVRON U.S.A,. INC, 

iconmnt page 11 

1 See the response to cannent 6-2. 

2 BLM understands the concern regarding placement of public lands in a 
no-surface-occupancy category for minerals leasing. BLM believes that 
exploration and development activities or possible production facilities 
would be incompatible with the ROS P class, scenic ACECs, or riparian 
and aquatic habitat. The analysis in chapter 4 of the final EIS showed 
that the no-surface-occupancy stipulation would have only a slight 
impact on industry. 

3 See the response to connent 6-5. 

In response to public comment. and upon review of the impact analysis, 
BLM has increased the number of acres in category 3 to 228,050and 
decreased the'acres in category 4 to 66,881)under the proposed W. 

4 See the response to comment 19-2. 



5 

Mr. Jim Dryden -2- December 7, 1988 

‘Offsits mitigation must only be used as a last resort after it has been determined that 
onsite mitination cannot adequately protect bii game habitat. 

Chevron is seriously concerned that you intend to use offsite mitigation whenever 
unreclaimed disturbance exceeds 10 acres in two years. Offsite mitigation should only be 
uaad as a last resort to lessen the impacts of an activity g such impacts cannot be 
lessened onsite. There are very few circumstances when such impacts cannot be 
mitigated onsite. We are strongly opposed to the use of a hard and fast rule (10 acres in 
two years) that has no relation to whether the ensite mitigation is adequate to protect the 
habitat. Mitigation must always be tied into the intended purpose, and if the onsite 

, mitigation is adequate, then no additional mitigation should be required. 

Nead to show wording of lease stieulations. 

6 G We nead to see in the p&nning document exactly what the wording format would be for 
our various stipulations for oil and gas leases, 

We would appreciate your serious consideration of these comments. Thank you for this 
opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

L. F. Mercier 

RESPONSE TO COMEWT 19 

CCosment page 21 

5 See the response to camsent 6-7. 

6 See the responses to cosxsents 18-3, 6-l. and 6-7. 

FHEWRON U.S.A.. IMC, 



Domestic Exploration 

C~i.WtdT 20 

l&veDber 30. 1904 

f?o.Box3128 
Houslon. Tems 77253 
Twphons 713l8296800 

Er,“&W*n 
San bfae Resource Area T 
Lreau of Land Manlq)awnt 
950 Worth 100 East 
Price, Utah WsIBl 

Dear Wr. Dryden: 

Re: Resource Ranagent plan 

ttati SFKiit 
that has been actively exploring for hydrocarbons In the 
I felt that it was incuabent for us to respond to the Draft 

Resource Ran&ont/EnviromnOll lnpact Stateaent for the SRRA. There 
are several troubles- areas that I would like to address. 

First, sly conpany Is ftrmly opposed to the direction in uhich tke RL# is 
WV1 

7 
in its preferred Alternative (F) for the San Rafael Rl4P with r l rd 

to IU tipTe use activittes on public lands--mm specifically the Steve of '13 
consideration given to oil and gas exploration and developaant 

The tramandous increase in the restrictive stipulations 
YhiTe the use of standard 

The end result is that oil 
and gas Teasing and develogrnt will be Mach mre restrictive than the 

.current situation. 

'Secondly, we are very concerned by the RLR's directive, if Alternative F 
is adopted, to place its focus on wildlife, recreation and aesthetic 
vaTues. Where is the consideration for comodity values? The reduction 
frw 77 percent to Tess than 50 percent of the lands covered by standard 
stipulations is alarming. 
stlpolation is excessive. 

It certainly l pPears that the use of the WSO 
Its intended use wst be justified and I don't 

think the rationale has been properly set forth. The inability to 

& 
roperly explore the SRRA will be exacerbated by the increased constraints 

ing recmnded while recognizing that the area Is considered to have 
mderate to low oil and gas potential. More constraints will not help 
detemine if the area's hydrocarbon potentlad has been correctly 
estiuted. Me are reminded that once the geologic experts predicted there 

-would be no oil found west of the pecos. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 20 

CComent page 13 

1 See the response to cament 6-2. 

2 See the response to cement 19-2. 



3 

-Thirdly. 1 cannot find any description of the various stipulations that 
may be a plicable 
Supplemen al P 

in the SRPA. That does not comply with the BLWs 
Planning Guidance (SPG) for Flutd Leasing. Furthermore, the 

Draft does not discuss the various phases of 041 and gas activities as it 
moves from the exploration to the productton and transportation phases. 
In order to serve as the oil and gas leasing decision docrwnt, those 
discussions will be particularly important. Consideration should be given 
to including that dltcussion in Chapter 4, Environmental Conse uences. It 
is our belief that. in doing so, it can be compatible wit sensitive ll 

-resource uses. 

'Fifthly, the statement made on page 2-74 (1st volume) regarding offsite 
mitigation in addition to standard reclamation procedures in big game 
habitat when unreclaimed disturbance caused by a user exceeds 10 acres in 
2 years is a bit outrageous. Disturbances of that small nature (10 acres) 
in areas that cover hundreds of thousands of acres within the planning 
area certainly appears to be an overreaction to such disturbances. It 
would be just one more expense that will have to be absorbed by the 

-cwmdity developer with little or no economic benefit to the overall plan. 

Ftnally, the extensive use of WfM Class I is troublesome. Since most of 
6 the 231,000+ acres allocated to this class have been 'blessed" with WSO 

stipulations or no leasin 
use nanagement on the pub 4' 

it has the same effect as eliminating multiple 
ic lands in the SRPA. 

Bhank you for the opportunity to cosmwnt on the Draft Aesource Management 
Plan/EIS. 

'Fourthly. the desl nation of thirteen (13) ACECs In the SRPA seems 
excessive, especial y the amount of acreage involved. Q An ACEC is not 
intended to be used as a substitute for a wilderness study l reaFuyth& 
incorporate large areas having restrictive stipulations (MO). 

.evaluations and modifications should be made. 

JHY:cpr 

ECosnaent page 31 

3 See the response to cosrwnt 6-4. 

4 See the response to cwmnent 6-5. 

5 See~the response to comment 6-7. 

6 See the response to cwxsent 16-4. 



Seplmnter IL.1908 

JimDr@n,ArsaMansga 
Sm Rrdml Raavcr km 
900 Mm 700 E Mt 
Price. Utah 84501 

Qetr Mr. Dr@n: 

fly comments on the Ssn Rafael Draft RMP/EIS follow. The relevant pape number from the 
RMP/ElS prmeS esh amment 

‘Z-9, 3rd paragaph: It is difficult to assess lhe impact of restricting construction end development 
in sensitive soil areas. Summarize how many high,medium, and low potential oil and gss acres 
wet-lap sensitive suil/slope weea. Haps on peges 69 end 70 of Vol. 2 sug@ half the RA cwld be 
affected Take soil/slope data and and apply it to lease terms so lessees knmv what to expect. 

2-9,41h paragraph: Access ecross slopes greater then 25X should be allowed II haul back methols 
are use4 

2-9. last pereqeph: Well pad reclemetion should not begin until one yeer has passedor the reserve 
pit has evaporated. The closest state approved disposal ponds are In Orand County The Impact of 
requiring all reserve pit fluids to be immedletely emptred and hauled as much m 100 miles must be 

.evaluated. 

2 
2-10, 

[ 

lest paragraph: Cultural resnurca cleer~ces In arees which heve been previously and 
intanslvelydisturbedshould not be regulrel II makes nosense toreQuire aclearancz of a vlbrozls 
line on a highww shoulder. 

2-I I, 8th parglraph: Class 3 standards should oniv be required if a reed Is permenent. Olven the 
3 extra disturbmm ink& in building Class 3 rc& (a fle! bladnd rood is more nerrow then e 

[I 
crowned md ditched Class 3 road), il would be munterprtitive to reqire them until, for 
instcme, a ml! is proven productive. 

4 

[ 

2-12, 1st parsgraph: It is dlfflcult to asse% the full impact of this restrictlcn. How many Bcres 
will be imp&d? Is it really necusary to impose this restriction around ALL reptor nests? Meny 
raptcrsare quits capable of thriving in close proximity to men, e.g , hatching peregrine falcons In 
downtmvn Salt Lake City. 

5 
3-37.51h 
higher msts? lfanasi is on thagoundor Ins trss lsss Mm 10' tall, it waddhe very difficult to 

[ 

ww@R: Why is more protection given to nests on the hound w in low trees than to 

m md impact it frm 5,000’ awsy. This aans to be amlradictrry end v&h/ more restrictive than 
~.BefamsucharetrlctlmIs ImposedcWamustba suppllad onmutlmatednumbarofnsstS 
adruulting'l~sdup'scnsge. 

iconment page 11 

In the proposed R&P, there are 480.160 acres of critical soils; 77.210 
acres are in areas of high potential for oil and gas, 395,620 acres in 
moderate-potential areas, and 7,330 acres in low-potential areas. The 
area covered by critical soils is approximately 31 percent of the plan- 
ning area. BLM believes it is not necessary to apply the standard 
operating procedures to lease terms, as they are properly applied to 
site-speclflc actlons. 

&lLI4 believes that costs for the haul-back method would be excessive. 

The text has been changed to Include the reclamation procedure for 
reserve pits. 

The law requires consideration of effects on cultural resources for all 
projects. On areas that have been intensively disturbed, the inventory 
and clearance would be a recognition that no cultural resources remain 
to be affected. An archaeologist would not have to inventory the 
project on the ground. 

Road construction must meet the requirements of BtCl manual 9113, which 
includes collector, local, and resource road standards. Reference to 
class III road standards has been removed from the proposed RHP and 
final E1S. 

The restrlction could seasonally restrict development on 100,000 acres. 
The majority of the nest sites are in areas with high to moderate oil 
and gas potential. However. because of the sites selected by the 
raptors and the closeness of the nests to each other, the actual area 
restricted is expected to be much less. The seasonally restricted areas 
apply to active raptor nests. 

Raptors nesting on the ground or in low trees are more sensitive to 
human disturbance than are the cliff-nesting raptors. The seasonal 
closure would be applied only if an active nest Is identdfied. 

The reason for the range of values used In this analysts 'ss discussed Jn 
the draft RW/EIS (page 4-B and appendix N). Due to the number of 
variables and the large size of the planning area, it was impractical to 
narrow the range of values for the analysis. 



4-9.6thpasg.sph: Evmifths maximum rateds~il lossfrrxn all mineral~iviiy (70,SOOt)is 
diviMtrvths minimummnuelslil Iass(7.135.9001) ff~ihe RA,lessthn 1% ofthesliIIos3is 
fkmtotominsral kfiviiy Restrictimsimpaadon minaalktivi~bseansofsemitiw~ilsae 
axcwalve. Enforolng soch raelrictims will divert limilad rasa~raw frun mora serious arosim 
probhs. 

4-10,lastper~aph:Why~~hysimlstivities cause2600 - 19,880 imsof soil Iosscxithis 
paps,but6,480 - 49,700luismtheprecedlnppsge? 

4-82,last parqlreph: You cmmi increase operating end production expenses without affecting 
proArtion. The South Lest Chsnta field illustrates this. As cited in Table IS, its *vay remote 
lomtion"m~mittm~tgwivatolsyagapipelimato~prsssanBtruckthe~.Thw,thefield 
isshut-in. Misun&stmdingsuch sbusic economic cmceptmskesywrother wncmiccorclusions 
suspcet. 

Volume 2 

ItwarldbemuchemiertoundwstcndtheRHP/EISif: 
a-themepshadbcenincludcdinthetwt,eswmdonebytheSanJuanRA 
b-ltwAppmdicesrefsrancedthapapenumbaroftherelavmtmaps 
c- T~wmhipsandRan~werelncludedonthemaps 

9 
16: This map and the ons on page 29 appear to indicatea ring of no surface occupancy mmpetely 
encirclesand lacks up a large sree south of I-70 and west of U-24. Is this a drafting error, or IS 
this the intent? Will roadrights-of-wey be grated through the perimeter on all sit@ at frequent 
maphiciniervals? 

201 h 202: A row summerizirq the total amount of acreape &alternative for each potential zone 
would beuseful. 

TheRllP/EISistmvagueandarsumptionsscem speciousatbest.Rsmmmendationsandemphasis 
f~ornewrrevlsedm~mtdirectl~areunsupported 

Plammsendmethrevi%dorfinalRMP/EIS. 
Ithmkyarfortheopportunitytoaxnment 

Sincerely. 1 

BrimWood 

RESPONSE TO CMNT 21 &&JTS WEST. INC, 

CComent page 21 

7 Soil loss in the crltical soils area is much more harmful than soil loss 
from the rest of the planning area, 
saline and highly erosive. 

as the critical soils area is highly 
BLM must adhere to the conditions in the 

Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act of 1974. It is important that 
BLH do everything possible to minimize the impacts of human activity in 
these areas to comply with this act and with the state water quality 
standards. BLM does not believe that these restrictions are excessive. 

Also see the responses to comments 43-l and 11-21. 

The figures on page 4-9 of the draft RfrP/EIS (between 6,480 and 49,700 
tons) are for soil loss. The figures on page 4-10 of the draft RNP/EIS 
(between 2.600 and 19,880 tons) are for sediment contributions to the 
drainages. 

8 The costs of complying with the special conditions are not expected to 
affect production. As indicated in the impact analysis for economics dn 
the final EIS (chapter 4, Economic Considerations, Minerals), economic 
impacts would oe small. 

9 In relation to rights-of-way. the 'ring' is formed by avoidance areas 
and exclusion areas. In avoidance areas. rights-of-way would be granted 
only in cases where there is a prevailing need and no practical alterna- 
tive location exists, and then only with appropriate provisions to 
protect the sensitive canponents. In exclusion areas. rights-of-way 
would be issued only in cases where there is a legal requirement to 
provide access (see the Glossary). 



October 20, 1988 

Re: Draft Resource Management Plan 
and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
San Rafael Resource Area 
Emery and Sevier Counties, Utah 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Moab District Office 
P. 0. Box 970 
Eloab, Utah 84532 

Attention: Mr. Gene Nodine 

Gentlemen: 

Having reviewed the above caption Management Plan and EIS. Texaco wot~ld like 
to make the following comments: 

1 1. 
c 

2. 
2 

c 

Townshio and Ranqe Grid: 
It appears that the BLM's Township and Range Grid may be incorrect. 

Texaco's Exoloration Activity: 
Texaco has oil and gas leases on 39,600 acres in Emery County, which tall 
within the BLM's high and moderate potential oil and gas areas. Texaco 
believes that the San Rafael Swell area offers high potential opportuni- 
ties for oil and gas and plans additional activities in the areas. 

3 
Texaco's Recommendation: 
Texaco believes that public lands should be managed for "multiple IJSC’ 

and the various resources involved (i.e. recreation, wildlife, timber, 
minerals, etc.) can be balanced with a minimum of restrictions to any 
particular resource. The areas described above should remain accessible 
for oil and gas exploration, including leasing, seismic, and drilling 
operations. Restrictions such as no leasing or NSO stipulations severely 
hamper the development of oil and gas as a valuable resource. 

Therefore, Texaco recommends alternative 5 which is the least restrictive 
in terms of oil and gas activity. Alternative A would be the next most 
desirable and then possibly alternative F would be acceptable if the area 
of category 3 lands was substantially reduced. 

RESPONSE.70 CWENT 2< 

D.%aaent page 13 

TEXACO U.S.A.. IMC, 

1 Township and range were not delineated on any of the maps In the draft 
RW/EIS; however, township and range have been added to the maps in the 
proposed RW. 

2 BLM data indicate moderate and low oil and gas potential for the San 
Rafael Swell. 
determination. 

No new data have been made available to change this 

3 See the response to cocanent 6-l. 



i3urcau of Land Management 
October 20, 1988 
Page 2 

4 
Areas that are not designated wilderness should be released for multiple 
use and not be put into broad special management areas (i.e. ACECs, USAs, 
etc.) which severely restrict oil and gas activity. This is tantamount 
to "de facto wilderness". 

Texaco appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Management PTan and EIS 
for San Rafael Resource area and we are hopeful that our comments will be 
seriously considered. 

Very truly yours, 

TEXACO INC. 

Terrence M. Belton 
Land Department 
Western Region 

TMB:clf 
oct\lgtmbl 

cc: E. C. Eurritt 
J. K. Hendrickson 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 22 

[Comment page 21 

4 See the responses to ccnments 6-2 and 6-5. 

JEXACO U.S.A.. INC, 



Dtcombor 6. 1988 FEDERAL EXPRESS 
1014288903 

Mr. Jamts W. Dry&a 
Area Manager 
Son Rafael Rtsowct Ara 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
900 North 700 East 
Prict. Wti 84501 

RE: 

Doer Mr. Dryden: 

We art a management consultin firm. sptcializinp in mineral resources. and have been 
retained by the following individuals. unincorporated associations. and corporations to 
officially commtnl on the above-referenced draft Resource Managemeal Plan/Environmental 
Impact StDrtmtnt (‘RMP/EIS). dated August 1988. as provided therein: Brenda Migliaccio 
Kalatzes. an individuak Marie 0. Migliaccio, an individual; Christopher Nick Ka1aw.s. an 
individual; Michatl Nick Kalatzes. an individual; David 0. Baldwin, consulting geologist; 
Migliaccio Uranium Propertim. an unincorporawd association; Trans-Arlantic Pacific Inc.. a 
Dtlawart corporation; TAP Rtsourcts Ltd.. a British Columbia corporalion; Brenda Queen 
Mines Inc.. a Ntvadt corporation; Golden Chest Inc.. an Idaho corporation; Vikings 
Invtsrmtnr Corporation, a Nevada corporarion; and Viking Resources Ltd.. an Idaho 
corporation. 

AS you advised us al your open house held on September 29, 1988, at the Salr Palace in Salt 
Lake City, Utah, those individuals and organizarions who do not submit comments on the 
RMP/EIS waive their respective rights to protest the final Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement a provided in 43 CFR 1610.5-2. Therefore. please be 
advised that under the terms of our engagement with the above-named individuals, 
unincorporated associations. and corporations. the comments herein are to be considered by 
the BurtrJ of Land MtntgCmtnt as individual comments by Ihe above in rheir respective 
names rather than collectively under rhe singular banner of this company. 

Reference is also made 10 the enclosed comment letters we have compiled and signed on 
behalf of other interested parties and affected individuab ac their request. 

Our comments will bt divided into the following cate6oritsz (I) General Comments lo the 
RMP/EI$ (2) Comments to Chapter 3 - Affecttd Environmtnc (3) Comments on the 
Propostd Alternatives; (4) Comments on Mineral Rtsourcts in the Planning Area; (5) 
Temple Mountain ACEC; and (6) Summary and Recommendations. 

As an overall comment. we take exception 10 and qutsrion the validity of the entire 
RMP/ElS for the following rtasoox 



JamttW.IPry&-Arrb8a~0~ 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Dtamkr 6. I988 
-2 

I.01 

We wknnwlod#t that rht pJanniaB proctm is rtSulattd in accordance 
wish 43 CFR 1410.4. It is our opinion. hovtvor. shts sho planning 
prncts ahnuid bo revised for the folbwiag rtasow 

1.02 

1.01.01 tbt first thrtt pilesming step rtquirt the gathering of 
information from many sourcts. including she 'public-. In 
light of tit recant ruBaS by U.S. Ditrict Judge Pratt in rht 
National Witdlift Ftdtrttion v. Burfurd. et tl. Civil Action 
No. 8%2238(D.D.C. 1985). input in tha salaction of planning 
issuts. and comments for tht final Rtaourco Managtmtnt Plan 
and EnvironmtnW ImpacI Staromtnt by individuals and 
orgaoizations who do not have a direct inttrnt in the 
planoinp area should bt diiunttd considerably or eliminated. 
The BLM should plact moro emphasis on the comments of rhe 
‘local public’. those individuals and communities who have a 
direct interest in loctl public land policits; 

Ihe procedures for public notification art inadequate. and do 
not assure sufficient disrribusion of the information 10 rht 
public. especially rht local communities and public most 
afftcttd by changes in local public land policies; 

longer commtns periods aro required so assure there is a 
thorough understanding of complex issues in order fo make 
informed commtnrs; 

the RMP/EIS is miskading with the statement that ‘the 
propnstd RMP and final EJS art subject to public protest 
through a formal procedure explained at 43 CFR 1610.5-2.’ 
The BkM should sptcifically tmphasiat to the public, 
osptcially the local public, that failure so submit commtnss so 
tho RMP/EJS will rtsulr in the forftituro of their respective 
right to proless. Ones l dvistd, she public should bt granted 
an additional IlO-day comment period. 

2 Tht planning horizon in the RMP/ES allr for 20 year% yet the year 

[ 
2000 is ustd as a common point in timt for the projtction of future 
damaode for publii lands. Thora is l doscrtpancy of8 years. 

3 In addition. it cannot bt assumtd shar then will bt sufficitnr funding 
and ptrannnol l vailablt ro carry our any alrornarivo selected. with rho 
txuption of Almrttlivo A. 

iCcment page 23 

1 BLH appreciates the cosasent; however, since these are procedural matters 
eased on laws, regulations. and BLM manuals, they are not appropriate 
for consideration as part of the San Rafael draft RWKIS public 
participation process. 

2 Future demands for public lands beyond the year 2000 cannot be projected 
with accuracy. This date falls within the scope of the planning 
horizon, and BLH believes it is adequate for impact analysis (draft 
RkP/EIS. chapter 1, page l-2). 

3 See the response to cocmnent 42-17. 



James W. Dryden - Area Manager 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

December 6, 1988 
T&NS-ATLANTIC PACIFIC, INC, 

CComnent page 31 

During public scoping meetings. mineral resources were not identified as 
a planning issue. Minerals management is a management concern, and 
alternative B addresses maximizing mineral production. See also the 
response to conment 3-2 for a discussion of issue identification. 

observenca of the principln of multiple use and sustained yield. CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.17) require the listing of preparers and 
their qualifications in an EIS. BLM believes the list of preparers in 
the final EIS, chapter 5. fulfills those requirements. 

A plan of operation can be disapproved if the action would cause 
unnecessary and undue degradation. 

BLH operates wfthln the mandates of the 1872 mining law. as amended. 

personnel involved in project planning and manasement would be a 
requirement. The public scrunity of the detailed qualifications of the 
project planning and management team should be made available. 

The followinS contradictions and conflicts of interest have been noted 
in the RMP/EIS: 

on page l-4 ic b stared in Ihe section enGdcd "Mnnapement 
of Mineral Resources that the mmasemcnt of mosl mineral 

and is outside the discretion of Ihe area 

BLM has no control over the economic conditions that could render an ore 
deposit valueless. thereby causing loss of the discovery and the valid 
existing right. 

The BLW Is a land-management agency and has no authority to direct other 
departments or agencies on matters outside of its purview. 

Under alternative D. 1.282.070 acres or 83 percent of the planning area 
would be proposed*for withdrawal or segregation from mineral entry 
(draft RwP/EIS. page Z-22). Valid existing rights would not be 
affected, but plans of operation would be required for mining-claim 
activity In the closed areas. 

operation for mineral resource exploration and development 
activities are at the diiretion of the local BLM area 
manager. This is a contradictioo; 

on page l-5. it is staled that the RMP/EIS 'will noI affect 
valid existin righIs previously in place.’ However, the valid 
existing rights on unpatented mining claims are subject to 
validity examination and cancelhdon by the BLM. Such 
validity examinations and cancelhrions can and are influenced 
by economic conditions that may have chanped substantially 
since the date of discovery. These same econmic conditions 
arc often influenced, manipulated or controlled by the U.S. 
povernment. The ELM h an Wendy of the U.S. 8ovsrnment 
and therefore such validity examinaGons and cancellalions are 
a conflict of intereat and can reauh in direct damagea to 
interested par&a who have invested rubaC3ntial amounts time 
and money 10 develop the public Ian& in compliance with 
existin laws; 
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1.05.03 1 
a 

I .0X04 

I 

9 

1.06 

1.05.05 

on page 2-6, it is stated that ‘All of the alternatives 
racnglnixa valid existinS rights...‘. This is not an accurate 
statement (reference Alternative D as an exampb); 

on page 2-10. it is stated that the ELM may require a 
raclamacion bond. Problems exist. however, with the current 
bonding raquiramenIa in terms of the discretionary nature of 
the airo of bonds, tha mlaasa of bonds after reclamation. and 
tie aened avaihbility of bonds. The Congress is interested 
in reform and has commissioned aevenl studies by the 
General AaaXWIting Gffii. TIM present system. which allows 
a government agency. such as the BLM. to set the amount of 
the bond, lo administer compliance. and to inspect and 
relaase or demand forfeiture of bonds, is fraught wirh 
opportunities for unfair treatment and is in need of reform; 

on page 2-44 under the section entitled ‘Cultural Resource 
ManapemenV. the RMP/ElS states chat 10 protect the historic 
vJues on Temple Mountain an intensive data recovery 
program would be initiated. However, on page 4-91. the 
RMP/EIS states that the Temple Mountain historical research 
would take one month and cost 55.000 - $10,000. The 
research and data recovery of the information on Temple 
Mountain annot be accompolished within these time and 
budget allowances, and certainly would not be considered 
“intensive’. 

2--M& 

10 All 

c 

of the tables in Chapter 2 are extremely difficult to comprehend 
and should ba presented in a readable format. The same can be said for 
all of the tables presented in the RMP/EIS. 

2. -lo 3 - Affp v 

2.01 Minenl 

on pa8e 3-15. it should be noted that although there are no 
known deposits of Bold within the planning area. there are 
known occurrences of microscopic gold. Gold is named as a 
locatable mineral in footnote ‘a’ in Table 48 on page 3-58. 
(Sea Section 4 - ‘Comments on Mineral Resources in the 
Planning Area.); 

RESPONSE TO COtWhIT 23 BNS-AliANTIC PACIFIC. INC, 

[Conaaent page 41 

a The Bureau has authority under 43 CFR 3609.1-g (I966 Edition) to require 
bonding, if deemed necessary. The RMP process and resulting document is 
not the proper forum for addressing change or revision of this or any 
other regulation (draft RW/EIS. pages I-l to I-14). See also the 
response to colmnent 6-l. 

9 "Initiated" (draft RW/EIS, page I-2) is the key word in this state- 
ment. If it is found that the information is already available to the 
BLM. $5,000 to $10,000 would not be needed. However, a study may show 
that more work is needed. The cost estimate was provided by profession- 
al historians who specialize in the history of mining. 

'10 6LM believes that the tables In the RW/EIS are understandable. 

11 Although microscopic gold may exist in the planning area, no occurrence 
has been reported that could be classified as a deposit (an occurrence 
of sufficentextent and degree of concentration to invite exploration). 
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-2.01.02 on - 3-15. vanadium is a rtnteagk mineral and should be 
12 added whenever mention is made to uranium and gypsum. In 

the Son ROfae! SweU. more vanadium has been extracted than 
uranium. Vanadium 8nd uranium should be considtred by- 
products of each other. Vanadium-unnium otef are currently 
b&g pufciuwd by UMETCO Wi Corpontioo. substantial 
quantities of domestic uranium have recaosly bean contracted 
for purchase by the Japanese. and new IeSkhtion was pPtsed 
by the Senate that will be a significant boost for rhe 
domestic uranium industry. (Sea Se&o0 4 - ‘Commenu on 
Mineral &sources in the Planoiop Are-a*). 

2.02 

2.02.01 New economic considerations for the local economy should be 
13 prepared based upon the potential for renewed miner& 

exploration. development and mining activities within the 
RMP/EKS plannine horizon. 

3. Collacntrmbowrca 

3.01 

14 

3.02 

15 

‘The Analysis Assumptions presented on paBe 4-2 are now outdated and 
should be revised. The RMP team should not assume char (a) rhe 
current regulatory framework will remain constant when, in fact, they 
are “aware that laws, regulations. and agency policy often change”; (b) 
all management actions and designations will be adequately funded and 
staffed when. in fact. they are nag and (c) big game species such as 
Big Horn Sheep will achieve maximum numbers when, in fact, the Big 
Horn Sheep transplanted 10 the Temple Mountain area are not doing 

-well. 

Alternative A presents a continuation of current managemenr policies of 
the plaoning area, and should be an alternative 10 receive considerable 
attention. sod adopted. with the following amendmenu: (a) the Temple 
Mountain Bike Trail should k closed as the accessibility afforded the 
naive public by the bike trail has caused Ihe q eedless destruction of 
cultural resow. and expo!ed the riders u) the potential dangers of 
opan mine tunneb and shahs. sod exposure to radoo gases and 
rodActive n&o dmghteo; and (b) uocoaoofkd ORV use in the 
planoing ama should constmined as iC causes extensive landscape 
damage. some of which would be irreversibb. results in the destruction 
of culton! ruources, 04 exposes tb pobk to poteotlolly dangerous 
.sitwo~. 

iComnent page 51 

12 

I3 

14 

15 

The draft RWKIS, page 3-15, states that vanadium is produced as 4 
by-product of uranlua. Therefore. the current and potential for devel- 
opment of vanrdi[um would be the same as that for uranium. 

The baseline mineral exploration, development, and mining activity 
scenario under existing management estimates increases in oil and gas 
and mineral sW.erials, with other production estimates remainlng the 
SNbZ. These oaseline estimates are consistent with baseline levels of 
economic activity by sector estimated by the Utah Office of Planning and 
Budget. 

The analysis assumptions (draft RW/EIS, page 4-2) were made to facili- 
tate impact analysis. Periodic review of the plan is provided for 
(appendix A). and any major changes in the laws or regulations may 
require modification of the plan. The various portions of the plan 
would be implemented as funding becomes available. The bighorn sheep 
are assumed to achieve maximum numbers only on crucial habitat. Herds 
are not expected to achieve prior stable nwnbers due to their slow 
reproductive rate. 

Based upon the analysis in chapter 4 of the draft RW/EIS. 3LH believes 
tne management prescriptions of the preferred alternative would best 
resolve the resource conflicts identified during the public scoping 
process and would meet the multiple-use and sustained-yield requirements 
in FLPMA. 
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3.03 

Alternative B rhould also receive coosiderable attention. This is the 
16 altomative that take into consideration the two moat grandfathered 

activities in the p!aoniog area, mineral resources and grazing. and 
appears to have the most signifiit positive economic impact in the 
bcal uooomy. 

3.04 

3.05 

18 

‘Altemative C is an unacceptable alteroarive for the following reasons: 

3.04.01 the propor&d ACECs permaneotly close or restrict surface 
occupancy of high potential mineral and strategic mineral 
resource properties, including the nationally signifcant Temple 
Mouotais 

3.04.02 severely limits and restricts right-of-way corridors; 

3.04.03 excludes from range improvement virtually all of the. planning 
arq 

3.04.04 could result in litigation that could prove mo costly for the 
government to prudently defend; 

3.04.05 is not consistant with the policies of multiple use and 
sustained yield as it emphasizes increased recreational 
opportunities and wildlife protection. and curtails other land 
uses 

-Alternative D is wholly ungceptable for the following reasons: 

3.05.01 it radically conflicts with the policies of multiple use and 
sustaioed yield by permeoantly closing the planning area 10 
eaaeolially every fundamental public land use; 

3.05.02 severely damages the bcal economy. 

3.05.03 represaoa the basii withdrawal of public lands without the 
approval of Congresq 

3.OJ.03 would result in lkipcion the1 could prove too costly for the 
govornmeot ro prudently defend. 

_RESPON_SETOCOElMEYJ 23 

CComnent page 61 

16 See the response to consnent 23-15. 

17 See the response to conxnent 23-15. 

18 See the response to comment 23-15. 

ES-ATLANTIC PACIFIC. I& 
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‘Alternarivo E is unaccopuble for the following reasonsz 

3.06.01 

3.06.02 

3.06.03 

3.06.04 

3.06.05 

it concedes, among other thiny. ri~cxnt mineral and 
strategic resourcn in order to maximize motor&i recreation. 
a form of recreation that has already been show0 to severely 
damauo the environment and needkssly destroy cultural and 
other resoumeg 

Closes, among other areaa. Tomplo Mountain and its 
significaot mineral and strategic mineral resources to 
oxploratioo and development for the sake of a motorcycle 
trail (Temple Mountain Bike Trail) and a local motorcycle 
club; 

is in conflict with the principles of multiple use and 
sustained yield of public Yam& 

exposures the public to potentially dangerous situations; 

would result in litigation that would be loo costly for the 
government to prudently defend. 

-Alternative F is the preferred alternacivo of the BLM. It is also the 
alternative that requires more intensive management than any of the 
ocher alternatives presented in the RMP/EIS. We have serious 
reservations as to the BLM’s ability to adequately perform the tasks 
outlined on page S-3 and moro fully described in pages 4-82 through 4- 
97 under the proposed budgets and personnel. We would, however, be 
receptive to Alternative F. provided Temple Mountain is dropped from 
ACEC consideration for reasons stated below entitled ‘Comments 
regarding the Temple Mountain ACEe and “Summary and 

-Recommendations’). 

4. 

‘In tho planning area, the BLM should maintain the right of access to 
and use of public lands whenever mineral reaourca and strategic mineral 
resource potential existr in the abaance of other overriding national 
interests. Minerals and raw mxterials represent both the real wealth 
and the basic in8redienr.s of our modern civilintion. and their influence 
upon international politics is immoasa. According so John Knebel. 
Preridont of tho American Mining Congress. ‘mining is everybody’s 
business. No matter what we do in our daily lives. mining is involved 
io some way - from the electricity that illuminates our homes to the 
books that enlighten our minds. 

RESPONSE T&COMMENT 23 TRANS-ATLANTIC PACIFIC. INC, 

EComent page 73 

19 See the response to coc,ment 23-15. 

20 See the response to corrnent 23-15. 

21 The draft RW/ElS, page 1-5. states that the RW would not affect valid 
existing rights previously in place. Only 68,660 acres out of 1,539,190 
acres in the planning area or about 4 percent would be proposed for 
witndrawal or segregation from mineral entry. A segregation or with- 
drawal would be proposed only where the conflict between mining activity 
and other resource values could not be resolved otherwise. 
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Mining is a major contributor to the economic stability, welfare and 
defense of the United Statas. AnnuaBy. America’s mining industry 
produces over $50 billion worth of nonfuel minerals and coal. and 
directly employees over 300.000 persons. For every direct employee in 
the mining industry another 1.25 is indirectly employed as a result 

thereof. When the industry’s nonfuel production is processed into 
finished materials for use in defense. construction. electronic, and other 
industries, mining production generates in excass of SZSO billion a year. 

In his speech at the recent American Mining Congress Convention, U.S. 
Secretary of the interior Donald P. Hodel pointed out that the 
“strength and vitality of our economy and our ability to protect our 
national security must continue to rest on a strong minerals and 
materials foundation.’ Secretary Hodel further stated that ‘we have to 
remove many barriers to competitive land access: 

The U.S. Bureau of Mines has estimated that U.S. metal mines must 
boost productivity by 40% over the next 10 years to compete with 
foreign operations, while other industry officials suggest that our mines 
must double their productivity during the next decade merely to 
maintain their present position. 

A strong, viable domestic mining industry and a dependable supply of 
mineral and strategic mineral resources that art sufficient to meet our 
economic, societal and defense requirements, are prime requisites for 
the revitalization of the United States. Our government has long been 
aware that the country is far too dependent upon foreign sources for 
many of the raw mineral commodities and refined metals, especially 
critical and strategic minerah. ncccssary to maintain the economy and 
national security. Yet, instead of encouraging growth in the domestic 
mineral resources industry, the exact opposite is being accomplished 
through, among other things, excessive strict environmental regulations 
and standards, and the wholesale closing off of increasing amounts of 
public lands to mineral explontion and development. 

The mineral resources industry does not need or want all of the 
millions of acres of public lands in order to make economic development 
possible. But it does need the right of accessto public lands whenever 
mineral potantial exists, and the usa of small areas which are found to 
contain mineral reserves. to provide jobs and minerals essential to our 
society and eliminate dependence on foreign sources. If this is allowed 
to continue, or worsen. our national security and economic stability 
may ba placed in jaopardy. and we run the risk of inflicting permanent 
damage upon the nation’s domestic mineral resources industry. 
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4.02 

2i 

As the U.S. population grows and our standard of living increases. the 
domend for molds and minanb will alao continua to increase. As rho 
wosld popuhtba Brows. and tlba praaanlly undardavalopad countries 
s&a 1&i mspactiva standa& of Uvlng. thair minanl damands will 
aho Awraaa. It ia &fbcult to imagiw how this tnmwdous increasa 
in gropttlatbo will impact tha supply and damand for matals and 
minaw&. but lt b obvious that naw sourca must ba dixoverad and 
dbWbPOd. 

1 

Land usa pIannlng must insum maaimum access for mineral and 
strata+ mlnanl resources sxpbntlon and davalopment that is 
conslatent with sound management and conservation practices. 

-?ba RMP/ElS states that the bcatabla mineral resources found in the 
planning araa include unnium. vanadium. gypsum and copper, of which 
uranium. vanadium and gypsum are the predominate. The RMP/EIS 
states that there are no known gold deposits in the planning area. 
therefore gold was not addressad. and that the strategic mineral 
vanadium is produced as a by-product of uranium. Since no uranium 
wu currently being produced, no vanadium was being produced. 

The tone of the RMP/EIS is to downplay the importance of the mineral 
and strategic mineral resources known to ba present in the planning 
area becausa of the current market conditions of these mineral and 
strategic resources, or the lack of discovery thereof. 

In the mining industry, it is a well established fact that geologic 
understanding and knowledge concerning mineral resources is continually 
advancing, as evidenced by the many recent discoveries in Nevada and 
across the nation. New geologic concepts and exploration tools will 
continue to be developed to aid in identifying new targets on old 
mining properties and previously undiscovered mineml deposits. With 
this fact in mind, the full mineml potential within the planning area 
cannot yet be known. The importance of mineml resources within the 
planning area was therefore downplayed based on current geologic 
knowladge and market conditions. This is quite evident as mineral 
resources is a “management concern’ mrher than a planning issue. 

An important example is gold. The RMP/ElS states that there are no 
known ‘depositr’ of gold in the planning area. The term deposits can 
be used to designate a natutal occurrence of a useful mineral or ore in 
sufficient extent and degree of concentmtion to invite exploitation. 
Although them are currently no known gold ‘deposib’ within the 
planning area thera arc known %ccurrenccs’ of microscopic gold. Gold 
recovery technologies have advanced to the point that microscopic gold 
can be commercially extracted. 

-1EtdT 23 TRABS-ATI ANTIC PACIFIC, INC, 

CComent page 93 

22 See the responses to comments 23-11 and 23-12. 
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As sated euhr. vanadium ad uruhm rhoukl be cauidwul by- 
producb of awb other. Approaimately 4.000,000 pow& of vanadium 
oxide and I.3OO.ooO poti of uranium oxida have baen produced from 
tha San Rafaal Swal. prima&y from Temph Mountain, and vanadium- 
uranium ems M currently baii pwchaaed and commercially processed 
by UMETCO Minerals Corporation at their processing facility in 
Bland@. Utah. And racenlly. two Japanua electrical utilities (Tokyo 
Electric Power Company and Chubu Electric Power Company) have 
coatmcted to pwcbasa approximataly 35.4 million pounds of domestic 
uranium over a IO-year basis under the purview of the Nuclear Non- 
Proliferation Treaty and tha Nuclear Coopamtion Agreement. In 
addition, the Uranium Rcvitaiixation Tailings Reclamation and 
Enrichmant Act recently pmaed by tha U.S. Senate should serve to 
,revitalii the domestic uranium mining industry. L 

4.03 

23 
the potential exisb for same. 

5.01 

24 

It is proposed in the XMPIEIS that Temple hfountain be designaled as 
an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (‘ACEC). We submit 
herewith that Temple Mountain be dropped from ACEC consideration for 
the following reason% 

5.01.02 

Temple Mountain’s existing gmndfathered commercial releva- 
nca overshadows ib discernible physical, on-site. cultural 
resource merits. According to the RMP/EISs own definition 
of same, the only physical structures remaining on the north 
sido of Temple Mountain arc two miners cabins built by 
Lawrence Migliaccio. On the south side there remains a 
miners abin from Brenda Nligliaccio Kalataes’ uranium- 
vanadium mining activities during Ihe 1970’s and 1980’s. 
Thaw cultural resources have already been recorded as noted 
in 5.08.03 below; 

the stewardship of Temple Mountain should remain in the 
hands of those whosa capital, swea1, blood, and liver have 
gona into making it a valuabla and nationally significant 
contributor 10 our naGon’s steel. anergy. and defense 
industrias for the past one-haJf cenhwy. the Migliaccio 
FlOlily. Tha Mi&accii family built the very cultural 
rasouws tha BLM now deriras to protect on Temple 
Mountain. and haw protcctad thaaa rasourcas until the BLM 
and otbar faderal and stata ~ncia introduced Temple 
Moumaio 10 tha publii. Thasa sama cultuml reaourccs. rhe 
barita$a of tha Migliib Family. have ru~uaady been 
M or destroy as a result of government awncie+ 
intemntioll; 

RESPONSE TO CONMEMT 23 TJ&&-ATLANTIC PACIFIC. INC, 

CComnent page 101 

23 See the response to comment 23-4. 

24 FILM recognizes the historic significance of Temple llountain and the 
threats to its integrity posed by vandalism. recreation activities, 
and future mining. Without special management, this valuable resource 
could be permanently lost. Therefore, ELI4 has proposed tne Temple 
Mountain area for ACEI. designation. 

See also the response to cixment 23-9. 
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tha RMP/EIS proposm to desistwe Tempk Mountain LI an 
AC&c for the information potentkl of its cultural resource 
v&tee ns they pertain to historic urnnium-vmudimn mining 
nctivitks, the very snme such rtivitks conducted by the 
Mi$ncck FnmBy, arut ns eJreedy recorded by the current 
rtemrd to the property. Elm&a Mi@kccii Kaktres. In 
dditkn. tba devrlopment of Ameria’s minecrl and rtntegic 
nmmtrws industry rod sockI history assockted with the 
Tempk hhudaio Mittittg Diitrict b outlined by the US. 
Department of the Interior. the Atomic Energy Commission. 
nnd bundr& of pages of kgal brkfs and court recordings. 
Any diligent study of Temple MountaJo conducted under the 
RMP/EIIS would be tT&mdan~ 

The RMP/EJS is proposin6 a budget of SS.OtXI - S10,ooO and 
one months time to compkte its study l td recordation of the 
cultur8l resources of Temple Mountain. Brenda Migliaccio 
Kdatzu has already expended over 550.000 (in 1976 dollars) 
and IO-years of time in compiliq oraJ histories. historic 
documents ad ~hototm~h.ss. letters. scnpboolo, P 
commissioned photo-essay study of the environment and its 
cultural resources, and over 4.000 professionally written paaer 
on history of Temple Mountain’s netionaJ mining significance 
and the men and women who played an integral part of its 
evolution. The majority of this information is now 
irrepkceeble and in many instances considered pricelas. The 
time and budSets proposed in the RMP/EJS are simply not 
realistic, and the BLM will not be able to complete the 
outlined tmhs in the RMP/EJS; 

the BML personnel schedukd to conduct said study and 
recordation have not even been to Temple Mountain for 
approximately four yearq 

as history has recorded, the Miglkccio Family will defend 
their family k88cy and validity of their existing rights 
should the firul RMP/ElS provide for the closure of mineral 
entry or surface cccupmtcy. 
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Lead-use pknningl bat become l mean8 of test&t@ riBbts of mined expkntion. 
dkcowry. devskpmmt Md ovnlenhip. Fuleml anv lronnmntol atohttes frequently have 
han imttknmnted at f&ereI end s.@tm kveh in waya tbet emount to direct or indiiect 
k&-use contmk. The readt is iadiscrimiite sqqation of knds from both public 
rod private use. ntber than ttmnuemeat of these kads. 

AII knd-use b@mion. &tniq and;~~~m$t~h&tld roythe the uaiaw mature 
ofmimnl- Gowramm mtobksb ‘mm-band- ktbd-use 
phnnint) systems so that mined anrty ckmm~ and witbdnwek an be revkwed and 
jurtifkd duriq e&t pkaniq cycle. impkment knd-usa pknttinB in l meaner 
wasktont with Uu acts set&q fo*b the tmtkttai miaenb golicy. manage l8ads in 
occdmca with the grin&&a of multipk use end sustained yield. end recognize that 
rni*kgirlmoDg~rig~t~~turarof~hncs. 

bad on the hove, we would recommend the folbwingz 

6.02 25 
II 

The adoption of Alternetivo A. with the l nendmeatt described in pelognph 
3.02 dove. 

6.03 Alternatives C. D. end E should be dropped from consideration for the 
26 C remsons mddrosmd in pre6rephs 3.03. 3.04. and 3.05 above. 

6.04 
27 

6.OJ 

28 

-Alternativea 13 would k our second pnferabk dternative. with Alterne 
tive F our third sekction. However. should Alrerlutive F be edopted. it 
should be emended end Temple Mountain dropped from ACEC consideration 
for the reawns discusted bereiabekw. 

‘Temple Mountain be dropped front ACEC considention. If. however, Temple 
Mountain annot or will not be drop& from ACEC considention. we 
propose tot folbwinB courte of a&or 

6.05.01 Temple Mountain should not be &ted to mineral entry during the 
study perind by virtue of our comments in sub--b 5.01.01 
rbove. The rctual cultural ruources of Tempk Mountein era not 
in the builgintp kft shndin~ on the pmperty. The buildinp luve 
be80 dmody been ~~~rdd oad a0 bo protectad. The cultunl 
resource me the visii men and women wh0 faced 
imme8sunbk b&ships to develop Tempb Mountain. and their 
strupllh, to keep it. 

iComaent page 121 

25 See the response to cament 23-15. 

26 See the response to comment 23-15. 

27 See the response to cament 23-15. 

28 See the response to ccoment 23-24. 

The proposed RW would allow mineral entry in the Temple Mountain ACEC 
under the q inln law. out would require a plan of operation for al? 
related activlt es. f 

See the Glossary for definltlon of cultural resources. 

If a Study Of the TCrple IbUotain area that meets the ttanddrds set by 
the Secretary of the Interior for recording historic properties exists 
and is avelllrble to the publk. a new study would not be necessary. 
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6.05.02 

6.05.03 

The ouoqemont of Tempk Mouutniu and Um recordetioo of its 
cultunlmeourmsshnuJdbekcedttbebnmkoftbevorypeopk 
cvrbot%mbgediu~MdcoItunl nsoutcm. the Mii 
Folly. and fpocifiiy Bnodm Maim Kabaoo. Ms. Mi&xio 
istibmidoatofhorownmhdrommesouoqomontfiim 
(this owpry. Tnos-Atbotb Pvifii kc.) which has cottsidenble 
knowkdgo and oxperkoco in m8nqing historic miuiu6 propertier.. 
Md OS mforoacod in sub- ponpph 5.01.03 &ovo. rho has 
pemou&yaJmedyiucurreduBofthetimeaudexpeusestorecord 
the cuItunI mmunos of Tompk Mountain u roforoocod in sub- 
pnnBnpJt X01.03 above. Witbout the utsistattce sod co-opention 
of Ms. MJ@kccio it would be virtually impomibk for the BLM IO 
~ttduct on in-depth aud compbte study of tlm cultunJ resources 
of Tempk Mounaiu. 

Traits-Atkntic Pacific kc. and Brenda Miglkccio Kaktzes should 
be pkced on the BLM’s bidden list and afforded every opportunity 
to pwtkipte in my sod aB MOIgOONOt services contncu and 
cuhunl rosourcos research projects with respect tn Temple 
Mountain and the Temple Mountain Historic Mining Diitrict. 

We l ppreckte this opportunity to submit these cornmenu on behalf of the above named 
individuais. unincorponkd associations. and corpontions. and welcome the opportunity to 
discuss them with you. Pleato insure that our name is included on your mailing list for all 
future notifiationt and other mailings concerning the RMP/ElS. 

Rapcctf.u:y submitted, 

Jdhn W. Be&y 
Chief Executive Officer 

JWRjb 



UTAH POWER 9 LIQHT COWPANY 
Research Farm - Livestock 

MOlllO 

,a, Mr. Jtm Drydbn l uow.Darce Guymon 0-v.. Dee 6. 1966 
SRRA Lo”..,*.” o..*..**II. 

.“.&LOI. RHP 
I havb revtewed the proposed Range Management Plan and from the 

point of vt,w of the Ifvestock operattons have . couple of comments 
which I wash to make known: 

The Colorado River Sslinlty Forum works closely wtth the research 
to assure that we are not contrtbuting to the salfntty of the 
from thts dratnage ore.. The work done would seem to tndtcnte to 

that the m.,or culprit I” the San ftefael are. 1s the Mancos Shale 

Mancos shale 8s a selt bearing layer of clay which acts as 8 
pfpoline of highly saline water. The proposed RMP addresses erosion. 
parttcularly erosion due to range mtsmanagement. as the pr#mery threst 
to water quality. I would hope that the flnal draft may have at iQa.)t d 
statement to the effect that the steep blue slate slopes are the primary 

L pipeline of salts Into the San Rafael drainage. ErOsIOn. 
tmportant. ts a lessor contributor. 

Our other concern IS the reductton of AUMs avaflablr 

permtt. Water development would deflnftely fmprove stock 
rnd thereby #ncre.sse csrrytng capeclty of the ranpe. Thl 
demonstrated I” the ftgures supportIng your altefnatfve 9 
development 8s Itmlted. though. on AlternatIve F in VRM 1 
CMostly I” VRM I. but to lesser extent ,n the others.1 Wa 
could also be limited tn Rlpartan areas and other areas o 

conc*rn. Water development; for the Itvestock. wtldltfe. 
health. recreattonal users, feral animals. and all other 
management. should be encouraged rather than Itm~ted. 

Another note which I hope WIII be of interest to you 

t bough 

through our 
dlstrtbutfon 

IS graphIcalI 
water 

2 and 3 areas 
er developmenl 

CrItICal 
vegetative 
acets Of range 

IS fhdt we 
have been working with Texas Power h Ltght Company. now merged lo form 
TU Eleclrtc. In eastern Texas. They do strip mtnln9 down there and s,e 
,equ,red by legal permttting to restore the mined areas to a 9,ve” level 

of vegetative productfvtty. That 1s sand hill country and very frsglle. 
The prtmary gress species IS gramma grass, whtch 1s also most 
temperamental snd dtfffcult to OstabIIsh. They trfed compactors and 
rollers and hand planting seedltngs and several other methods to get the 

fand back to the required level of producttvity. They never achieved 
that goal unttl they began runntng Cattle on part of the lend. They nor 

use cattle on all of thetr range restOratIOn Prolects. and have 
shortened the period required to have the land reedy for resale by thref 
to ftve years! Thetr comments Include such observations as that cattle 
provtde just the right amount of compactton wtth every step they take. 
They also note that each cow track 8s a miniature reservoir. servtng twc 

I 
C 

or three seeds. They sire certatnly sold on the results. Cattle c.n be 
used as 8” integral part of range msn&gement and restoratlon. 

comment 
I movies’, 

[ 

We have foretgn vtsttors here regularly, and they almost tnevitabl] 
on the cattle graztng &long l-70 as betng *lust I tke the 

‘the real old west’. or ‘typtcally American.’ Such comments 
reaffirm that Ifvestock are a part of. not an tntruston on. a scenic 
virta. Perhaps such e statement could be Included tn the ftnel draft. 

Thank you for;conrlderlng there cammsntr. We look forward to 
workin more closely with your department in the future. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 24 

LCoaanent page 11 

-NT COgANY RSEARCH FARM 

Salinity is a regional issue for the states in the Colorado River 
basfn. It is estimated that the upper Colorado River basin (lands 
draining into tne Colorado River system above Lees Ferry, Arizona) 
contributes 72 percent of the salinity to the lower basin; more than 
half.of this is believed to come from public lands. The salt load in 
tne lower reaches of the upper Colorado River basin is estimated at 
600 to 700 milligrams per litre, witnout considering the effects of 
numan activities LBOR, 19841. 

See the responses to comments 11-21 and 43-l. 

See the response to torment 10-3. 

VRMclasses may limit the installation of water developments in scme 
Range improvements are allowed in riparian areas where they 

%~sd*maintain or inprove riparian habitat (draft RW/EIS. page Z-73). 

The comment is acknowledged. 

The comment is acknowledged. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 25 - UTAH POWER AND LIGHT COffANY. LEASE SUPERVISOR 
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Mr. .Jim oryden 
San Rafael Resource Area Manager 
BIm?MoFD- 
900 North 700 Eest 
P?dce,utah 84501 

Dear Nr. Dryden: 

Wehave received andrewiewd the SanRsfael Resource 
Mansg-t Plmlplvirormental Impact Statarmt. 

1 

UtatlPmer6rLigtrtCcmpanyc-swithyaa 
ret-dsticxls ss set forth in Alternative F with certain 
reservations. Those reservations are based cm the inpact that 
the racreatim. wildlife habitat and cuhzral resources might 

gazingmdwatarri&ts. 

We appreciate yuur efforts andwiU reminimrolved as 
this Plwprogresses thrmgh thanmitoringand evaluating 
St+pS. 

thmnent page 11 

1 BLM appreciates the cement. 



DRAFT 
SCLICITED CONMINTS ON SAN RAFAEL DRAFT 

RESOURCE MANAGEMEWT PLAN ARD EIS 
NOVEMBER, 1938 

VOIUUE ONE 

,The affected environment is more grandfathered 
in mineral resource (strategic mineral resource) 
exploration and extraction "use" than any of 
the uses mentioned in this Introduction. Mineral 
resource (strategic mineral resource) exploration 
and extraction should be added to "final" 
documents FORYARD. It should also be noted 
that "grazing" activities are the only other 
grandfathered activities. 

. . . . ..ii.ading Dept. of Interior request stating 
"most." effective comments will relate 

to ChLpters 3/4. Zwo -paragraphs later %ostU* 
useful comments focus on Zhapter 2. 

ALTERNATIVE C is too costly and just creates an ._ envlrOnmental Sltuhtlon which already exists. 
M s-3 . . . . ..ALTERNaTIVP D is too costly and just creates an 

- environmental situation which already exists. 

S-2......Por environmental and evolutionarily grandfathered 
reasons ALTEREATI'fE A and ;J1TSRNr;TIVi3 3 should 
be given the most consideration and one adopted. 
Rare dollars for the local and nationel community 
have been nurtured and expended by and for the 
mineral resources industry, more literature 
created by the~,imineral resources industry 
on the affected environments than contributions 
by industries associated with any of the other 
values under study. The mineral resources industry 
has kept this environment unique. 

. . . . ..Boundories of Prospective XX's Identified 
have not been y 
especially the SaN RhF.UL REEF area as 
amended. 

continually 

x-a . . ...4351 . ..It is understood that the wildlife of 
6 consideration are transplanted Big Born Sheep 

which are not doing , and have not done well enough 
to limit mineral resource and primitive 
recreational activities. 

I 

iCoutaent page 11 

1 The uses mentioned in the Foreword (inside cover of volume 1. draft 
pW/EI5) are examples only and should not be construed as an all- 
inclusive Iist. 

2 Grandfather clauses for minerals and grazing refer to USAS. not to the 
RW/EIS. 

3 The cammnt is acknowledged. 

4 See the response to comment 23-15. 

5 Potential ACECs are discussed in appendix 13 and shown on maps 11 through 
16. 

6 Habitat Management (4351) is discussed in the draft RW/EIS. pages 2-68 
through 2-75 and addresses not only desert bighorn sheep, but also mule 
deer. elk, pronghorn antelope. amd riparian and aquatic habitats. 



'm I-6.......4331... PROSPECTIVE &EC's Identified, 
Temple Mountain's present grandfathered, valid, 
cotiercial posture dwarfa its tangable, this 
9 tuay ) cultural value, Stewardship should 
remain in the hands of those whose capital, 
blood, sweat. nnd lives, have gone into making 
a valuable culture. Congressional whim should 
not be the determining factor in the contribution 
of the Temple Mountain Mining District, as 
outlined by the Atomic Energy Commission, to 
the world social and mineral resource industry 

in the future. Temple Mountain should be 
dropped from ACBC consideration. 

. . . . . .MhNAGBHZNT OF MINBRKL RESOURCES. Because 
Area Managers apporove, or disapprove, mandated 
Plans of Cperation, totally at the discretion 
of Area Managers, and Valid Existing Rights 
are determined by Department of Interior 
affiliates this MANACEMEXT CGNCZRN must be addressed 
more fully. 

. . . . . ..ALTERN.sTIVE b & B should reQeive the most 
attention and be adopted because of the 
literature cited in Appendix i of this comment 
document. 

PAGB j-14..... 

10 

AL'S.B,?;JITIV& C&L 318 too costly to administer 
and could create m;lssive legal problems. 

.The strategic miner&l vanadium should be &tied 
whenever mention is :r:ade of uraiium 2nd gypsum. 
In the Triassic ores of the San Rafael Swell 
more strategic mineral vanadium has been 
ex*racted than uranium. Almost 4,000,OOO 
lbs of vanadium oxide from Temple Mountain alone! 
~150, Congress should be reminded the entire 
proposed San Rafael ACX submission includes, 
and is for the most part, made up of the 
359,090 HIGH POTENTIAL OCCURANCE acres of 
TABLE 21. Congress should be reminded to 
compare Map 79 with Maps 15,14,16. VGLUPLZ TYC. 

. . . . . ..ALTERNdTIVES A 81 B should receive attention and 
be adopted. 
ALTZRNATIVBS C & D are too costly to administer 
and could create massive legal problems. 

II 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 26 )IILD tiORSE STJATEGIC MIHERALS 

CConmmnt page 21 

7 BLM is confident that the rationale contained in appendix B adequately 
supports the designation of Temple Mountain as an ACEC. 

8 BLM operates within the mandates of the 1872 mining law, as amended. 

9 See the response to cocbnent 23-15. 

10 See the response to ccnmxent 23-12. 

11 See the response to coriment 23-15. 



lQAGE F;*’ 
. . . . . ..The references cited in appendix i of this 

82 
draft comment document should be reviewed and 

B-26 added to the Final RMP/EIS (San Rafael) 
by the appropriate Preparersi 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the San Rafael 
Draft RJW/EIS and appreciate the Dept. of Idheriors hard 
work on this historically significant project. 

I also request to remain, or be added to, the Governments 
BW mailing list and continue to receive 611 public sector 
mailings concerning the San Rafael Resource Management 
Plan/&wironmentaX Xmpact Statement. 

Be 

Cr 
Wild HoDse Strategic Nixerals 
511 Duke Road Yuite 12 
Lexington. Xy 40502 

III 

PESPONSE TO COMHENT 26 

Romnent page 33 

12 BLM has reviewed the list of references recommended for inclusion in the 
flnal EIS. but found no useful purpose that would be served by their 
addition. 

NOTE : A 14-page list of references accompanied this comnent letter but is not 
reproduced here. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF MXMES 

r. 0. BOX *we6 
WILDMC 20. DENVLP FLDEML CENTER 

DENVER. COLORADD .Oot25 

Intermountain Field Operations Center 

August 29. 1988 

1 

Wemorandun 

To: Jim Dryden. San Rafael Resource Area Manager. Bureau of Land 

Management. 900 North TOO East. Price, Utah 84501 
Attention: RWP 

From Chief, Intermountain Field Operations Center 

Subject: Review of draft resource manangement plan/environmental impact 
statement for the San Rafael Resource Area. Moab District, and the 
Forest Planning Unit of the Sevier River Resource Area, Richfield 
District, Emery and Sevier Counties, Utah 

As you requested, Bureau of Mines personnel reviewed the draft resource manage- 
ment plan/environmental impact statement for involvement with mineral resources 
and industry. 

The document addresses alternatives for managing approximately 1.5 million 
acres of public land administered by the Bureau of Land Management, San Rafael 
Resource Area, Woab District. Emery County, and the Forest Planning Unit. 
Sevier Resource Area, Richfield District, Sevier County. Utah. 

Minerals are discussed on pages 3-l to 3-16. Oil and gas. coal, numerous 
mineral materials (sand and gravel, clay, building stone, etc.), uranium, 
vanadium, gypsum, and copper all occur within the resource area. A survey of 
our files confirms the above mineral discussion, but shows that manganese 
prospects occur in the Worrison Formation near Rochester and along the Huddy 
River. Our review also indicates that sulfur deposits occur along the San 
Rafael River. We suggest these minerals be included in the subsequent versions 
of the document. We appreciate the opportunity to cormtent. 

RESPONSE U:S. DEPARTMENT OF Tgt INTERIOR, BUREAU UINES 

CConnent page 13 

1 Manganese and sulfur have been added to the list of locatable minerals 
found in the planning area. Manganese is addressed in the draft 
RW/EIS, page 3-13. Tue proposed RIP has been changeti to include sulfur 
occurrences. 



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH A nuhm ~EICVICES 

IIr. Jim Drydon 
San Rafael PesOUCCo *ma Hanoger 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Ku-mu of Land manegement 
900 Yorth 100 Eut 
Priu. Utah 84501 

AlTU: KW 

Deer Hr. Dryden: 

Ye hevo reviewed the Draft San Eefeel Rasource Are8 Hanageaent Plen and 
SNirOnmentaI I-act, Statement (KIS) for igeets on public health end safety. 
We are respondinS on hehalf of the U.S. Public Hma1t.h SetViCe. These 
environmental docuaents describe proposed resoume management strategies for a 
1arSe tract of public land in the noab District. Six alternative maneSement 
plenr am cdnsidered in this anelysis over a wide ranSe of issues/concerns 
(e.g. livestock une$ement, sPinere1 developunt. etc.). Off-rosd vehicle 
(ORV) use is e corlponent of all #ix proposed l ltemetlves, Particularly 
l ltWnRtiVa L whleh eqhesises motorized ewxmmtion opportunities. Off-road 
vehicle use ia increesingly recoSnired as a high risk recreational activity. 
In the Pinal Snvironuntal Impact Stetoment (IKIS), we recomnd the inclusion 

1 en assosslunt of the reletive heserds of off-vehicle operation for each of 
tha propou4 l ~twnativ~s. This enelysie will clearly demonstrate that public 

has been and will continue to be a concern in the maneSement of 
?urthermore. a section should be added to the PKIS detailing 

SLJI plans to minimize hazards of off-road vehicle operations under 
the selected lend management plen. 

Please send e copy of the Pinel SnviroWntel Impect Statement for this 
project when it is l veilable. Also, pleese insure thet we em included on 
your uilin~ list for future documents which are developed for other projects 
under the national Envimomental Policy Act WEPA). 

,Sincerely yours, 

&.Gp?Yk 
Snvtm-tel ieelth icientist 
SpmcPel Prosmu Group 
Center for Snvironmsntel Health 

end Injury Control 

RESPONSE CONMENT 28 
L 

iComment page 11 

1 Tale hazards of ORV use are not subject to control through SLW land-use 
planning. 



HOWARO C. NIELSON 

1 

December 6, 1900 

Jir Dryden, San Bafa.1 
ate8ource wea Manager 

Attn: RMP 
Bureau of Land Management 
900 North 700 Bast 
Price, DT SIJOl 

Dear Jim: 

I congratulate you on a vell vritten and carefully considered 
plan for the vise uee of our natural resources. I appreciate the 
opportunity to make a few comments on the San Rafael EWP. 

'As the elected representative of the people of the Third 
Congressional District, I believe one of the necessary elements 
in the use of public land is access. In the San Rafael Swell, 
there are numerous roads such as Temple Bountain, Buckhorn Draw, 
Floors, Black Box, Window Blind Peak, etc. In examining the maps 
accompanying the proposal, I noticed no provision for the 
continued existence of these roads, especially through the ACECs. 
I believe a cherry stemsed right of vey would be appropriate to 
preserve their integrity. This right of vay could be noted in 
the text as extending 100 feet to each aide of the center line or 
to the canyon valls as appropriate. Such right of way should be 
available to all county roads and existing BIH roads. 

I am also concerned that possible road extensions or improvements 
could be difficult to make without specific provision for such 
in the text of the plan. Por example, if Emery County desired to 
straighten out a curve, it could require land beyond the 100 foot 
right of way. I believe provision should be Bade in the BUP 
for potential future road construction. This vi11 help avoid 
difficult confrontations between development interests and 

.conservation groups. 

B HON, HOWARD C. NIELSON, U.S. CQlGRESS 

LCornwnt page 11 

1 The county uas a valid existing rignt for the roads on the county road 
systelil. This includes most of the roads mentioned. ATT of the alterna- 
tives recognize valid existing rights, including rights-of-way for 
county, state, or municipal roads (draft RR/EIS. page 2-6). Establish- 
Ing new right-of-way widths for the existing road system would be an 
considered administratively and is therefore not appropriate for 
resolution through the planning system DLB nas worked closely with the 
counties In the past regarding aahagenent of the road syrteas and 
expects the relationship to continue. Rights-of-way have been issued Bn 
the past for road re6ligments outsiae the recognized established road 
boundaries, taking i[nto account the road requirements and the affected 
resources. Tnis would continue to take place. 



Nielson 
Page 2 
December 6, 1988 

'The proposed RJ4P vould restrict ORV ume considerably over the 
present situation. While I believe that there have been abuses 
in the past, over reotriction vi11 simply invite trouble. 
Specifically, the elimination of the Side Mountain area from ORV 
use is puzaling in light of the current heavy demand there. 
Perhaps some accommodation could be made in conjunction with 

local ORV clubs. 

I respect the dedre of the BIM to allow for additional forage 
for wildlife. However, I viev with grave concern any attempt 
to diminish grazing allotments that have a long established 
pattern of use, many of which have already been cut drastically 
in the last 20 years. In a county with high unemployment, it is 
important that the BLR's policies not be responsible for the loss 
of even one job. 

Especially injurious vould be the requirement that ranchers take 
their cattle off the range in the spring due to the wildlife 
critical habitat restrictions. Uany of those ranchers will have 
to resort to feeding hay to their animals at considerable cost 
resulting in the distinct possibility that some may be driven out 
of business. 

At a minimum, I request the BLM to notify each lease holder in 
writing about this latest proposed cut in their allotments. 
Please send copies of the letters to my assistant, Sam Klemm, at 
the above noted address for my Provo Office. ~190, please keep 
.him informed as to any hearings or meetings regarding this RMP. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Goward C. Nielson 
Hember of Congracls 

IiCN/Sk 

cc: Emery County Commission 
Bill Hovel1 

DLnanent page 21 

2 Tne Coal Uash area within the Sids Mountain ACEC has not been closed to 
ORV use, but rather limited to designated roads and trails. Following 
caapletion of the planning process, a cooperatively aeveloped ORV imple- 
mentation plan will be distributed that will show which roads and trails 
are open and which are closed. 

3 Allocation of additional forage for wildlife is not being proposed in 
the preferred alternative. Yildlife studies are being implemented in 
allownts where conflicts between wildlife and livestock are thought to 
exist. If monitoring studies indicate resource damage by wildlife, then 
a reccrmPendation to UDUR for a reduction in numbers may be aade. No 
actual reductions in livestock numbers are proposed in the preferred 
alternative. A 25 percent reduction in livestock AUHs was analyzed, 
where conflicts with wildlife exist, in an effort to measure possible 
Impacts. Before any reductions in livestock numbers occur, 5 years of 
rangeland monitoring data is required. If changes are needed on an 
allotment, range use agreements will be pursued. 

Changes In grazing season from spring to winter were analyzed as a 
result of conflicts with critical watershed areas not crucial wildlife 
habitat (draft RM?/EIS. page 4-89). At this time it is not knarn 
whether any of the allotments are exceeding the SCS critical soil loss 
threshold. Thls determination would be made on an allotment-by- 
allotrent basis based on rangeland monitorin 

4' 
If it is determined that 

the allownts are exceeding the SCS critica soil loss threshold. and 
the rangeland trend is down. then a change is necessary. However. the 
change may be a reduction in numbers, implementation of grazing systems, 
or other management change rather than a loss of spring range. Again, 5 
years of rangeland monitoring is required before any reductions or 
changes occur. 

All perrittees in the SARA were sent a letter telling them that the 
draft WEIS was available for review. Three open house wetings were 
held to discuss the draft WEIS. The Fare Bureau held a mting to 
specifically address the ran 

9 repnsentatives were l vajlab 
e portion of the draftRR/EKS and WI 
e to answer questions. Therefore, Bull 

believes that livestock pe~ittees or leasees had adequate notification 
of the draft RW/EIS availability and ample tie to colent on it. 



Enclosure 

UM-EB STATES ENVBWONivlE~AL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION VP 

999 18th STI3EE-f - SWE 600 
COMMENT 30 

DENVER, COLOAADO 80202-2405 

R*f: BPI-EP 

James Dryden 
San Rafael Resource Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
900 North 700 East 
Prica, UT 84501 

RE: San Rafael Draft Resource 
Hanagement Plan/Environmental 
Impact Statement (DR~~P/EIs) 

Dear Mr. Dryden: 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
our responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Water Act, the 
Region VIII office of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has 
revieved the referenced DRMPfEIS. 

Based on our review and the criteria EPA has established to rate 
adequacy of draft EISs, we have rated this draft EIS as category LO 
(Lack of Objections). A summary of our EIS rating definitions is - 
enclosed. 

The bureau is to be commended for its commitment to the protection 
of soil, water, and air management. The bureau's recognition of water 
quality standards and the need to protect and improve these uses is 
also very good. The main areas that could bs improved would be the use 
of statistical analysis to compare the figures in different 
alternatives and the presentation of more than one integrated 
-alternative. 

Sincerely, 

Rbbart R. DeSpain: Chief 
Environmental Policy Branch 
Office of Policy 6 Uanagement 

gf0~S.E ~o~Mt4EtdT 30 iJ.S, ENVIRONMENTI)L PROTECTION AGEMY 

CComnent page 11 
1 BLM appreciates the agency’s lack of objections. 



‘OLXCt AND PIOCEDUX&S 8648 
“Rwiw of hderal Actiona Iepoctinp the Environrant.” 

hhrd Actiritioa, Washington. B.C., October 3, 1984. 
EPA, Office of 

av?ouNT or MTlWC MrtNlTtOWs 
UD IOLIAW-U? ACTtOM 

Pnriranamtrl tepaet of thv Action 

Thr L?A rvvipv ban id~atili~d prwironuacrl imppert that should Lp pvoidvd ia 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTKENT of AGRICULTURE COMMENT 31 
FOREST SERVICE 
FISHLAKE N. F. 

115 EAST 900 ImTH 
RICHFIELD, UW 84701 

Reply To: 1920 

Date: October 20, 1988 

Jim Dryden 
San Rafael Resource Area Manager 
Wlreeu of Land Management 
ATTN: RMP 
900 North 700 East 
Price, Utah 84501 

Dear Jim: 

The Draft Resource Management Plan and EIS for the San Rafael Resource Area 
does not coordinate well with the Fishlake National Forest Land and Resource 
Management Plan, completed in 1986. The Fishlake Plan provides for 3 utility 
corridor/windcws adjacent to the San Rafael Planning Unit, near Free-ant 
Junction. One is the existing powerline corridor in Trough Hollow and joins 
your designated corridor discussed on page 5-5 of the RMP/EIS. The second is 
an unoccupied utility corridor/window along the I-70 highway corridor through 
Salina Canyon. The third is an unoccupied utility corridor along Utah State 
highway U-72 corridor between the Fremont Junction area and Loa, Utah. Both 
of the latter or unoccupied utility corridors abut an area that is designated 
as an avoidance area in the San Rafael RtlP/EIS. 

Future powerlines from the Huntington or Hunter power plants to Nevada or 
California will need to utilize these corridors. 

Revisions need to be made in the San Rafael RMP/EIS to allow these corridors 
across the Fishlake National Forest to be used. The most desirable would to 
establish corridors from the I-70 and U-72 corridors on the Forest north 
across the BLM to tie in with your designated corridor. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review the San Rafael RKP/EIS and being able 
-to work closely with you in coordinating our land management activities. 

Sincerely, 

J. l! KENT TAYLOR 
Forest Supervisor 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 31 
FOREST SE 

CComent page Tl 

1 Tne potential right-of-way corridor was selected utilizing existing 
groupings of rights-of-way. This location corresponds with the 
corridors identified in the BLIVUSFS coordinated right-of-way corridor 
map, except where USFS identified "windows" and BLH did not. BLN 
believes there is no inconsistency. Utah Power and Light Company also 
advised BLH that existing transmission lines would be adequate for 
transmission of power from the Huntington and Hunter powerplants. even 
if the fourth unit at Hunter were to be constructed and that no new 
construction of transmission lines is anticipated through the year 
2000. Therefore, no additional right-of-way corridors are being 
considered. Proposals utilizing the Fishlake corridor could still be 
considered on a case- by-case basis. 



W nited States Department of the Interior 
MATXONAL PARK SEWVXCE 

ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGIONAL OFFICE 
12795 W. Ahnda Pukrry 

P.O. Box 2m1 

1 

Memorandum 

To: Manager, San Rafael Resource Area, Bureau of Land 
Managerant, Prim, Utah 

From: Associate Regional Director, Planning and Resource 
PreaeNation, Rocky Mountain Region 

Subject: Review of the Draft San Rafael Resource Management Plan 
and Environmental Impact Statement (DES 88/0042) 

The National Park Service (NPS) has reviewed the subject document 
and our comments are enclosed. We appreciate the opportunity to 
comment on the document. It is important that it be clear to the 
public reading the draft San Rafael Resource Management 
Plan/Environmental Xmpact Statement (RMP/EIS) that the management 
goals, objectives, and described means and l chodulea or 
priorities to accomplish them do not apply to the lands vithin 
the planning unit that are managed and administered by the 
National Park Service. 

We believe an explanation of the interrelationship of Bureau of 
Land Management (SLH) and UPS is necessary, including a 
discussion of hw BId4 land managers take into account, as well as 
manage, in accord With the resources and management practices on 
lands adjacent to BLM administered public lands. It is our 
belief that the intent of the Fedora1 Land Policy and Management 
Act and the recant nationwide agreement between our two agencies 
reguiroa irpacta to surrounding lands be analyzed. We request 
that BIM provide a complate discussion of how current and 
projected uses on BI% lande in Capitol Reef National Park, 
Canyonlands National Park, and Glen Canyon National Recreation 
Area might impact l ignificent resources both within and outside 
park boundaries. This discussion, as required by Section 
1502.16 (c) of the Council on EnVirOnUntal Quality regulations 
for implementing the National Rnvironnental Policy Act, is 
necessary to allow the public l char undaratarulhg of the 
l ffecte of the plan. The EIS should analyze the l ffacte of BI.M 
propoaala on WPS operations and viabtora. 

&Q&&E TO COBfEMT 32 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE. ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGlOW 

[Cement page 11 

1 See the responses to comments 3-2 and 3-3. 
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In Volume I, Page l-4, coPumn 7, paragraph 3, entitled 
Wanagennt of Grazing and Minerals on Other 'Federal Lands," 
aftu the conclusion of tha second sentence we recommend the 
inaution of the folloving in lieu of the balance of the 
k=mW 

Tin concert with the NPS, the San NafaeB Maource Area has 
ruponsibility for adhiniatration of grazing management 
~.ry within Glen Canyon National Recreation Araa (NRA). 

5ourc4 cormw3ptivo uses, l uah a5 grazing and minoral 
extraction, l utborixed within Glen Canyon K,=dated by 
the enabling %egisPat*on to be 
primavatiom of .s3rsMdc, sciantifia, and historic reaourcos 
and the publfa usa and 8njoyIasnt of the NRA. Therefore BIX 
practicae, objectivu, ancf planned action5 that are 
appropriate and applied l lewhue on the public land8 in the 
San Rafael Xwourco Area 8ay not be applicable or 
pedaaflble within the boundaries of Glen Canyon NRA." 

l Coordimat%on of grazing rasponsibilltier btueen BXBB and 
NIPS in regards to Glen Canyon NRA vara addreaaed in the 
UmbreUa XworMum of Agreement for 6ratinq (1964) signed 
by the Ofrwtonr of HII.& and NPS, as well a5 the Interagency 
Agr-t for Graxing on 618~ Casiyon NM (1966) signed by 
rrrnyF XouMafn EUgionaP Director and the SW Utah State 

. Under the interage 
7 

agrament, the proce85 for 
roaching grasing maoarrrangewmt dac aims with the NPS includoa 
obtaining writtw 608~namm or disapproval from HPti, based 
upon a determination of the signifkancs of the overall 
impact of the pro sed graring deoiaion upon the purposes 
and valura for wh r cb t&o Nip was l 8tabli8hed.~ 

*Glen Canyon NRA ia currently preparing a grating management 
plan for ths MRA with the active participation of BUL The 
NPS graring managsmsnt plan will outline re8ource 
=g-t, rscrsation use, and ecological objective8 
prtabnixq to each of tbo affected plant communities. Then, 
with the aaaiatance of NPS, B&43 viU sstabliah the grazing 
manaqpunt syatam and loveB8 of use that vill meet NPS 
ObjwtlVU. This planning offort is unduvay and is 
scheduld for completion in early 1990. Th8refore, grazing 
management decisions involving wpu land5 are not covered 
undu tha qlraxing management i8suo of this draft PUIIP." 

"Area8 available for mineral disposition discuaaed within 
the draft RR@ oxcPudo rofuenco to IWS arua, such a8 
capitol Reef and canyonlands Nation51 Parks, which are 
clo5ed to minu8l leasing and entry. Under Tit10 43 of thr 
Coda of Iederal NeguXatbona, BRA hnda uo Peased for oil 
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and gas only uith t&m con5ent of WS. Henegomnt of 
rbnuale falls under specific lava and regulbatfona such as 
Title 36 of the Code of Fetbral Regu%ation5, RartS SA and 
Pb, and is beyond the full discretion of the BLM area 
managu.m 

aW~ldlife, vegetation, disturbed land reclamation, cultural 
reaourcee, recreation, soil, and uatar resources management 
on AlRA landm are vfthin the prinary authority of WS and 
addraeeed in their natural, cultural, and water re5ource5 
managcbrwnt plan, general management plan, and other 
appropriate planning d-rite."" 

Page 1-J of the RMP states ranaguent of cultural reeourcee is 
governed by law and regulations and is tborefore not considered 
as a planning ieeu5. Livestock, wilderneme, and wildlife 
wagennt are aleo governed by law and regulation, yet these 
topics have been identified as planning iaeu58. Alternative D 
should ba expanded to include cultural roaource enhancement by 
not only protecting the.eitea, but their settings as well. Ruin 
atabi9ization programe, public interpretation, and increased 
public avaraneas programs are also l xa~pBe5 of ways the 
altarnatfve could be modified to incraaao cultural resource 
protection l ffo*e. 

We note that the San Rafael RHP//EIS will address the eligibility 
and classification of Nationwide Rivers Inventory and other 
atraama in the raaource eanageeent area for consideration as 
potential components of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System. The draft plan also provides for interir management of 
the identified valuoe of those streams until Congress has an 
opportunity to coneider thair potential designation. We 
co8pliment the San Rafael resource management area for the 
consideration given these outstanding stream megrents. 

Our review of the document indicates that inventories of 
resources in the area are incomplete, particularly in terms of 
cultural resources and threatened and endangered epeciee. We 
strongly support additional inventory and monitoring of resources 
and management actions to aaeure that irreplaceable resources are 
not lost due to lack of information. We understand the 
reluctance to divulge infornation on specific location5 for 
threatened or endangered species, but it is difficult to 
determine from this EIS whether or not BId4 has perforeed survey8 
of al1 areas to be developed. 

-Public lands in the Richfield District surround the Horseshoe 
Canyon Detached Unit of Canyonlands National Park. The San 
Rafael Reeourca Area admfniatere grazing in this area. Two 
grazing ablotmonta (Horseshoe North 85029 and Horseshoe South 
15100) hava been assigned to the l Improvae management category. 
Allotment Management Plane will be prepared for both. Given this 

CColnaent page 31 

2 See the response to cossaent 3-2, paragraphs 2 and 3. 

Ruin stabilfzatfon, Interpretation, patroling, and public awareness 
programs are all examples of management actions that can be used to 
implement the proposed RMP goals. Such specific management programs are 
handled through actllwlity planning after the RW Is adopted (draft RIP/ 
EIS. page 1-4) 

3 The permittee can activate to allowable active preference. AIIY increase 
to this number would have to be based on mnitoring if additional forage 
is available (draftRIP/EIS. page 2-36). 
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an13 the faot tbet $5019 Ia55 IS average %henaed use ati 2145 
l llwable active prafuenu and #5X00 be8 0 average licuued use 
and 2024 allweb~o active pr8)farmce, vhat doam BLBg have in rind 
Sor those areas? Are incraaere in 1icuUrg use Bikaly? IS 
grassing uee inareaeun in 85029 and a flash flood takes out the 
boudary Senu 85 ocxurrecl in 19.98, 8igniSicant brpacte to 
cultural rasourcee through site trampling MY reeult. Similar 
:~pa;~;~may occur a8 a result of treepa5e if grazing is allowed 

. Thee8 imgac%a should b5 racognired in the EIS. 

Public land8 in the San Rafael Resource Area, Hoab District are 
downstream Srom the Siorseehoe Canyon Detached Unit in the 
Horsenho5 Canyon Vfldwnaea Study Area (WSA). Given the fact 

4 that much of the IPor5eeboe Canyon D5tached Unit is pa* of the 
I0orsrehoe Canyon Pictographe Panels National Register 
Archeological Qlatrict, it would seem safe to assume that similar 
cultural values exist on SD8 lands. What is the nature and 
extent of cultural resource in this area? Has an inventory been 
performed? Why was this area not conaPdared for ACEC statue in 
any of tha alternat$vee, if not Sor its cultural values, then for 
its wildunee5/natural values? 

‘public lands in the San Rafael Resource Area, Uoab District in 
the Spur area batwren the Horseshoe Canyon WSA and the Green 
River are adjacent to Canyonlands National Park. We support 
assigning the portion of the area along the Green River as a 
Category 3 (no surface occupancy) land use management zone. The 
remaining portion of this area should be at least a Category 2 
(special stipulation), not in Category 1 (open). This would 
allow restrictions to be placed on land use activities such as 
mineral exploration and development and ORV use, which could 
adversely affect not only cultural resources, but also the 
quality of the visitor experience in the very northwest corner of 
the Ielancl-in-the-Sky District, Canyonlands National Park. 

The Park Service is mandated to manage Norseshoe Canyon to 
exclude exotic species. We are concerned about the potential of 
effects from wild horses and vegetation such as tamariek as veil 

6 as vith the current burro herd in Horseshoe Canyon and the 
associated impacts by trespass animals on the park. Planning for 
contiguous areas with the park should recognize this as a problem 
to be solved. 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) should be 
established as buffer zones on SLM lands adjacent to Capitol Reef 
and Canyonland National Park5 and Glen Canyon NRA. Proposed 

7 
mining and mineral applications or operations in ACECe should be 
administered in accordance vith an Interagency Agreement to be 
eetablbehed b5tveen SI.84 and NPS. The language of the Interagency 
Agreement could h similar to that of the existing Geothermal 
Xntaragancy Agr nnnt that provides a nchanbu for expedient 
review of propo5ed applLication8 in the gre6atarmined,buffer zone. 

CComent page 43 

MO archaeological values have been identlfied as needing the special 
management of an ACEC. 

See also the response to ccasnent 15-U. 

See the response to coamxnt 3-2, paragraph 1. 

The Spur area between Horse Canyon and Green River is outside the plan- 
ning area and therefore not discussed in this document. 

In the ROS SPNM-class area, which includes land adjacent to the Glen 
Canyon National Recreation Area (NRA). ORV use would be limited to 
designated roads and trails. 

See also the response to comment 15-81. 

Public law 92-195 declares that wild horses and burros are to be con- 
sidered as part of the natural system where they are presently found 
(that is, in 1971) and as such not considered an exotic species. 

BLM l[s not aware of any study that indicates wild horse and burros 
contribute to the spread of exotic species such as tamarisk. 

BLH recognizes the need to cooperate as much as possible with adjoining 
agencies and land owners. Whenever it appears that BLH's actions would 
affect adjoining parties, BLM would coordinate with its neighbors. 

Yhile BLM agrees that NPS must work to preserve resources within the 
parks. BLM does not support, and does not believe NPS should advocate, 
the establishment of "buffer zones” around national parks. BLH believes 
NPS must be very cautious in its efforts to set guidelines and establish 
restrlctlons for activities occurring outside of national parks. 
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Wo can Phd PittPa hforaation on tha curulLativ* l ffocta of tha 
propoaad action dn tha Rwp. Tbia information rust h providmi 

for cultural raaourcaa, and tha indiract and cnmulativa l ffacta 
a on NPS lands adjacant to tha raaourca ranagannt area 8houPd also 

ba idantPfiad. 

9 

'%?~a Conaulltation/Coordination aaction daacrika NPS plan8 and 
than atataa l Managamnt 0P pubfbc lands would vary among tha 
NNP/ETS altamativaa and my or my not h conaiatant with NPS 
management . l %%a EltS should diacuaa what tha irpacta of 
inconsistent mamagamant would ba on WS raaourcaa and visitors. 
Altemativaa C or D would offar tha rort protaction to NPS unit8 
affactad by tbia plan and ara tharafora tha moat prafarabla 
altamativaa for tha NPS. - 

AdcIitbonal apacific conanta on the San Rafael RKP/EIS ara 
ancloaad. Should you have any quaationa on our collllanta, plea88 
contact Christina L. Turk, Chief, Branch of Corplianca, on RS 
327-2830 or corurcial (303) 969-2830. 

Encloaura 

gf Stavart, Ragional Environuntal Officar, Danvar, Colorado, 
v/c ant. 

CConraent page 51 

a The impacts identified in chapter 4 of the draft RIP/EIS are cumulative 
effects. 

9 See the response to cment 3-2. 

:: j: 



ADDITIONAL COMHENTS (TJ DRAFT SAN RAFAEL RESOURCE KANAGMENT PLAN/EIS 

1. Additional minerals issues which are important include: 

-Glen Canyon NRA was withdrawn from mineral entry under The Mining Law 
of 1872 (The Enabling Legislation establishing Glen Canyon NRA of 1972, 
and Mining in the Parks Act of 1976). 

-Geothermal leasing is prohibited vithin Glen Canyon NRA under the 
Geothermal Steam Act of 1970 (BLM 43 CFR 3201-l-6). 

-Off lease seismic explOratiOn is not authorized on Glen Canyon NRA in 
association with oil and gas activities. 

Glen Canyon NRA is currently in the process of preparing an environmental 
analysis of mineral leasing on the open Recreation and Resource 
Utilization (RRU) zoned lands within the NRA. The purpose of th1.s 
documnt will be to determine, based upon sensitive resources, which RRU 
lands can be leased and under what conditions leasing will occur. We will 
coordinate the preparation of this analysis with BLH. 

2. Compatibility with adjacent land uses is of concern to Glen Canyon 

NRA. We are concerned over the compatibility wth ad]acent 011 and gas 
leasing categories, CRV classifications. and ROS designations. 

[ 

-Map 17, page 17, Vol. II, shows ad]acent lands open to 011 and gas 

10 
leasing with standard stipulations (category 1). Depending on the results 
of our analysis, we may zone ad]acent lands within the NRA dlffersntly. 
You may vish to make note of that in the text or on the map. 

I 

-Nap 63, page 63, Vol. II, shows adlacent lands open to ORV use. 
However, ORV use on NRA lands aYe restricted to designated (ldentltied ds 
open in our general management plan) roads. To avoid later enforcerent 

11 problems, we suggest you also point out this difference 1” use 
restrictions. 

-Map 58, page 58, Vol. II, shows adjacent lands as ROS semi-primitive 
Again, RRLI lands within the NRA restrict motorized activity to 

12 Adjacent NRA lands in the Natural zone (i.e., 
Horsethief Canyon) are closed to rmtorlzed activity and are closer to 
ROS-P designation. 

1 

3. Pages 2-31 and 3-50 of Vol. I and Map 39 of Vol. II discuss an 
adjacent land withdrawal for pJwersite (hydroelectric purposes) by the 

3 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). We were not aware of such d 
land vithdraual and wonder if this withdrawal of federal land was by the 
Bureau of Reclamation for which FERC may be involved in permitting. 
Because of proximity to park lands , we would like clarification on what 
constraints exist in association with this withdrawal. Neither the text 
nor maps M minerals indicate that this area is withdrawn from these uses. 
Page 3 through 14 of Vol. I puts this withdrawal in an open category but 
separate from other open areas. No explanation is given in the text for 
the difference in management or administration vithin this withdrawal. 

RESPONSE TO CLWfENT 32 NATIONAL PAR 1(KY MOUMTAIN REGIOy 

CConsnent page 61 

10 Com-wnt noted. 

11 See the response to cOment 32-5. paragraph 3. 

12 See the response to cocmwnt 32-5, paragraph 3. 

13 See the response to ccwnent 11-23. 



n. Page 2-85: We suggest that Table 11 under grazing show acreages 
covered by this RMP which is in Glen Canyon NRA (i.e., that portion of the 
Henry Mountains RA administered by San Rafael RA). However, we also point 
out the concern highlighted in our cover letter which states in part, 
“Bureau of Land Management (BLM) practices. objectives and planned actions 
that are appropriate and applied elsewhere on the public lands in the San 
Rafael Resources Area may not be applicable or permissible within the 
boundaries of Glen Canyon National Recreation Area.” We also suggest that 

-a note be included in Table 11 to reflect this. 

-5. Page 3-39, Table 37 : Ne suggest that you show acreage of Horseshoe 
South allotment within Glen Canyon NRA on this table and what category lt 
is in (“I”). Also show category on Map Pocket B, Existing Livestock 
Grazing Management, Alternative F. Appendix R: Table R-l, page 227, shows 
a “Glen Canyon NRA (5015)” allotment oc sub-allotmnt. The grazing pzcket 
map has the area nunbered as 5105. To what lands are these referring? If 
they refer to Glen Canyon NRA lands, we point out our cover letter 
comments on the development of the Glen Canyon Grazing Management Plan. 
It is highly unlikely that the Ecological condition objective will be 100% 

. early set-al. 

6. 

I 

Page 4-99, Table 73, Scmnary of Ma]or Environmntal Consequences and 

16 Irreversible or Irretrievable Conwitments of Resources: This table is 
missing any information about Cultural Resources. According to the text 
there will be major impacts and irreversible or irretrievable corrsnitmnts 
of this resource that should b-s incorporated mm the Sumnary. 

7. Page 5-6: The discussion on Glen Canyon NRA should menclon that land 
along the BLM/NPS boundary falls Into the RRU zone and the Natur.31 zone 

17 

L 

(Horsethlef Canyon). Minerals le&inq 1s not allowed in the Natural zone 
and may tx? allowed in the RRU zone following the preparation ot an 
environmental analysis and identification of significant sensitive 
resources. 

8. 

L 

Page 5-9: Under National Park Service, the paragraph on Glen Canycn 
NRA is recomnended to be revised utilizing information contained in 

18 conment “1” above . The discussion of minerals procedures within Glen 
Canyon NRA should not be included in this PMP, since administration of 
minerals would be under the Henry Mountains RA in this area and thus 
covered in their planning and the NPS minerals leasing environmental 
analysis currently being prepared. 

9. 

C 

Page 3-24 lists the “Glen Canyon General Management Plan”(1979) as 
19 proposed. The General Management Plan is final and was published in the 

Federal Register, Novetir 21, 1979. 

10. c Volume 1, Page “I”-14, paragraph 3, states that BLM manages grazing 
uses on Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. To more accurately reflect 

20 the BLM responsibilities within section six of the Glen Canyon enabling 
egislation, the word “manages” should be changed to “administers.” 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 32 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE. ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGION 

LComnent page 71 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

13 
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Table 7 (waft RfiP/EIS, page I-14) indicates that ELM administers 12,730 
acres within the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. 

Horseshoe South is included within the areas shown in the draft RW/EIS. 
taole 37, page 3-39. ELM does not believe it is necessary to break this 
out any further. The map nas labeled that portion of Glen Canyon NRA 
which BLM administers. However, tne allotment number is incorrect. ELM 
does not believe this is significant enough to reprint the map. 

Our ecological site inventory completed in 1985 shows the Glen Canyon 
NRA to ue 100 percent early seral (appendix RI. 

Table 73 has been changed to include Cultural Resources (final EIS, 
chapter 4). 

The final EIS has been ctlanged to include the natural zone designation, 

The Glen Canyon NRA's northern boundary adjoins the resource area’s 
southeastern boundary; therefore it was deemed appropriate to include a 
description of the administration of minerals within the Glen Canyon NRA. 

The text of aooendix B has been chanaed to reflect the Glen Canvon 
General Management Plan in final and-was published in the Federal 
Register, November 21, 1919. 

The text has been changed. 



September 12. 1988 

Mr. gene Hodlne 
Hoab District Hanager 
Bureau of Land Management 
P. 0. 80x 970 
Hoab, Utah 84582 

Dear Mr. Nodine 

This is in response to your request for coamtents on the Draft Resource 
Management Plan/EnvironiWrtal..Irpact Statement submitted for the San Rafael 
Resource Area, t4oab Distrllct Utah. 

We continue to support the overall ELM planning concept. Uhile actual 
conflicts between Air For& flying routes and the proposed resource 
management plan do not,eAs't at the present time, routes and airspace 
requirements of the mjlj2’dry do change frequently. f4ission requirements, 
fuel costs, and environtiis$taI constraints all act upon the decision to locate 
a military training actfyit& : In particular, low altitude high speed flight, 
because of general aviatfa, @d population pressures, has been relegated to 
those areas least accesslblc~ind sparsely inhabited. 

For this reason. it is requested that you give full consideration to the 
extent to which management decisions associated with this management plan 
might adversely effect or restrict use of low altitude airspace by the Air 
Force. If restrictions are placed upon these military overflights, the 
negative impact on training and readiness *ill force the Air Force to object 
to the plan. 

Ye hope this information is useful in your planning process. We thank you 
for the documentation previously provided and look forward to continued 
coaaunicatlon with your office. Our staff project officer is ;4r. Raynrond 

.8runtmyer, telephone (214) 653-3341. 

Sincerely 

JOHN A. MILLER, lt Colonel, USAF 
Director, Environmental Planning Division 

copy to: 
!iq USAF/LfEV 
Jim Dryden, San Rafael 
Resource Area Manager 

iCorment page 11 

1 Under tne proposed RW. when the Air Force proposes a new route, an EA 
would be written to analyze the impacts of the proposal. 



Jim Dryden, San Rafael Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
900 North 700 East 
Price, Utah 84501 

Dear Mr. Dryden: 

We the jurisdiction of Castle Dale City wish to confirm our 
1 endorsement of Alternative A of the San Rafael Draft Resource 

Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement which we understand 
will generally leave the area to the uses now constituted. 

Our anaylsis of the San Rafael Swell area indicates that a 
balance now exists among the various interest groups and very little, 
if any, change needs to be mandated by special interest groups. 
We also believe that *nature" can work compatibly with sound 
structured economic and resource development, thereby, benefiting 
all. 

It is our conviction that in this democratic nation of the 
United States of America, the beliefs and rights of all interested . 
groups must be acknowledged and that no undue cutbacks and hardships 
should be placed on one interest group to benefit another. 

In order that communication maybe more effective between all 
interested parties of the San Rafael Swell and those involved with 
the management of the area, we urge the relocation of your office 
to Emery County. 

Logic tell us that if rural Utah is to stay alive, there is a 
definite need for continued use and development of theSanRafae1 
Swell area as presently exists. 

1 The infometion collected through public input end gU4’s knowledg of 
resource development OpportIInttieS end use confldcts fndicdted tbrt 
menegement under the existing ElFP (and reflectid In alternetive A of the 
draft W/fIS) is not ddequdte. This Is demonstreted by the nubcr end 
ccmplejrity of the planning fssues end manageacnt concerns ldentiffed Jn 
the dreft. Through the enelysis of each rlternrtive, 8L# hes detef?oined 
that the proposed RW oest eddresses these issues and concerns. 

The option to relocrte the SRRA office would be handled rdminlstratively 
by the State Director end is therefore not appropriate for resolution 
through the land-use plannf ng system. 



December 5, 1988 

Nr. James Dryden 
San Rafael Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
900 North 700 East 
Price, Utah 84501 

Dear Mr. Dryden: 

As a commission we are appreciative of the opportunity to comment 
on the San Rafael Resource Management Plan and on having the 
opportunity to participate in the planning process. We recognize that 
vith the substantial amount of public land in our county we will be 
impacted by the decisions that are made concerning the use of these 
public lands. 

Accordingly, we would hope that your agency will respond with 
sensttivi.ty and senaibili ty to the views of the local residents and 
officials who live and govern in this area. 

It would seem if future management of the resource area is 
implemented in the most beneficial manner, the Bureau of Land 
Management office for the San Rafael Resource area should be located 
in Emery County. In this way, we believe, managers wi.11 be more 
sensitive to suggestions from indivi.duals with both vested and 
intrinsic interests in the area. 

Again, it is with sincere appreciation that we take the 
opportunity to respond to the different plan proposals that could do 
much to detract from or enhance our economies and life styles. 

Sincerely, 

i 
(‘ ,J:n/ .‘/-L.*,.{/ -. 

Clyde Thompson, ThaTr&n 



EMERY COUNTY COMUENTS 

ON THE SAN RAFAEL 

DRAFT RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN/ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT STATEMENT 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 

Emery County takes the position of generally supporting the 

BLH’s preferred AlteKnative F of the San Rafael Draft Resource 

Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement. In this position of 

support ve are generally accepting and adopting as our own the San 

Rafael Resource Area planning team’s rationale and expertise as they 

have articulated the issues. This expression of support is for much 

of the technical analysis, research, and recommendations found in 

the RAW and subsequently brought forward into the preferred 

alternative. There are, however, areas of concern with this 

alternative that require BLH clarification and modification. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS: 

OIL AND GAS LEASING 

Emery County does not support closing (Category 4) Bowknot 

Big Flat Tops, Pictographs, Copper Globe Mine, and Swasey’s 

2 to oil and gas leasing, but the County does support a Category 

(no surface occupancy) designation. This would be more in keeping 

with the BLM mandate that strict stipulations l . . .should only be 

imposed where there is evidence that less stringent alternatives 

vould not adequately accomplish the intended purpose by containing 

RESPONSE TO COMWT 35 

iComent page 2 (1 )j 

1 ELM appreciates this statement of &pport for alternative F in the draft 
RW/EIS. 

2 The final EIS, chapter 4 does not justify a ‘lower level of restriction 
for the areas mentioned. Leasing would be inconsistent with the manage- 
ment.prescriptions required of otner uses to protect relict vegetation 
and cultural/historical values. 



the adverse effects of oil and gas operations vithin acceptablle 

limits. 

The Commission does support special stipulation (Category 2) 

leasing of the Dry Lake Archeological District, the Temple Mountain 

Historical District and Muddy Creek. We vould, hovever, request a 

detailed discussion be printed in the SRRMP Final Draft of all 

stipulations which may be applied to a given lease proposal in a 

Category 2 leasing area. This discussion would give all prospective 

lessees and the general or lay public a clear picture of the kinds 

of restrictions and allowances with which a prospective project may 

.be faced (under Category 2). 

The County is concerned about strict Category 3 leasing in the 

I-70 Scenic Corridor. It is felt that any application for leasing 

in this area be treated on a case by case basis. Where there is a 

possibility of vegetative or topographical screening, Category 2 

leasing stipulations should be applied. We would remind BLN that 

the view shed to be protected is that view from the highway outward 

and not from the outer proposed boundary inward toward I-70. 

Protection of the view outward from the Interstate will allow for 

many opportunities to conceal activities including mining, drilling 

and mineral materials extraction from the casual view of the high 

speed motorist on the interstate. As a case in point, BLN will also 

recall that on April 20, 1988, BLM staff, the Moab District BLX 

Citizen’s Advisory Board, Emery County officials and others toured 

so8e of the San Rafael Swell. while touring dovn I-70 no one in the 

-a- 
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3 The stipulations developed for category 2 are Ifsted in chapter 2 of the 
final EIS. programs under which special conditions rre lfsted fnclude 
lands. cultural. wlldlife and soils. The stipulations would vary for 
each lease tract according to the sfte-specffic requirements for 
resoirrce protection. 

4 RLl4 agrees that applications should be reviewed on a case-by-case 
basis. The draft RW/EIS (page 2-62) states that an exception to the 
no-surface-occupancy stipulation could be granted only where an EA 
concludes that the proposed action would not adversely impact scenic 
values. The exception would apply only to the I-70 scenic corridor. 



“Head of the Sinbad. until it was called to the attention of the 
LComent page 4 (3)1 

group by a local resident knowledgeable about the area. 

Class 3 (no surface occupancy) stfpulatfons ace supported for 
Under the proposed RI@. only 1.040 acres with high potential for oil and 
gas would be in category 3 (no surface occupancy), with no high poten- 

Segers Hole. 
tial area in category 4 (no lease). 

Class 3 leasing stipulations for Sid’s Mountain and 
The ramalnfng 105,270 acres with 

high potential would be in category 2 (special conditions) and 1 (open) 
(appendix Q). Appendix V has been revised for clarification. 

for the San Rafael Reef are supported with reservation. 

portions of these areas have moderate potential for oil and gas 

production and where some of these areas are away from the canyon 

rims and canyon bottoms, such areas should be designated Class 2 

which would be tn keeping uith what was done in the San Rafael 

Canyon ACEC. 

The Final SRRMP needs to clearly indicate the diECerent leasing 

categories as they relate to specific ACEC’s. There also needs to 

be a clear explanation that just because an area is designated as an 

ACEC it is not by definition or automatically VRR Class I. 

VRM Class 1 areas should not exceed in total acreage those areas 

havi.nq no surface occupancy (Class 3) and no leasing (Class 4) 

stipulations. This should hold VRM Class I designati.on to less than 

214,000 acres. The rationale for this is that VRiY Class I 

designation creates a situation which is defacto Category 3 and 4. 

The RNP at page l-5 states that Wil and Gas leasing categories 

will be applied according to the pattern of stipulations identified 

through the RMP.. We urge that oil and gas leasing categories also 

be reflective of the potential for resource production. The value 

or potential value of the resource should not be inconsequential OK 

-3- 
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subordinated to other values in the process of determining lease 

categories. As case in point, Appendix V indicates that 60% of the 

resource areas' high oil and gas lands and 55% of the areas' 

moderate potential lands will be under either VRM Class II or VRM 

Class I II management. While this should not be perceived as being a 

problem, comments made in Appendix V are cause for concern (see 

discussion on Visual Resource Management and Mining below). Other 

restrictive stipulations may also apply. We beli.eve VRM II and III 

stipulations, as they are proposed to be applied, are too 

restrictive given the resource potentials they may preclude. We 

recommend a relaxation of stipulations in areas of moderate to high 

potential for minerals ot oil and gas. Stipulationin these areas 

should not exceed Category II leasing or VRFI Class II limitations. 

We also request a discussion by ELM in the final RMP as to how it 

will factor the potential For economic production into its 

-discretionary decision making process. 

GEOTHERMAL MANAGEMENT 

Emery County supports the BLM position. 

COAL MANAGEMENT 

Emery County supports BLM Coal Management as proposed under 

Alternative F with the exception that the 3980 potential acres 

closed to exploration identified in the I-70 Scenic Corridor ACEC 

should be open to exploration, with proper mitigation measures, if 

-4- 
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LCommant page 5 (411 

6 In the proposed Rw, the I-70 Scenic Oorridor ACEC was dropped in the 
Forest Planning Unit (FPU). There are 2,700 acres of the Emery KRCRA 
that coincide with the FPU I-70 corridor and are now open to coal ex- 
ploration and leasing under standard conditions. The remaining 1,260 
acres fall within the I-70 scenic corridor and would be subject to the 
management prescriptions as described in the proposed RI42 (chapter 2, 
Visual Resource flanagement). 
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current technologies, coal exploration can be eEfective only with 
icomnent page 6 (511 

some sort of drilling (p. 4-83) . . (2) The number of holes drilled 
Management decisions in the proposed RI9 reflect the value of visual 

in the KRCRA would be increased by only one per year. resources. Management actions would be evaluated on a site-specific 
basis using contrast-rating proceedures outlined in BLM manual fnand- 

Explorative drilling will only temporarily disturb a site bOOK ) Y-a431 -1. Tne contrast rating provides a means for determining 
visual impacts and for identifying measures to mitigate these inpacts. 

representing a minimal potential for scenic intrusion. (4) -Utah Under VRM class I. limited management activity can be allowed, but any 
changes to the characteristic landscape must be very small and not 

coal is popular because it generally has the lowest sulfur content attract attention. 

per energy value derived. (Federal Lands, November 15, 1988, p.5.) BLM agrees that exploration activities could meet the class II or III 
objectives. Appendix V has been changed to clarify the compatibility of 

and (5) "Utah was the first state to receive a coal lease exploration with class II or III objectives. 

application under the new lease system. Two subsequent applications 

are now pending, making it the only state where commercial interest 

in coal has not waned.” op, cit. p.G. The coal resource IS, 

therefore, too valuable to be Foreyonc for the sake of one drill 

hole per year, particularly when one considers the range of 

mitigations available. 

MINING 

Mining Law Administration states that roads, shafts, 

and some dri.lling “would not be compatible with the oblectives of 

VRM Class II or III.” This statement does not comport with 

7 definitions of the visual resource management classes set forth on 

Page 176. It is well documented that roads, shaCts, drilling and 

even waste piles may meet st;lndards as set forth in the VRM class 

deEinitions. The general statement under 4132, Page 242, Mining Law 

Administration must be rewritten to state that roads, shafts, 

-5 



7 

drI%linq, spoil piles and other evidences of mineral exploration 

-may be compatible with VPM Class I, II and III with proper 

nitiqation techniques: The *general* comments also state that 

-only exploration (no mining Eoc qypsur or uranium) would take 

place. l This statement makes no sense. Why would there be 

exploration without the potential for development and production? 

As stated on paqe 242, 8Ot of the potential uranium development area 

would be in VRM Class II or III areas. A8 the RMP is currently 

written the resource in this area would be larqely undevelopable in 

order to protect the visual resource. Thi.6 level OP restri.ction i.6 

unacceptable and, we believe, inconsistent vith VBM class objectives 

as set forth in Appendix M. BLM has lost sight of the ‘casual 

observer. standard. We would remind BLH that its staEf had not 

noticed a mine waste dump lyinq squarely within the proposed I-70 

scenic corridor until it was pointed out by a local government 

representative. This demonstrates the fact that production oriented 

activities may not necessarily impair VRM Class I, II, or 111 

standards in the mind of the ‘casual observer.. For this reason BLEl 

must not place or effectively place blanket exclusions on 9 

activities in 9 VBM class area. Each event or proposed event 

must be judged on its merit considering available mitigation and the 

perceptive abilities of the “casual observer.. We would also point 

out that at 2-11 the BMP states *Road construction must meet BLM VRM 

Class III standards. If roads must meet Class III standards, how 

-6- 
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1 

can they not meet Class III standards under .&lining Law 

Administration9 as stated on Page 2427 

AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

The RMP proposes that all ACEC’s “would be VRM Class I", (Page 

241). This is an unacceptable blanket application of restriction 

which is in direct conPlict with the definition of ACEC wherein it 

is stated that “an ACEC is not intended to blanket large areas with 

specific restrictive stipulations”. Furthermore, in applying VRM 

Class I standards to all proposed ACEC’s BLM is contradicting 

statements elsewhere in the RNP where, for example, ACEC’S, Such as 

Swasey Cabin are proposed for VRM II. 

Nest ACEC’s proposed in the RMP are proposed for purposes other 

than visual resources. When an ACEC is proposed for purposes other 

than visual resources then we would support the application of no - 

visual resource management class to the ACEC. BLM stafC has assured 

local government that, for example, in areas oE mineralization such 

as Tomsic Butte and Temple Mountain, mi.ning could resume in the 

future provided that historical resources are documented. If VRM 

Class I, II, or III is applied and, if BLM sticks by its statement 

at page 242, then mining could never resume as has been promised. 

We request that BLM discuss in greater detail the means by 

which exploration, mining, and drilling can be conducted in all four 

VFfM class areas. This discussion would illuminate the general 

limits of manager discretion now implied in diEfuse Fashion in the 

-7- 
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8 Thirteen areas were proposed for ACEC designation in the preferred 
alternative of the draft RW/EIS. Six scenic ACEis would be managed as 
VRM class I and II (draft RI@/EIS. page Z-62). Two cultural/historic 
ACECs would be managed as VRM class II (draft RW/EIS. pages 2-49 and 
Z-50). The management prescriptions proposed for the five remaining 
ACECs do not include specific VRM objectives. ELM does not consider 
this to oe a blanket application of VRM class I objectives. 

Under the preferred alternative, those ACECs not proposed for withdrawal 
(Tomsich Butte and Temple Mountain) would be open to mineral entry. with 
plans of operation required. The objectives of the proposed VRH class 
would be used to evaluate the plan and provide mitigating measures to 
protect the visual resource. The plan would be approved if it would not 
cause undue and unnecessary degradation (43 CFR 3&09.0-5(k)). 

All proposed actions would be evaluated on a site-specific basis using 
contrast-rating procedures outlined in BLM Manual (hantibook) H-8431-1. 
The contrast rating provides a means for determining visual impacts and 
for identifying measures to mitigate these impacts. The decision to 
approve an action would depend upon the identified impacts, location, 
duration of the action and reclamation. and residual impacts remaining 
after the reclamation. 



Such a discussion would certainly facilitate understanding by RESPONSE TO COMMENT 35 

the lay and casual reader. 
itocmnt page 9 (811 

A typical material site exists for 10 to 30 years, whicn would ccnsti- 
MINERAL MATERIALS tute a long-term or residual impact. ELM has determfned that impacts 

lasting longer than 5 years would not meet VR1.l oojectives. 
4131 Mineral Materials Management (page 241) states that 

“mineral material site development would not be compatible with VFtM 

Class II objectives and . . .such sites would (not be located) in 

areas of critical environmental concern.. It is well documented 

that mineral materials sites are readily screenable and concealable. 

In addition, man-made disturbances to the land can be reclaimed both 

naturally and through mans’ efforts. Accordingly, there is no 

justification for blanket exclusion of mineral material sites in % 

vw.i class areas including Class I areas or in any ACEC provided each 

proposal is reviewed on its own merit and mitigated as needed. 

blanket exclusion of mineral material sites from Class I and II 

areas and from ACEC’s is unacceptable. We believe that BLM should 

show that there is some unmitigatable detriment to the resource 

responsible for ACEC designation before a material site permit is 

As mentioned under Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, 

it would be helpful to the lay or casual reader if the final RMP 

would include a specific discussion of the area managers 

discretionary authorities relative to the permitting of mineral 

material activities in all VRM class area. 

-B- 



4333, VISUAL RESOURCE NANAGEf4BNT 

Alternative P (2-S) states that no-surface-occupancy 

stigulatlons would be waived in areas managed for scenic values if 

an EA concludes that the proposed action would not adversely tmpact 

scenic values. We are concerned with apparent contradictions within 

the RMP relative to what is allowed or allowable in various VRI( 

classes. We request a more definitive discussion of oil and qas. 

l Lnera1, mineral material, and road construction activities 

aBBowable in aI1 V&l classes and visual resource management areas. 

We would request clear statements as to whether, and under what 

circumstances, these types of activities would be alloved in all VIUI 

class areas. This discussion, for the sake OC understanding on the 

part of the lay reader, should include likely m(ttgatlon actions 

that may be required in each of the several class areas including 

the duratton and seasonal timing of visual intrusion. We are 

uncomfortable with the ambiguity in the expression -not adversely 

impact scenic values’. By what measure is ‘adverse impact’ going to 

be measured? Will duration and season oE use be considered in all 

cases? Will potential economic values derived from the tntrusion be 

considered? Does this gadverse impact’ standard apply to all areas 

or just oil and gas activities? We request that BLH respond to 

these questions tn the final RHP. With respect to the Scen4.c 

Corridor ACEC it should be specified that the visual resource of 

concern is that view Lrom the I-70 right-of-way outward and not from 

the outer extremity of the Corridor tovard the interstate. With 

-9- 
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a0 It is not the goal of the RNP, nor $5 it possible, to address every 
conceivable actdon or drcumstsnce Ohat may affect public land. The 
contrast-rating system provides a systematic means to evaluate proposed 
projects and deterulnc thather they would conform w9 th the approved vR# 
objectives. Itt also provides a means to identify mitigating measures 
that would minimize adverse visual impacts. The VRW objectives are one 
element considered in the decisiorclllrring process. Any action ust be 
evaluated through the WA process, which may lncllude socioeconomic 
cons9derations as well as l nviiromental concerns. The field mnagcr 
decides how wch visual chan9e is acceptable. The authorized officer 
would determine what constf9utes an adverse Impact. based on the con- 
trast rattng score of any site-specBf0c davelopment activity. 



this understanding established we believe that mineral and mineral 

materials activities could occur vithin the Corridor as veil as all 

otber visual resource areas under appropriate plans of action. The 

folloving additional comments are offered. 

- All vtsual resource areas should be open to mineral leasing, as 

proposed, but we object to special conditions to prevent surface 

occupancy. (Page 2-62) We believe that each proposed activity 

should be assessed on its own merit in all areas and in view of the 

broad scope OC mitigatton opportunities available to the project 

proponent and land managers. 

- We disagree with any proposal that would categorically preclude 

mineral matecIals disposal on the basis oE a VRH designation. 

Mineral materials disposal is an activity readily obscured from view 

and reclaimable once completed. This is part i 

rugged terrain and hi.ghly mobi.le soils of the 

mtneral materials disposal activity proposed 

its merit including the durati.on 0E activity 

culacly true in the 

San Rafael. Each 

should be reviewed on 

and season oE 

extraction. Furthermore, extraction Ear public purposes by public 

entities should be given higher priority than private Eor profit 

operations and time limited proposals should be given priority over 

long term operations. 

- We support all visual resource areas being open to mineral 

entry, with plans oE operation including parts of Sid’s Mountain 

which has knovn mineral values. 

12i$- We support the avoidance of right-of-way for visual resource 

-lO- 
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la Tne scenic ACECs tiere proposed for designation based on visual resource 
values (appendix B). The impact analysts in chapter 4 of the final EIS 
does not support a lesser level of reStriCtiOn IfI Order t0 prOt.eCt the 
scenic and primitive values. 

;lineraT material disposal is not precluded in areas based on VRM desllg- 
nation. Instead. mineraT cmterial disposals are excluded from ACECs and 
other designated areas where such activity would be incompatible with 
otner resource values. such as relict vegetatfon, primitfve ROS class, 
nistorldcultural values, scenic values, riparian areas, aquatic habi- 
tat, and developed recreatilon sites. 

a2 aLM appreciates this statement of support. 
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Laceas as avoidance is defined in the draft RMP glossary. 

- We support maintenance of visual resource areas as open to 

range improvements with special conditions as proposed in the RMP. 

- We support the exclusion oE visual resource areas from land 

treatments as proposed except that these areas should be 

maintained as open to treatments for noxious weed and insect 

control as the need might arise. These control measures would be a 

matter of negotiation at the time of need between the responsible 

-local government entity and the land manager. 

r - We support the designation of visual resource areas as limited 

to ORV use, with use limited to designated roads and trails. 

We are, however, cognizant of concerns by some over this 

allowance. In response to these concerns we suggest that RLM place 

as top priority the development of an ORV plan immediately upon 

adoption of the final RMP-EIS. We would ask that local government 

be involved from the outset in the development of this plan. 

Furthermore, we would support the issuance of permits and collection 

of fees for certain ORV uses, particularly users on other than 

designated roads and trails. Ne agree with the RMP statement (Z-57) 

that ORV use may be allowed under an authorized permit in areas 

*designated closed or limited. 

- We can agree with the designation of visual resource management 

15 areas as VRM Class I, subject to the limitation discussed under Oil 

and Gas Leasing above, and g the definition for Class I as set 

forth in Appendix H is adhered to, and if BLM considers each 

-ll- 
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iconmient page 12 (1111 

13 Land treatment exclusions do not include treatment for noxious weeds and 
insect control. 

14 RLM appreciates the support for ORV use designations and will implement 
a cooperatively developed ORV implementation plan within 1 year after 
the RW is adopted. This process will include public involvement. 

15 BLM does not Intend to use the objective of VRM class I to automatically 
preclude activities. providing the activity causes only a very low level 
of change to tne characteristic landscape and does not attract attention 
to the casual observer. 



proposal on its own merit, 

I 
and if BLM considers the broad array of 

mitigations available to it including duration and season of use. 

We do not agree wtth the use of Class I management as an excuse for 

blanket exclusion of 3 activity including mineral, mineral 

material or road construction activities. 

- We agree with the exclusion of visual resource management areas 

16 for commercial use of woodland productions. However, we 

believe downed dead wood should be maintained avai.lable for 

both private and campfire use. 

17 

18 

- We support the proposal Eor Eire suppression as set forth Ear 

visual resource areas. 

‘- With regard to the central portion oE the San Rafael Canyon, we 

agree with all stipulations except 1) the allowance for taking 

live wood for campfires. This should be dead wood only. 2) ORV use ,- 

should be restricted to designated roads and trails. Also, we 

support the application of VRM Class II standards provided the 

definition of this standard as set forth in Appendix M is adhered to 

and available mitigations as mentioned above, i.e., monetary values, 

durat i.on and season of use, are recognized and factored into the 

decision maki.ng process. 

We accept and agree with the rationale as set forth in Appendix 

B for not designating Hebes Mountain, Little Black Mountain, and 

-Gilson Butte as ACEC's. 

-12- 
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[Comment Page 13 (12)1 

16 Private offsite use of woodland products is not based on.VRM classifica- 
tions. BCM does not believe that there is sufficient dead wood in ACECs 
for private nome use. Specific areas would be opened for private home 
use within those areas designated open to woodland product harvest. 
Onsite use for campfires of dobned dead wood would be permitted in all 
ACECs. 

17 The comment was considered. and a change from live to downed dead wood 
only has been made (final EIS. chapter 2. Visual Resource Management). 

18 BLM appreciates this statement of support. Based on public coimaent. 
Gilson Buttes will be reconsidered for ACEC designation following 
further evaluation (appendix 6). 



19 

The BLM must remain aware of its responsibility to abide by 

state law relative to the designation of a road as a road. 

Furthermore, BLM must remain cognizant oE county rights and 

responsibilities under grandfather 2477 roads. Fi “ally, BLM must be 

aware that Utah State Law empowers counties to establish roads as 

either Class C or Class D. 

As BLM reviews road improvement or maintenance proposals it 

nust recogni.ze that there are other authorities, primarily counties, 

with other responsibilities such as public safety and rights Of 

access to private or state lands or other rights that must be 

considered. In view oE the riqhts and responsibilities of others, 

ULM must employ a liberal, affirmative review and approval approach 

to road projects. 

We disagree with the blanket requirement at 2-11 calling for 

reclamation of roads constructed in conjunction with other projects 

to as near the original condition as possible. We believe that 

roads constructed should be considered for their value as access 

ways for other purposes such as recreation or public safety. A 

blanket reclamation order ignores these other potential values of 

the road improvement. We recommend that reclamation be done on a 

case by case basis following consultation with the interested local 

government having statutory authority over roads in the SRRA.. 

-13- 
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19 All of the alternatives recognize valid existing rights. including 
rights-of-way for county, state, or municipal roads. The final EIS 
provides adaitional discussion of valid existing rights. 

Tne county has a valid existing right for the roads on the county road 
system under R.5. 247/. This includes most of the existing access roads 
in the planning area. See the response to comment 29-l. 

A clarification statement has been added to the final EIS (chapter 2. 
Standard Operating Procedures) to address the county's concerns 
regarding reclamation. 

. 

I . 
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WATER 

At 3-19 the RMP states: -The RMP cannot be used to determine 

water rights, but it may be used as a basis to develop future uses 

for water in the planning area: We see a conflict between the 

statement that the RMP cannot be used to determine water rights and 

the follow-on comment that the RHP may be used to develop future 

uses. There is no meaningful diEference between determining water 

uses and determining water rights. While BLH appears to be 

attempting not to, it nonetheless appears to us that the specter of 

quasi wilderness reserve water rights is being raised. This is a 

matter of great concern to us. We request that ELM discuss its 

i.ntent relative to the future uses of water i-n the SRRA at much 

greater length and that it include local government and state water 

authorities in these discussions. 

AIR QUALITY 

At page 3-22 the RMP states that the MFP di.scussed managing the 

Swell as a Class I Air Quality aced but that this approach was 

rejected when ELM ‘opted’ to avoid restrictions to industrial growth 

by working within visual air quality Class II requirements. We 

believe that BLM acted beyond its authority when it considered 

managing the Swell as a Class I Air Quality area. BLM policy 

requires that the least-limiting level of restrictions. be applied to 

oil and gas leases, (page 2-14). To overlie a congressionally 

designated Class II area with Class I management standards is wrong 

-14- 
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CConment page 15 (1411 

20 As stated, the RI@ cannot be used to determine water rights (draft 
RW/EIS. page 3-19). The statement that the RI+? may be used as a basis 
to develop future uses for water means that if water projects are pro- 
posed, ELM would apply for the water rights on these sites. BLM pres- 
ently has no wilderness areas in the planning area, and the RW is 
wrltten assuming no wilderness designatjons. Wilderness areas would be 
designated Ly an act of Congress. ELM has not attempted to obtain, and 
has no plans to obtain. additfonal water rights based on wilderness 
designations. Future uses of water in SRRA may include stock ponds, 
guzzlers, water control structures, or pipelines and troughs. No major 
projects llave been proposed in the RI@. BLM is required to obtain water 
rights through the state engineer before any water projects can begin. 
Notices are printed in the county newspaper for 90 days. Any person or 
agency may protest these applications. 

21 As stated in the draft RW/EIS (page 3-221, tne special interest areas 
would be managed as an air quality class II area. The San Rafael WP 
recognfzed the unique qualities of the San Rafael Swell and set a goal 
to protect these quallties through the RMP process. After considering 
methods of protection, it was concluded that these qualities could be 
protected through class IX afr quality standards. BLM acknowledges that 
changes In air qUdlit# ClaSS mdy be made only through a state or con- 
gressional declslon. BLW did not intend to lnsi[nudte thdt It was work- 
ing outside Its duthortty. 



in that it conflicts directly with BLB policy and it challenges the 

concept of state primacy in air quality matters. To state that BLn 

.opted. to not proceed ulth Class I air quality management presumes 

authorities which we believe BLM does not have. We request that the 

XUIP specifically recognize thdt it will manage the lands in 

conformity with Class II air quality standards until such time as 

the State of Utah, which has primacy over air quality matters, 

determines that the Swell should be elevated to Class I air quality. 

RECREATION 

Emery County recognizes the value of the San Rafael Swell Eoc 

recreational purposes. Furthermore, we are aware of the national 

trend toward motorized, mechanized, and touring related retreat ion 

while primitive recreation and back country use has experienced a 

multiyear down-turn. Accordintly, we do not support the BLEI ‘ROS 

class acreage shiEt toward the resource dependent (primative) end of 

the spectrum” (p.4-90). The trend toward shorter duration motorized 

or mechanized recreation has been attributed to the aging of the 

baby boom population and to two worker families who have substantial 

di.sposable income and limtted time to devote to recreation. Forest 

Service and Park Service visitation rates bear out these 

observations. It is not likely that the baby boomers, dispite their 

multiple talents will reverse the aging process and it is not likely 

that two wage earner families will return to single wage earner 

status. Accordingly, it is not likely that recreation statistics 

-15 
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22 BLM Is confident that the proposed RW provides adequate opportunities 
for both mutorired and nonmotorlzed recreation. 



will reverse their current trends. Given this reality, Emery County 

requests that BLH recognize its responsibilities to the recreating 

public by maintaining the maximum resource possible open to 

recreation opportunities that accommodate the motorized or 

mechanized recreationist and those with limited time to recreate. 

This recognition could take the form oE encouraging pavings, road 

construction or improvements, scenic turnouts, campgrounds, 

interpretive stations and more. As little resource as possible 

should be placed under the primitive category in the recreational 

opportunity spectrum. While we recognize that substantial portions 

of the Swell lend themselves only to “P” class recreation, we do not 

want this class of recreation expanded beyond its necessary and 

natural topographical limits. IJe support conservation oE surEace 

aesthetics and vegetation and, therefore, we support the limitation 

of off-road vehicles to designated roads and trails pursuant to an 

ORV management plan to be developed subsequent to adoption of the 

Final RMP EIS. We believe these recommendations respond directly to 

the planninq criteria (15) as articulated in the DraEt RMP (Page 5). 

We would also suggest that recreational management, including ORV 

manaqement, might lend itself favorably to a Coordinated Management 

Program (Stewardship Program). Our recommendation for a stewardship 

program is included under Additional Comments below. 

GRAZING 

23 r ELM proposes to modify forage allocations or seasons OE use 

-16- 
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where there are conflicts with critical soils and crucial wildlife 

habitat. As to critical soils, we are concerned about the way in 

which BLM will mandate the reduction of livestock on slopes while 

retaining existing forage use on Elat lands. We would ask that BLM 

avoid, to the extent possible, restrictions on flat lands that mi.ght 

otherwise occur as a result of protecting sloped areas. 

r The EIS dwells on changing season of use and cutting AUMs and 

does not adequately discuss other range management practices that 

could be implemented to improve range condition and reduce soil 

erosion. Water development, fencing, seeding, rest rotation, and 

deferred rotation are barely mentioned. Water development deserves 

special attention, because it has such tremendous potential to 

improve livestock distribution (listed as a problem on page 2-l), 

relieve pressure on riparian areas, and improve wildlife habitat. 

Appendix I, alternative F states that 43 allotments would be 

analyzed for change in season of use (from spring to winter). This 

implies that permittees would lose spring feed but would gain winter 

feed. A closer examination of Appendix I shows that season of use 

would change on only 15 allotments. Thirty-one allotments with more 

than one season of use would simply lose spring use. We believe 

that the,economic implication of these proposed changes should be 

reconsidered. 

Another concern is that the EIS (Alternative P) does not 

identify ways to improve the range specifically for livestock 

grazing. Some practices are dismissed because they may not be cost 

-17- 
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23 

24 

25 

26 

In areas exceeding the Soil Conservation Service (X.5.) critical soil 
loss threshold and in a downward trend, it may be necessary to change 
livestock management (appendix H). Tnis could be a change in grazing 
season, reduction in livestock numbers, implementation of a grazing 
system, or other management prescription tnat would protect critical 
soils areas. 
ing. 

Reductions would be based on 5 years of rangeland monitor- 
Changes in management may occur as data become available. 

Every effort would be made to reach an agreement with the operator on a 
grazing plan. 

The RIY gives general guidance for the uses that may be allowed on 
public land ana where such uses may be allowed. The specific management 
scheme for a certain area is developed in an activity plan, such as an 
AMP. Water developments, fencing, reseedings. etc., would be made part 
of the AMP system and developed as needed to implement the plan. 

All plans are established to protect or enhance the basic resources, 
such as soil, water, and vegetation, as well as to improve conditions 
for livestock, wildlife, and other use activities on public land. 

See the response to ccnnnent 48-5. 

The investment analysis for each range improvement does consider bene- 
fits to other resources (draft Rb/EIS. page 2-36) See also the re- 
sponse to conment 35-24. 



effective. Yet, improved range condition is assumed to reduce soil 

erosion and benefit wildlife. Why couldn’t benefits to grazing. 

wildltfe, and erosion be considered against the cost oE - 

improvements? Grazing, wildlife, and erodeable soils are listed as 

conflicting resources, yet practices that benefit one could benefit 

all. 

i 

We recognize the need for crucial wildlife habitat, but we are 

concerned that a distinction be made between crucial and 

conventional or standard habitat. Furthermore, we request that 

allotment adjustments be sustained by both the grazer and the 

27 
wildlife population. The grazer should not be left alone to bear 

the burden of lessening range pressure when the wildlife population 

shares in creating that pressure. If this type of balance cannot be 

reached, we further recommend that where there is a reduction in 

i domestic livestock grazing as a result of increased wildlife numbers 

or a reduction in domestic grazing because of proven livestock and 

wildlife stress to vegetation or soils without a corresponding 

decrease in wildlife numbers, then the BLM directly compensate the 

permittee bearing the loss , or, arrange for a permit buy-out by some 

organization such as The Nature Conservancy or the Wildlife 

Federation. 

We appreciate the BLM’s acknowledgment of the historic nature 

of grazing in the San Rafael Resource Area (p.2-5). We do, however, 

express concern over BLU’s apparent lack of regard for what the 

agricultural community means to the social conditions of the county. 

-ia- 
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27 Yildlife monitoring studies are being implemented in allotments where 
conflicts between wildlife and livestock are thought to exist. If 
monitorfing studies indjcate resource damage by wildlife, ELM may recom- 
mend to UDYR that herd numbers be reduced. Grazing permjts or leases do 
not convey any right, title, or interest to the permittees or lessees in 
any of the lands or resources held by the United States and administered 
by EL?.! (43 CFR 4130.2(b) and Section 3 of the Taylor Grazing Act of 
lY34, as amended). Therefore, compensation for loss of a permit or 
lease Is not allowed. 

26 The historical importance of agriculture to the social conditions of the 
region. particularly Emery County, was acknowledged in the draft RW/EK 
(page 3-54). Although the projected economic impact to ranchers in tne 
area could be severe enough to directly affect theSr lifestyle, the 
ntier of people and amount of earnings affected relative to total 
county population. employment, and earnings was not enough to change the 
social conditions of caaaunlties wfthln Emery County. Another factor 
contributing to this conclusi[on was the large proportion of affected 
ranchers, over 75 percent, who also have other sources of earnings. 



We question the RMP statement that ‘Social conditions of nearby 

communities would not be affected.’ We do agree with the RMP 

statement that “The lifestyles oL some ranchers would change.” (p.4- 

96). Our perception is that even though the numbers of people 

involved in agriculture in Emery County are not nearly as great 

percentage wise as they used to be, the social impact and the mor 

fiber they bring to the area certainly merit more than the two li 

that was offered under Alternative F. The BLM analysis that soci 

conditions will not change is fallacious. The lifestyles of at 

al 

nes 

al 

least CZ r;:!.cl. fi~ri:ir*!; will change. Because of the loss of spring 

grazing, this number may increase to at least 89 families who may be 

excluded and have their lifestyles altered thereby. These potential 

changes will alter our social make-up and how we view ourselves and 

i.n greater measure than i.s recogni.zed by BLM. 

The BLM considers at great length the protection of resources 

considered rare or in limited supply on public lands. We suggest 

29 that the Western American cattle and sheep man is an overlooked 

resource in the SRRMP. Unless there are some changes, this 

threatened and endangered species is certain to become extinct in 

this area. 

Finally, we would suggest that BLM consider a Coordinated 

30 
Resource Management Program (Stewardship Management Program) for the 

San Rafael Swell to provide on-going multiple interest input to Its 

management. The first step in doing this would be to move the San 

-19- 
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iconnent page 20 (19)3 

29 The comment is acknowledged. 

30 BLM supports the concept of coordinated resource management plannfng. 

The option to relocate the SRRA office would be handled administratively 
by the State Director and is therefore not appropriate for resolution 
through the land-use planning system. 

: 
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icotmaent page 21 (20)1 

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 
The suitability study/EIS would determine (1) the suitability Of tne 
river segments for designation to the wild and scenic river system2 and 

F 
Emery County questions BLM resource specialist recommendations 

(2) whether the potential Classification Of each river Segment is 
correct. This comnentwill be considered at that time. 

that Muddy Creek has potential for Wild and Scenic designation. No dams have been proposed on the San Rafael River and no current inter- 

be classified as wild, 
est is known to exist for such deVelOpTWnt. Therefore, discussicn in 

a river must be free of impoundments. the draft HtY/EIS would not have been appropriate. 

orea must show little evidence of human activity and be generally 

inaccessable except by trail. . . The water must be unpolluted. . .” 

To bc classified as scenic. . .” The area must not show 

substantial evidence of human .>ctivity (p. 158 Vol II).” 

Seqment 1 of the Xuddy Creek would not qualify as wild in that 

31 
there is an manganese mining site that, as late as the late 1970’s, 

was accessable by vehicle. Surface sampling and spectoqraphic 

ana ly; i :i 811 no SIIOWT. an art-d of hirjh niin~rslization. 

Further, a letter from Courtney Brewer, Ph.D., 208 Pro)ect 

Manager, to Garde11 Snow, County Commissioner, dated January 1977, 

indicates that the Muddy Creek along that segment is certainly 

polluted. I.1 r . Brewer states “. . . the water in that location can 

kill if ingested. This means a ‘red flag’ for animals as well as 

humans.” 

Questions also arise concerning the lack of mention in the 

draft SRRMP of potential dam sites acknowledged by the BLEl to exist 

durinq th? wilderness study process on the San Rafael River. 

sites should be discussed in the RMP. 

-2o- 
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

As was mentioned earlier, the BLM considers at agreat length 

the protection of resources considered rare, threatened or 

endangered on public lands. The resources include, but are not 

limited to, relict vegetation, scenery, and archaeological remains. 

de recommend that BLM give equal consideration to the increasing 

scarcity of economically developable natural reesources particularly 

including minerals and oil and gas. These resources will acquire 

increased economic and strategic value with the passage of time. 

Furthermore, their occurrence approaches the rarity of other values 

for which DLM shows qreat concern. These resources should not be 

subject to plan stipulations or manaqer discretion so restrictive as 

to preclude their extraction to the benefit of either local, state 

or national economies oc strategic interests. 

New technologies including "super computing systems” are 

continually advancing the threshold of mans’ knowledge of the 

earths’ subsurface resources. Exclusion of roads and other 

explorational development activities in VW1 Class I, II or III areas 

may‘be a short sighted and costly mistake considering the resource 

potentials that may be unknowinqly forgone as a result of drawing 

premature conclusions. Advancing tehcnoloqy argues against liberal 

application of restrictive stipulations and in favor of liberal use 

-of affirmative management discretion. 

r At 2-5 the RMP indicates that ‘certain vegetation values” 
34 

refers to many other things 'ecological values on the Wedge." The 
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LComnent page 22 (2111 

33 BLM is confident the that proposed REP provides for ba'lanced use and 
protection of ail resource values. 

The proposed RR would be reviewed periodically and could be modified to 
acconnodate changing technologies and resource emphasis (appendix A). 

: 



term “ecological values” is broad and all inclusive while vegetation 

values relates to a specific aspect of the ecology of an area. The 

RMP should explain exactly how the concept of certain vegetation 

values relates to the Wedge. 

At 2-5 it is indicated that a no surface occupancy waiver will 

be available after an EA concludes that a proposed action will have 

35 no adverse impact on scenic values. This consideration should be 

amended to state that no permanent impact will be created and the 

determination of permanence should include the duration of the 

visual intrusion as well as other mitigation opportunities. 

36 

We object to the RtlP orientation which places production and 

protection at opposite ends of the management spectrum (for example 

2-2). Production can occur simultaneously with protection. Also we 

encourage BLM to provide protection to production activities and to 

the capacity to put the lands to use for commodity production 

purposes in the future. 

County roads on BLM lands must meet county road standard. 

L 

At 2-10 (also at 2-11) the RMP states that vehicle tracks 

37 
“wi.llg be ripped 4-12”. This act may destroy more resource than the 

original tracks. This instruction should be permissive changing the 

“will” to *may’. We also refer BLM to our earlier statement wherein 

we recommend that BLM retain certain improvements tor future use in 

consultation with total government. 

38 r At 2-10 the RMP states that grazing ‘improvements must not be 
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34 Management actions would be implemented to ensure conpliance with tne 
Endangered Species Act and to protect species of concern. 

35 For any proposed action, BLM considers tne duration of visual intrusions 
througn the analysis of short-term versus long-term impacts. 

36 ELM is making no attempt to put protection and production at opposites. 
Tne language is a means of analyzing the impacts of different management 
prescriptions for varying levels of resource use and protection. 

37 The comment was considered and a wording change made (final EIS. chapter 
2, Standard Operating Procedures). 

3a dLt4 appreciates the consnentor's pointing out the need to clarify its 
maintenance policy. A clarification statement has been added to the 
final iIS (cnapter 2. Standard Operating Procedures). 



1 

disturbed’. The RMP should specify that maintenance is not 

*disturbance.” 

The RMP makes the following statement: -The actual 

of salt and sediment yield to the total Colorado River 

basin from drainage in the planning area is unknown' (3-18). At 3- 

19 the following statement is made: “The planning area is estimated 

to have sediment rates of about 0.5 to 8 tons per acre per year 0.2 

39 
to 3.0 acre feet per square mile per year.’ These comments appear 

to be contradictory and clarification is requested. 

ADDITIONAL DEFINITIONS NEEDED 

Base Resource ip.l-1) - Give a general deEinition 
40 

[ 

National Interest - Define as it relates to or compares to local or 

state interest and give examples for illustrative purposes. 

Crucial Wildlife Habitat 
41 

[ 

- As distinguished Cram general or 

conventional wildlife habitat. 

42 

iI 

Free Flowing - Include a discussion of the relationship between free 

flowing and fords installed at crossings. 

TRestr icted - Explain that this means allowable with certain 
43 L limitations. 

-23- 
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39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

Tile actual contribution of salt and sediment yield to the total Colorado 
River drainage basin from the planning area has not been quantified. 
Salt and sediment were estimated for comparison of management activities 
and alternatives to the soils and watersheds. The estimates are pre 
sented as a ran 
many variables 9 

e of values (rather than individual values) because of 
n an area as large as the SRRA. These variables are 

discussed in the soils section of alternative A (draft RW/EIS. page 
4-d). The document has been clarified (appendix N). 

BL)V has considered this request and has provjded additional definitions 
as deemed appropriate. 

A general definition for base resource has been added to the Glossary. 

Crucial wildlife habftat is defined in the Glossary. 

Free-flowing is defined by Section 16 (b) of the Yild and Scenic Rivers 
Act as "existing or flowing in natural condition without impourutaent, 
diversion, straightening. riprapping, or other modification of tne 
waterway.” The existence of low dams. diversion work, and other minor 
structures at the tlma the river segment is being considered shall not 
automatically disqualify it for a possible addition to the national Wild 
and Scenic System. A river segment may, in fact, flow between large 
impoundments and may qualify if conditions within the segment meet the 
eligibility criteria. In the absence of reasonable alternative routes, 
new public utility rights-of-way on federal lands affecting a wild and. 
scenic river area or study area would be pemitted. Uhere new rights- 
of-way are unavoidable. locations and construction techniques would be 
selected to minimfze adverse effects on scenfc. recreational, fish and 
wildlIfe. and other values of the river area. There are no speciffc 
requirements concerning the length or the flow of an eligible river 
segnent. 

Restrict. as used In thfs document, follows the standard dictionary 
definition: to confine or keepwithin ldmfts. BLN does notbelleve it 
necessary to add to thfs meaning. 
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Tdw (601) 381-5578 

December 6, 1988 

Jim Dryden, San Rafael Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
900 North 700 East 
Price, Utah 84301 

Dear Mr. Dryden, 

We appreciate the opportunity o? commenting on the DSRRMP plan. 

The Emery County Economic OcveIopment Council has always 
malntaincd that the San Rafael Swell 1s one of our most important 
resources. We are very interested to see that this unique 
resource is properly managed so that Its full potential may be 
realized. Ylth this in mind, we request that the BLH begin a 
dialogue with local officials and citizens to examine other 
possible options for the management of the San Rafael Swell. In 
particular, we are anxious to explore the posslbilltles that may 
exist to better protect the cultural and historic aspects of the 
Swell, and to preserve Its unique and intriguing %haracter”. 

We also take the position of supporting Emery County’s 
endorsement of alternative F with the changes and alterations 
submitted by Emery County In their response to the Draft SRRMP. 

We further request that the ELM move lts San Rafael Resource Area 
offices from Price to Emery County. This would do much to 
lmprove the service to those rho use these lands and would 
undoubtably improve communications and working relatlonshlps as 
we continue to pursue the best course for management of the 
Swell. 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the planning 
process. 

Sincerely, 

Yes’Curtls. Chairman 
Emery County Economic Development Council 

&ONx TO COMMENT 36 R EMERY Cw DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL 

iCor;ment page 13 

1 BLM appreciates the conment. Please see the response to comment 35. 

_..- . 



Emery County Road 
P.O. Box 889 

Castle IMe, Utah 84513 

December 2, 1988 

Phone (80 1) 38 l-5450 

381~;550 

1 

James W. Dryden 
Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
P. 0. Drawer AB 
Price, Utah 84501 

Dear Jim, 

In response to the Draft RMP/EIS; I briefly comment. You and Mr. 
Nodine (and staff) are to be commended on the thoroughness of 
this draft proposal. 

In reviewin& the impact that Alternative A has had in present 
involvement with our division over Critical Soils, USA, NEPA, 
visual resource restrictions, endangered plant and wildlife 
species, riparian, mining, salinity, archeology and historical 
issues, I honestly must say that any alternative that "tightens 
the knot" further would be viewed as too cost prohibitive and 
restrictive to stay open for business. Per our conversation 
last summer it appears that 34 of our free use pits are imperiled 
by the minimal classification of CS or ACEC per Alternative F 
(your preferred alternative). 

As stated then, cost of maintenance issues are our main concern, 
plain and simple! If our production crews have to travel more 
than 5 miles with repair materials roll back costs of operation 
cover us up. Our network entails over 1100 miles of road 
jurisdiction in over 4300 square miles. When you mentioned that 
we already had too many pits I knew that we would have problems 
because we have to few at present; though we are trying to 
honestly please youand are holding requests to a minimal, 
.believe me! 

Your staff have patiently and professionally handled our problems 
both internally, with your processes, and externally, in the 
field with our processes. Frankly, we simply will make no move 
without consulting your people. Now some organizations would 
find that an issue to Fight over, we do not. Frankly we covet 
our relationship with BLH because you and your people have worked 
very well with us. Our processes are complex to maintain roads. 
The liability we assume today becomes more awesome by the hour. 
If we are to have roads the FWHA say they will meet a certain 
minimal acceptable standard. The UDOT people have been helpful 
but it’s difficult to maintain a positive relationship as more 
stiffer regulations are imposed upon us with less revenue 
anticipation. 

itormnent page l] 

1 None of Emery County's free use permits are in areas closed to mineral 
material disposal, but many occur in areas witit special restrictfons 
(draft RtP/EIS, pages 2-26 to 2-77). Existing permits would continue 
under existing stipulations until the permits expire. Management pre- 
scriptions contained in the proposed RIP would then be applied to tne 
renewed free use permit. 

?ne impact analysis indicates that availability of mineral materials 
would not be appreciably affected, although management prescriptions 
could increase production costs (final EIS, chapter 41. If the permit- 
tee deciaes the cost of complying with the stipulations exceeds the 
benefits of tne permit, the free use permit would be relinquished. 
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Letter to James Dryden 
December 2, 1988 
Page Two 

Our whole mode of operations have changed drastically From Former 
times. We have placed ourselves into your hands as a resource 
management tool and a wonderful reciprocal relationship has 
evolved. We appreciate that! Since your staff has endeavored 
to help us understand and view processes from the BLM’s 
perspective we have vastly improved operations (I Feel). Frankly 
I would prefer to take our chances with current relationships 
being what they are and stay with Alternative A. Your helping us 
step by step to address issues has benefited us greatly. As you 
became impacted From Washington D.C. your people interpreted and 
assisted us in adjustment. Its been a type of phase operation 
and falls within the scope of our capabilities. We can gear 
ourselves in stages with your assistance, but not adjust as 
radically as Alternative F appears to potentially impact us. 

The minute that you mention soils restrictions you impact roads 
of necessity. To virtually surround us with a minimal 
classiFication CS scares me to death! The values within this 
classification are extensive and imposing. I’m not confident 
that you realize that a road must be built to basic specification 
utilizing certain Forms of aggregate for travel surfaces and 
structurally sound materials for substructure integrity. These 
are all soils; we work with dirt1 If you impose more critical 
restrictions upon us where do we go for the correct materials to 
maintain your roads? I have trouble viewingthisrom both our 
perspectives. I honestly feel, even in view of Alternative F, 
that you want and regard roads as essential. You and your staff 
have been gracious to convey thanks to us For better roads so we 
know you appreciate them. I simply do not understand how we wil 
be able to continue services to the BLM or the constituency if 
borrow materials access is denied us or have become so 
restrictive from a cost standpoint that we cannot maintain roads 
,any longer. 

I wish at its inception or perhaps a year or so into your study 
that road processes could have been recognized and addressed 
directly with our department. I mean in a real “shit-t sleeve” 
sense wherein we could have gone over the network together, 
reviewed with you our processes of maintenance and raw materials 
needs then discussed the regulations that impact our department 
directly from a road maintenance point of view. 

I still have problems with Mr. Bailey’s decision last spring to 
not allow us access into our Hiawatha pit, because of the 
wildlife habitat restriction which still had 30 days to run out, 
during an emergency. 

KESPONSE TO COMMENT 37 

iConment page 21 

2 The standard operating procedures have been reviewed and updated (final 
EIS. chapter 2, Standard Operating Procedures). 

The critical soils were identified because they are highly saline and 
highly erodible. Special conditions are proposed for road construction 
(final EIS. chapter 2. soil. Water and Air Ilanagementl to protect these 
areas. BLM believes these conditions are reasonable and would not 
seriously impact the road department. Restrictions to protect critical 
soils would not apply to the collection of road materials, but only to 
the design of new roads and other construction activities. See the 
response to cotmtent 43-l. 

BLM appreciates the county roads and the road maintenance performed by 
the county and hopes that its cooperative working relationship with the 
county can continue. 



Letter to James Dryden 
December 2, 1988 
Page Three 

Yes there was evidence that about half a dozen deer were still 
foraging in the area, but human life was imperiled and we had to 
delay rehabilitation to search for other materials and were 
subjected to super expensive contractor costs and tort liability 
exposure before the problem was remedied. 

The value of human life was immediately apparent to me. One 
human is not the worth of six inconvenienced deer. Alternative 
F(2) “to protect crucial wildlife habitat” says to me that 
further instances are likely in the future. My observations as 
well as my men’s have been that animals horn in this mechanized 
age care less about our operations than the experts. My men love 
it when the deer and the antelope play in the vicinity of our 
projects. They don’t appear stressed at all. They just hang 
around and eat. I dare say if we went back to horse drawn 
scrapers and equipment these animals would be far more impacted 
listening to the horse whinny and team drivers screaming and 
cussing during the super extended stays necessary to repair roads 
in primitive fashion. Somewhere or other we’ve lost sight of 
some common sense issues. 

I can assure you that my men love this country more than most do 
and have been more conservative and attentive to resource 
management than the vast majority ever will be. 

In summary, I feel that there appears to be a real conflict 
potential even though “access to state or private lands will not 
be denied. The rights of state and local governments to control 
and maintain use of their roads are established by law; the state 
has a further legal right to enjoy development of inheld state 
lands”. (re Vol 1,2-24,4211 Rights-of-Way) 

We realize that effective management is crucial to prevent 
further losses to the environment but I also see a trend to 
manipulate nature somewhat by establishing new riparian and 
aquatic areas and introducing non native species of wildlife 
though compatable, also while at the same time reducing the 
domestic grazing populations through a restrictive permit 
process. This leads one to suspect we will have much diversity 
of wildlife with much more restricted access in which to enjoy 
them. One might narrowly view this as the eradication of the 
traditional western economy. One might also expect to see a cow 
or domestic sheep as often as a mountain lion in the years ahead. 



Letter to James Dryden 
December 2, 1988 
Page Four 

Perhaps even a few more years yet future one may well expect to 
see a Homo sapien less regularly than the wild burro population 
at which time one would hope a generous mix of Homo sapien might 
be reintroduced for contrast. 

At any rate all restrictions considered one cannot help feeling 
that the proverbial “water is under the bridge” and brace for the 
program ahead. I can’t help but think that the response window 
should have been 4-5 years so that those impacted could have 
collectively responded in as thorough a way as your RMP/EIS 
proposal. Despite it all we are still determined to get along 
but you can expect our next 10 year road maintenance agreement to 
have many bail out and restrictive clauses to protect our 
processes from mid stream changes. For example when a 
microscopic cactus or a woody stemed broadleaf species is 
discovered and borrow materials access is denied, it would be 
reasonalble to conclude that the BLM find us an alternative 
borrow source in the same area or expect road maintenance to 
cease in that particular service xone. We could post signs where 
service Is withdrawn. These issues can of course be mltigatcd 
at time of the 10 year agreement. Again we do enjoy a good 
relationshlp with BLH and hope that it’s not to late to 
incorporate our needs into your plan. 

Supervisor 

RF:cjw 

cc Commissioner Jerry Mangum 
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December 6, 1988 

1 

L 
options might exist to better-protect the histor 
uses in the San Rafael Resource Area. 

Jim Dryden, San Rafael Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
900 North 700 East 
Price, Utah 84501 

Dear Mr. Dryden, 

We appreciate the opportunity of commenting on the DSRRMP plan. 

We are certain that through such cooperative efforts the interest 
of all can be met. 

Ferron City takes the position of endorsing alternative F of the 
Draft SRRMP as it has been submitted by Emery County with the 
articulated recommends for changes and alterations. 

Additionally, and in keeping with the Emery County proposals, we 
request that the BLM move the San Rafael Resource Area offices 
from Price to Emery County. This will help bring those involved 
with the management decisions closer to those who are usinq t hr 
lands. 

We also request that the BLM enter into a dialogue with local 
officials and other interested parties to see if other manaoement 

Thank YO" again for the opportunity to partic 
planning process. 

Sincerely, 

cal multiple 

pate in the 

RESPONSE TO CM&&NT 38 WON CITY 

1 ELM appreciates the corsnent. Please see the response to coarnent 35. 

Ferron City 

MR:jb 



December 7. 1988 

Jim Dryden, San Rafael Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
900 North 700 East 
Price, Utah 84501 

Dear Mr. Dryden: 

?We comment on the DSRRMP plan with appreciation for the opportunity 
and much concern over the impact. Cur cooperative efforts should be 
for the benefit of all concerned. 

Huntington City agrees with and endorses alternative F of the draft 
SRRMP as submitted by Emery County with the articulated recormnend- 
ations for changes and alterations. 

1 We would like to go on record of joining with Emery County and other 
cities in the county requesting that the ELM move the San Rafael Re- 
source Area Offices from Price to Emery County. This will make for 
a closer relationship with management decisions and those using the 
lands. 

We also request additional dialogue with local officials and other 
interested parties to detenine if other management options might 
better protect the historical multiple use in the San Rafael Resource 

-Area. 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the planning process. 

Shirl C. tIcArthur. Uayor 
Huntington City 

SCM/ jl 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 39 HUNTINGTON CIJY 

1 BLM appreciates the comrent. Please see tile response to cement 35. 
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December 7. 1988 

Mr. Jim Dryden. San Rafael Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
900 North 700 East 
Price, Utah 84501 

Dear Mr. Dryden. 

Orangeville City feels it necessary to write this letter conceminq 
the DSRRMP plan and hopes that through the efforts of all concerned this 
plan can be successful. 

As a concerned city we endorse Alternative F of the Oraft SRRMP as 
it has been submitted by Emery County with the articulated recoavaendations 
for changes and alterations. 

In keeping with the Emery County proposals, we request the BLM rmve 
the San Rafael Resource Area offices from Price to Emery County. This 
move will help bring those involved with the management decisions closer 
to those who are using the lands. 

We would also request the BLM enter into a dialogue with the local 
officials and other interested parties to see if other manaqement options 
might exist to better protect the historical multiple uses in the San 

-Rafael Resource Area. 

Thank you for this opportunity of participating in the planning 
process. 

Sincerely, 

Jxm. b\kv&+ 

Tom Humphrey 
Orangeville City Mayor 

M:ja 

KESPONSE TO COMMENT 49 CRANGEVILLE CITY 

1 BLM appreciates the cment. Please see the response to comment 35. 
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Mr. Jim Dryden 
San Rafael Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
9OU North 700 East 
Price, utah 84501 

RE: RMP 

Uear Mr. Dryden: 

This letter constitutes the response of the Southeastern Utah Association 
of Local Governments to the Draft San Rafael Resource Manayement Plan. 

First, I would like to cormend you and your staff for your willingness to 
be available to local government and assisting in our understanding of the 
many points made in your draft cocument. Your candor and openness are 
appreciated. 

Ue would like to add our crganization to the list of people and entities 
expressing suppcrt for the comments of Emery County submitted to you under 
other cover. We agree with and support each of the concerns and recomnend- 
ations set forth by Emery County and we await your response to the several 
questions they raise. 

We will attempt to avold auplicatiny comments made by Emery County for the 
sake of brevity. 

We are concerned that the RMP discusses at length the exclusions and 
limitations that will be placed on human uses of the resource and little is 
specifically said about how human activities will or may be accomodated within 
the parameters of these limitations. To a degree this gives the RtiP a 
negative flavor that could be misleading. For the benefit of the lay reader 
as well as for the purpose of clarifying the affirmative aspects of the plan 
we woula suggest that the plan incorporate a section which discusses hypo- 
thetical situations and possible BLM responses to these situations. This 
approach would give the lay and casual reader a better opportunity to assess 
the real world impact of various plan proposals. Such a discussion could take 
the form of a question answer display. Examples follow: 

REGIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 41 ------ -- SOUTHEASTERN-UTAH ASSOCIATION OF LQCAL GO VERNHENTZ 

iComnent page 11 

1 Planning and CEQ regulations require BLM to address reasonable and 
foreseeaole alternatives. It would not be possible to display all the 
possible nypothetical management conoinations that could be selected. 
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RESPONSE TO COMfsIENT 41 _S_O'JTHEASTERN UTAH ASSOCIATION OF LOCAL GOVERN_MENT$ ------ 

1. Can either oil and gas exploration or production cccur in a VRli 

-___ 

class 1 area? If it can, what kinds of stipulations can a project iiocnent page 21 
sponsor expect to encounter? 

See appendix V. 
2. 

BLfl recognizes tnat short-term visual impacts of less 
Can either mineral exploration or extraction occur in a VRH class I tnan S Years may oe insignificant and were not considered in the draft 
area? If so, what kinds of stipulations can a project sponsor expect Rl,P/EIS. 
to encounter? 

3. 
The Critical viewpoint within the I-70 scenic Corridor would be the 

How will a grazer having both critical ~011s (slopes in excess of 20 lanes of the highway. Proposed uses of the public lands outside the 
degrees) and noncrltlcal soils in the same allottment Le expected to nighway right-of-hay, but within the corridor, may be authorized if the 
manage his herd to protect the critical soils? use could De located out of the traveling public's view. 

4. khat does BLM wan when it states that thP RMP will not affect water See the response to comment 35-24. 
rights but it may aftect water use in the resource area? 

5. Goes BLK differenrlate forage use pressure into that pressure created 
by livestcck and that pressure created by wildlife and will wildlife 
be expected to spare in tke mitigation of excessive forage pressures? 

6. Cnaer what circumstances could mineral or oil and gas QevelCpment 
occur Wltrlln all ACEC ana speciftcally vlthin an hisrorlcal ACEC? 

that couio be included in a straighttorward westion answer format. 
alternative to inclusion ot such d discussion bLM might consiaer answering 
these PU~SL~OPS in the response to pub\lc com%znt oocur.ent. This. dt Irest 
would provide a source ot informaticn comprebensihle to the lay public. 

ke would otfer the following addit,onal coriments for ccfisideration. 

Duration should be a major considerarlon hhen a determination 1s 
telng made as to visual or other aesthetic impacts. A visual irr.pact 
of a couple years for example is insignificant IF the overall scheme 
of public lands management. 

The scenic highray corridor must consider only that view from the 
Interstate outward and not from within or on the outer boundary 
inward tcward the Interstate. This will allow many opportunities for 
economic or Comnodity producticn without degraaing the scenic view 
from the highway. 

Alternative B indicates that AUM's may be increased while 
simultaneously reducing soil erosion with proper development ana 
distribution of water res@urces. kfe suggest that ELM'consider water 
management as a preferrable way to relieve both soil erosion and 
vegetation pressure. We find this alternative preferrable to 
reducing Auk's or changing seasons of use on selectea allotments. Ire 
would reiterate an often made comment that wildlife benefits 
substantially from improvements including water improvements added to 
the land by grazers. 
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4. We are concerned that VRM class designation may be managed so 
restrictively that most of the high and moderate potential oil dnd 
gas lands may be effectively excluded from either effective 
exploration or development or both. We ask that ELM give higher 
priority to the resource potentials when establishing standards for 
aesthetic (VRMl management. Ye would remind BLM of the transitory 
nature of man's activities as well as the land's immense capacity for 
natural reclamation. 

he appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Graft San Rafael RMP/EIS. 

Sincerely, 

William G. Howell 
Executive Uirector 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 41 SOUTHEASTERN UTAH ASSOCIATION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

LCoaanent page 33 

5 See the responses to comsients 35-11) and 35-11. 



CGW4ENT 42 

Jim Dryden 
San Rafael Pcaourcc Area knager 
Bureau of Land Management 
900 xortll 700 East 
Price, Ut 04501 

Kc: San Rafael Peaource tlanagement Plan (IMP) 

Dear Mr. Dryden: 

The State of Utah. through the Resource Development Coordinating 
Committee, has reviewed the Draft Resource Hanagement Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement for the San Rafael Resource Area. I 
want to thank you and your competent staff for involving the state 
in the planning process, and for the time you spent personally 
acquainting the Cormaittec vith area issues. 

In general, the information and analysis presented is impressive 
in both quantity and quality. as is the range of alternative 
reeouree allocation plan8 considered. The BLM is to be commended on 
ita efforts to thin point. However, I hope that the informational 
concerns expressed in the attached comments vi11 help the BLll focus 
ita proposal to a point where the atate can concur with the 
preferred alternative. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to be involved in the 
planning process. 

SincerFly, 

7ggL+-L& 
Ro an A. Ban@,erter 
Governor 

REB/tlEC/jh 



COMRXTS OF TXR STA’l’B OF UTAE 
TO lm SAM RAFABL 

DUIT pESODlK% MAlUGlD4RIC PLAN (RI@) 
DECKW5gP 19gg 

-- 

- w: A primsry concern of the stste is to assure thst the 
economic needs of both the atate as a vholc, snd the local 
residents, are met by the BLPl’s proposed allocation of the l rea’s 
re*oureea. The 11111 asserts that the preferred alternative balances 
the interests competiw for the use of those resources. but doea not 
stste the subjective criteris by which thie bslsnce wes determined. 
This bslsnce of u.L., es determined by the BLi9, la then used to 
Justify controls, of many Linda and degree, for portiona of the 
resource are*. The l tste requests thet the BLH discuss the 
rationale for the “bslenee’ proposed in the preferred l lternstive, 
snd ensure thst sll proposed controls are the least restrictive 

-necessary to accomplish the gosls of the fins1 management plan. 

- m: The mapa presented ss part of the proposal sre woefully 
insdequste. The reader csnnot correlste the boundaries of the 
various management areas displayed to a sufficient number of 
specific topogrsphic feetures. As a result, the maps themselves 
present very little .epeclflc informetion. end make en anelysis of 
the BL8.s proposed plan unnecesssrily difficult. 

For example, map 63 (Vol. 2, p. 63) displays the extent of the 
four types of off-road vehicle (ON) use designations proposed for 
the preferred alternative. The map demonstrates thet the B?dl has 
carefully drevn the boundaries of esch use ema, judging from the 
detailed squiggle each boundary line forma. flowerer, no useful 
topographic iaformtlon la ahown. ORV use is inextricably tied to 
nutface featurea. Ueers drive thetr ORVo to scenic areas snd 
cemparounde, and use motorbikes end ATVs upon certain types of 
terrain. The map doea not locate any rivera, mountain peaks, desert 
fhthndm, campgrounds, dirt access toads or other items of interest 
to an ORV user. Without these types of reference points, the reader 
of the map cennot eveluete the potmtiel for OW uee vlthin each of 
the BMa proposed categories, and thereby meke en informed corment 
on the merits of the BM’s propoasl. 

PESPONSE TO COMENT 42 -_--- &JE OF UTAH. OFFICE OF THE GOVERMOiJ TA 

iComent page 2 (I)3 

1 The RR is based upon the criteria provided in FLPEtA (draft RWIEIS. 
pages l-5 and l-6). The alternatives developed in the draft RR/EIS 
reflect these and other criteria, as well as the needs of the puolic 
expressed through public input. Through the impact analysis contained 
in tne draft RI;P/EIS, chapter 4, ELM determined that the preferred 
alternative would best provide for use and protection of public lands. 

2 Additional features, points of reference, and township and range markers 
have been added to the maps for the proposed RHP. A plastic overlay 
with additional features has also been included for use with the page- 
size maps. Using the 1:250,000 ownership maps as a base would have 
displayed so much information that the reader could not discern the 
proposed actions. 
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P.ce Two 
Utah state Respon.ee 

It in recognized that the 81.~8 do shov three tow .nd three 
aajor pars13 highvaya, and that * comparison of the upa .llovs the 
re.dar vith prior ImowledSe of the .re.‘. topqraphy to @l..n .ome 
rueful information from the maps. For exuplc, l comp.rison of m*p 
16 (Vol. 2, p. 16) and the previously mentioned up 63. .long with 
prior lmowledge of the topography of the Sm P.f.el Reef md Swell, 
1llow8 the reader to understand th.t 8ome of the .re.s listed .(I 
“ORV we limited to deniSn.ted ro.drr and tr.fla” on a.p 63 .re .r... 
of very rugged terrain. Eovever, even this information ia too 
mparmc to be helpful. Where, for u.mple, .re the rugged cliffs in 
relation to the bound.ry between the “limited UIX.” .re.* md the 
nclghboring “open” .re.n shown on map 627 Uh.t ia the r.tion.le for 
loc.tin8 th. bound.ry where It i.? Without copo&r.phlc reference 
point., theme lmportlnt concern. cuknot be .ddremmed. 

Thhc~c con~ernm are not confined to the ORV use mws. The re.der 
h.# . difficult time ev.lu.tin6 “Visu.1 Peaoutce M.awement Cl.ss” 
.ltern.tivea (Vol. 2, p. 64-68) or “Grazing Action” .ltern.tiree 
(Vol. 2, p. 49-M). without knowiw the type of wrface fe.ture. 
within c.ch de.i6n.ted .re.. 

Tbc inadequacy of the maps ~1.0 r.i.ee sufficiency of public 
notlc. COnCerna, Iha plan, if .doptcd, would pl.ce reetrictlon. 
upon th. public. I”ha BM ham the oblir.tion to properly inform the 
public of th... rwtrlctlonm. If rha public cannot interpret th. 
inform.tion pra..ntsd by the EL!!, and thereby determine hov to 
beh.ve ln . Slven nltuatlon. the BLM will hav. f.iled to m.at ita 
obliS.tion. .nd the p1.n m.y be imp.mi.*ibly v.6~. 

It i. recommended that the BLM use the moat det.iled maps 
.v.il.bl. .IJ . b.ck6round to the information of 1ntcre.t. 
TopoSr.phiC m.pa would be preferable, but, .t . minimum, the 
backSround should ahow rivers, major dirt ro.ds. mountain peaks, 
dr.in.ges, c.mpgroundm .nd simi1.r fe.tur.8. Both the St.tc of Utah 
(with AGE) md the BM (with LIS) h.ve the .bility to manage 
resource information on dilitized information bases. These ayatemr 
c.n .nd rhould be uacd to disp1.y md over1.y resource information 
,for resource q ana~crs. 

Arena of Criti -: nap 16 (Vol. 2, 
p. 16) idantifieo several proposed ACECa, some of vhlch correspond 
to current Wfldernese Study Are.s (WSA) shown on aclp 10 (Vol. 2, p. 
10). On p.Se~ 2-5 and 2-53, under . diacu#aion of the preferred 
l ltetn.tive, it bs stated th.t should any WSAa be rcle.sed from 

vilderners reviev vithout . vildernesa designation, they vould be 
manesad . . ACECm. A caparhon of ?l.pa 10 .nd 16 md UI -fn.tion 
of the norcage fi(lurcm on pwe 2-53 #how, however, that the 
proposed AGBC bomdardea are not cotenfnoua vith the WSA 
botmdarh . Ilo teamu Pa Siren for the ch.n~e other tJua wae 
unmpccffi+ %umgeability” concerrm mentioned in Appendix B (Vol. 
2, p. 96). In .dditbon, the BUI h.s propowd t&t different 

&EPORISE Tm STATE OF UTAH. OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

Ctmnent page 3 (211 

3 The statement from the draft RW/EIS (page 2-5. Wilderness Study Area 
Management) was not meant to imply that the WSAs would be managed in 
their entirety as ACECs. but rather that portion that meets the criteria 
for ACEC designation (see table 9 in the proposed RW). It should be 
noted that "wilderness values" would not be a criterion for ACEC 
designation. The display in the draft RW/EIS (page 2-531 sets forth 
the specific management prescription for each USA by alternative. 

The ACECs listed under preferred alternative were recommended for their 
scenic values. Except for the San Rafael Canyon, the acreage shown in 
the draft RIP/EIS (page 2-53) represents the class A scenery areas as 
determlned by BLH within each of the WSAs. Thus. the difference in 
acreage oetween, the two. 

The San Rafael Canyon ACEC was proposed for its scenic qualities. 
However, the emphasis is on the San Rafael River and the corridor along 
the Buckhorn Road. The difference in management prescriptions is based 
upon the quality of the scenic resource and the potential impact of 
surface disturbance, extent of the viewshed, and kind and intensity of 
resource uses. In the final analysis, BLM deemed it important to accom- 
modate as many uses as possible in the San Rafael Canyon Middle Portion 
(Buckhorn Road). The management prescription for this portion would do 
that and still,maintain the scenic resource. 

Also see the response to coavaent3-49. 
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Pale Three 
Utah State Pe*pon*e 

portione of the SUI P.f.el Canyon ACBC be Slvea different l urfacc 
“.a da.ign.tion.. It i. requested that the BLM provide . ratlonalc 
for the different deofgn.tion. md boundary location. .O the atate 

-may make an informed evaluation of the BLn’. p1.n. 

The preferred alternative (“P”) of the proposed EFiP identifies 
I.mpl. Mountain .nd TomAch Butt. a. potential “ap.cial m.na6emant 
.rea” ACICa in order to protect evidence of historic.1 miniw 
activities. The p1.n identifier the moat likely potcnti.1 threat a. 
aseeasment vork or sm.11 .cal. mining, (Vol. 2, p. 93) vhich 
activities are entirely germi#rible under the fader.1 minfn# lava. 
(30 U.S.C. 180 a. m.) The IMP lack. a scrioua di.cus.ion of how 
the proposed “special m.n.gem.nt” deaignatlon vi11 protect the 
hi.toric.1 .re.. from mining cl.im.nt. who hwe every right to we 
the surface for mining purpo.es, without vithdraving the l.nd frop 
the effect of the mining 1.~8 .nd initiatiu “validity” challenge. 

-of the cxi.tirU claim.. 

The Gilson Butt.. urd Bebe. Mountain ACEC. vere not nominated 
under alternative. C, D and F. (See Vol. 2, p. 89 h 94.) It is 
requested that the BLM reconsider its decision concerni~ the two 
are*s, and either reaffirm with a complete explanation or .lter it. 
decision in the final p1.n. Both potential ACECm are amall. Gilson 
Butte. i. a very prominent feature de.crvin& come level of special 
manasamcnt attention. Rebe. Mountain may or may not be a rslict 
plant community, but more information concsrni~ the .tudie. 
performed by the BIA ir required to make an informed evaluation of 
the BUl’a decision. 

- - W: The BL+M la apparently proposing areas 
of “.tmdard” right-of-v.y mMa.ement vithin both ariatin. WSAm .nd 
ACBCm propo..d fir “no m&face &cupmcyn da.fSmtion. (Eompara: 
north end of Sid’. Uountain WSA/ACEC .nd middle of Muddy Creek 
WsA/ACKC on mapa 10, 16 and 291 Vol. 2. p. 10, 16 urd 29) Further, 
the “no .urfac. oceupu~cy” ACXCa .r. l pp.r.ntly to b. da.i#natad 
riaht-of-vay “.roidmc.* .=.a., r.th+r th.n baiw propoacd for the 
arguably mar. con.i.tant “exclusion” area de.lSnation. (SCC 
right-of-way definition. on p.s. 2-24.) The BJA .hould clarify 
their r.tionale for the de.iy.tion. and resolve these apparent 

-incoasiatencies in the final plan. 

ILiver Use: BLH should recognize the increasiw u.. of the sari 
Rafael River *nd Ruddy Creek by boater. snd of the river corridors 
by hiker.. The UMP .hould contain a .tatem.nt of recognition of 
river and river corridor WC .nd a stataumt of the proposed or 
future need for management policies, includiu po..ible Mintenance 
of facilitie. uxd ui.ril~ road.. 

r lnhPldfnnr: A atated assumption of the plan (p. l-2) ie that 
8 manaaement of the surface u(Ie of orirate aad .tate lurda or of 

I - nonfederal mineral. vi11 not be .ddrci.ed. Thi. is not realistic 

RESPONSE TO COMM&NT 42 

CCormaent page 4 (311 

BLM does not propose to restrict mining activity allowed under the ld72 
mining law. BLM proposes to (11 initiate a data recovery program; (2) 
record structures before they are disturbed; and (3) require a plan of 
operations (draft RW/EIS. pages 2-44 and 2-50). 

Refer to appendix B for discussion of the Hebes Mountain and Gilson 
Buttes ACEC nominations. 

Areas within existing YSAs will continue to be managed in accordance 
with the IMP until they are either designated as wilderness or dropped 
from further consideration by Congress. 

The granting of a right-of-way by the BLM is a discretionary action. 
Proposals within ACEC avoidance areas would have to meet the special 
management prescriptions for the ACEC to be approved. BLM believes that 
a limited number of right-of-way proposals may be able to meet the ACEC 
conditions, whereas oil and gas development activities could not. 

BLM certainly recognizes the use of the San Rafael River and Muddy Creek 
by boaters and hikers. For this and other reasons, both areas are under 
study for wild and scenic river eligibilfty and will be managed to 
protect their potential classfffcatfon until final determination Is 
made. Appendix J presents the results of BLM's preliminary study of 
these three segments. Speciffc management of these river segments would 
be developed in an activity plan. 

BLM recognizes that the state has the legal right to enjoy economic 
development of fnheld state lands. Those ACECs reccemtanaed for with- 
drawal in the proposed RMP would be closed to mineral entry, excluded 
fram rights-of-way, and closed to mineral leasing. Development of the 
state lands would be inconsistentwfth ELM's management objectives. 
Accordingly, the fnheld state lands fn these ACECs are fdentfffed for 
acqufsftfon in the proposed RMP. 

Nhere ACECs would be managed in a less restrictive manner, BLM does not 
believe the state's legal right to enjoy econcmlc development of inheld 
state lands would be eliminated or severely hampered. 

The RMP assumes contfnuatfon of existing patterns of state and federal 
land ownership. It is anticipated that speciffc proposals for changes 
in land ownership, whether by state selection. state exchange, or Proj- 
ect Bold, would be considered through a plan amendment (draft W/E& 
page l-21. As indicated. most of the scattered tracts fdentiffed for 
disposal are available for selection by the state. Because of the 
blocked nature of the rest of the public lands, consideration of other 
lands for disposal (fncludlng exchange) would best be considered on a 
case-by-case basis through the plan amendment process. 
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Page Four 
Utah state Pcsponsc 

with respect to state holdinge vithin proposed areas of restricted 
nutface “‘a or other reeo”rea development constraints, such es 
“unarailabla for lcaae” designations. Based upon both the 
Corrpreseional policy established et the time of Utah’s etatahood, 
and nubecquent judicial pracedmt, the state has the right to access 
its inholdings, and to usa the lands as it aaas fit, in order to 
maximize revenue for the school trust funds. The IMP must identify 
any potential conflicts between the state’s enabling act mandate for 
truet land management and the propoeed BM -(lemnt pol!eics, 
including the nature of any subeequent Congressional directives 
eupportiw the policice. The IMP should also establish plane or 
identify criteria for resolution of such conflicts, including 
potential restrictions upon the state’e access/use and the 

.possibility for land axchanges. 

- &uu and w: The plan is unclear about the present and 
anticipated condition of the rangc under the various alternatives. 
The difficulty lies in the usa of “ecological status” to define 

,“range condition”. (Sac glossary, p. B-8) 

On page 3-24, under the title “Resource Condition and 
Potential”, the plan states “Ecological status [of the entire 
rcsourcc area] can be summarized es follow: 9 percent early seral 
sta8e; 47 percent mid-seral; 22 percent late scral and 9 percent PAC 
[potential natural coeeumity]“. Appendix R (Vol. 2, p. 209) lists, 
for each of the proposed alternatirce, the ecological condition of 
each grazing allotment. IIovcvcr , the plan does not discuss the 
optimum ecological status for use by either livestock or wildlife. 
Is PgC the beet, or is soma earlier seral stage mora appropriate? 
For example, once a site is occupied by a climax stand (PhC) of 
pinyon-juniper, most understory vegetation ie ucluded, and the site 
may be listed as “poor” (rangs condition) for livestock or 
vildlifc. Use of the “ccolo8ical statue” definition as a substitute 
for a “range condition” statement may lead to misleading results. 
‘fba final proposed plan should clarify these terms and contain a 
diecueeion of the potential of the range to eupport liveetock and/or 

.wildlife. 

The uec of the terms “maintain”, “Improve” end “custodial** to 
categorize grazing allotments has caused coma confusion. The term 
“improve” has been equated to “poor rlngc condition,” despite the 
l tatamant in Appendix C (Vol. 2, p. 133) that the three categorice 
rcprewnt the allotment’s potential to respond to managamcnt. A 
short l tatament to clarify the issue would be helpful. 

- The plan states on page 2-37, “Currently, little or no forage is 
reserved for big game or vild horse or burros grazing the public 
landn.” Is there sufficient fora@ available for the number of 
vildlife proposed for the preferred alternative (“F”)? It vould be 
helpful if the AIJMs to be allocated to aildlffe. as vell as the 
total carrying capacity of aecb allotment, var. listed next to the 

-livestock AUMa l hovs in Appendix I (Vol. 2, p. 137). 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 42 ~--~-__---- STATE OF UTAH. OFFICE OF Tht lruWERNOR --_--- 
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9 

10 

11 

12 

BLM and other land management agencies have adopted tne term "ecological 
status" in place of "range condition". Appendix R displays the current 
ecological status and the status that it is assumed could be achieved 
under the various alternatives. These classes may not be the desired 
ecological status but show the progress that may be achieved with the 
time restraints; condition reached by year 2000. When activity plans 
are developed for each allotment, the desired ecological status would be 
determined by ecological site and by allotment (see the Glossary and 
appendix HI. It is not always desirable to achieve a late seral stage. 
In some instances mOre desirable forage (perhaps for livestock and big 
game) would be obtained at a lower ecological status. 

See the response to comment 42-9. 

These catagories represent the allotment's potential to respond to 
management, or the degree of resource conflict. It is not a description 
of ecological status. 

The preferred alternative did not establish population objectives for 
wildlife. BLM assumes sufficient forage is available unless rangeland 
and wildlife monitoring studies indicate that adjustments in animal 
numbers or management are necessary. 

The AUMs produced and actually available for use by different kinds of 
grazing animals have not been determined and therefore cannot be noted 
in appendix I. 
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P-e Fire 
Uteh State Pe*ponss 

- SblLnrrbep &l&r The Plan indfcatee on pa&e 3-41 that riparim 
areaa are heavr61y utilized by livesto& under the present -/amant 
conditione. 0x1 pa&a 4-88, the plan etatee that ths prmferrd 
alternative voulld increase riparian l creaga by lS0 acre., due to 
unmpecified controls on davelopomt activitias, OW usa, and 
livcatock. Thou& much of ths details are proparly laft for later 
implementetion plans, these statemanta do not sufficiently address 
the important 9ssuas related to riparim l raaa. The plan should 
specify tha methods to be used to protect and improve the conditions 
within rlparian areas, and should axplain hov acreage estimates 
mder the various alternatives relate to the BLWa standard riparian 
area management policy, including, aa a baseline f&me, hov the 

-standard policy would affect the current situation. 

I 
Becreationolm-: Thhc State of Utah tries to act ae 

en advocate for a very vide spectrum of recreational uaerm of the 
state’s resources. The attmpt to balance eonflictiu recreational 
usas may l oaetimee, in ona area, favor onc uee over another, but 

14 will hopefully provide for all types of users am the statevide 
recreational resource base is considered. One such conflict 
involves motorized veteue primitive recreation, both of which are 
legitimate recreational opportunities. The proposed plan appears to 
favor motorized recreation over more primitive, diapersad recreation 
without an explanation or expoeition of the eupportin6 information. 

An analysis of the plan indicetes that, under the preferred 
altemativc, the BM intends to let the area naturally drift toward 
tha developed and of the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum @OS). (Sac 
pa6c 2-55) By the year 2000, about 60 percent of the lands in the 
resource area will have bean claimed by motorized recreation. (See 
pals S-6.) f4otorized use ie perceived as an impairmant of more 
primitive recreational opportunities. Upon vhat deta doea the BLH 
base this allocation? State officials have rou&ly estimated, based 
on OEIV induetrg figures and damoaraphic recorde, that 75 pcreent of 
the state’s population does not use OHVs. Seventy percent of the 
ramainin6 25 percant 4x0 do own OEVa live in the Wasatch Front area, 
and indicate a preference to uec vehicles at aream vithin an hour’s 
drive from home. Emery and Sevier Connties together represent about 
2 percent of the OEVe in the atate. (It is rccolnizcd these fi6urcs 
do not include out-of-•tata users.) The BIJ4 ehould rcviav itm ROS 
area allocation and policy, with particular attention to ORV uec 
designations, with l vicv tovard allocating motoritad uaa in the sari 
Rafael area baeed upon the statewide motorized recreational necda, 
perhaps in co&nction vith tha Statevida Comprehansive Outdoor 
Pacreation Plan (SCORP). The final plan for the San Rafael area 
l hould diecuee tha allocation dacieion in more detail, vith 
particular l ttantion to the retiomle for the designations made. 

I5 

16 r Ths plan quietly indicates that much of the detail concemiry 
OBV use in the reeourca area vi11 be dcierminad l fte? adoption of 
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[Comment page 6 (5)] 

13 Fhe preferred alternative states that specific management actions would 
be identified through activity plans after the completion of the RW 
(draft RW/EIS, page 2-73). The draft RWIEIS states (page 2-68. Xan- 
agement Cornnon to All Alternatives) that riparian and aquatic habitat 
would be managed to preserve, protect, and restore natural functions. 
It *as determined in the analysis titat different alternatives would 
provide for liftering rates of recovery of the riparian habitat, but 
that the riparian haoitat would improve under all of the alternatives. 

14 In response to cocmnents, the proposed RI9 has been cnanged to include 
DRY manayement in ROS P- and SPW-class areas in order to reduce con- 
flict between amtorized and nonmotorized recreation. 

15 Taole S-6 in the draft RCP/EIS depicts a sutmaary comparison of impacts 
by alternative. BLM did consider the Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor 
Recreation Plan, as well as other multiple-use concerns, in developing 
allocations. Motorized recreation constitutes only a small part of the 
reason for a trend toward the motorized end of the spectrum. It was 
assumed that certain nondiscretionary mineral activities would occur, 
resulting in the majority of impacts to primitive recreation. Under the 
proposed RMP, BLM would provide additional management prescriptions to 
minimize or eliminate surface disturbance In P- and SPNM-class areas, 
thereby protecting existing opportunities for primitive recreation 
experiences. 
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[Coaxsent page 7 (6)] 

See the response to coaxaent15-20. 

Each alternative was developed based upon its own goals and objectives 
and had to be reasonable in terms of costs of implementation. The 
alternatives were developed under the assumption that funding would be 
provided to implement the RW (draft RR/EIS. page l-2). However, if 
funding levels are not made available as expected, ELM would re-evaluate 
priorities and timeframes. 

All of the alternatives recognize valid existing rights. including 
rights-of-way for county, state, or municipal roads. The final EIS 
provides discussion additional of valid existing rights. 

The county has a valid existing right for the roads on the county road 
system under R.S. 2477. This includes most of the existing access roads 
in the planning area. See the response to coaxnent 29-l. 

the wailable fur+ be distributed among the rerioue mmmSement Tue document has been changed to reflect the comnent (final EIS. chapter 
action8 propoeed? 2, Standard Operating Procedures). 

The final EIS. chapter 2. Standard Operating Procedures reflects the 

-mm change requested in this consent. 

Iho tacounended alternative provideo for the eetahliahment of 

like vilderneee study ereae, place rcetrictioc conditiona upon we 
of the l urface, and .r. eeoeatielly incompatible with roads. The 
Department of Truuportatioa recaende that the boundaries of all 

Such aat becka vould not alter the ecmlc reluee of the 
ACBC, because the road8 are already preeent. 

final plan ae a potential reaeedlw period. 

knovn to idbit the Sea Pafael area, the neetlng *emon atend. 
from February 1 through Awuat 15. The eruciel period 1m vhen a neat 
territory ~II occupied. Plmninl) dater specific to Pld%rfduaI species 
are available from the Utah Division of Wildlife Euourceeg 
Southeestarn PeSional Office in Price, Utah, end ehomld be 
incorporated Into the final plan. 
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Page seven 
Utah state Pcsponsc 

The “Standard Operating Procedures” section of the plan should 
be modified to prohibit disruptive human disturbances, as defined on 
pages 2-69 to 2-75, in the critical habitat ranges, as established 
in the EHP, for these species during the folloving times: 

lzc!cLi.. Rulu.&ion 

Elk 12/l to 4115 5115 to 7/5 10/l to 11/30 
3/l to 4/30 

Mule Deer 

IYO0.C 

12/l to 4/15 5115 to 7/5 10/l to 11/30 
3/l to 4130 

12/l to 4115 s/15 to 7/5 -- 

Desert 
Bi&om - 4/15 to 5131 -- 

pronghorn s~vsrs snov 5/15 to 6115 -- 

Finally, the “Standard Operating Procedures” section of the plan 
should require that sctivities vhich result in damage to critical 
valued habitats or use arcsa, ss determined by DWX and BL#, be 
mitigated as either “on-site” or "off-site" projects. Avoidance of 
impacts should be required vhenever practfcable. Surface 
diaturbmca impacts lasting beyond the first revsgetation period 
(long term) should be mitigated “in-kind” and “one-for-one”. When 
necessary. other mitigation measures could be negotiated. Short 
term projects that exceed 10 acres disturbance. but have potential 
for revegetstion during the first groviw period, should require 
aitiratlon. Lesser projects should normally require revegetation 

-and impact avoidance measures. 

Ppnc 2-68. e - See cowents provfded 
for page 2-12. 

f&gee 2-69 m 2-74. wee A. 8. C. w - See 
cowmts provided for standard operatim procedures on pegs 2-12. 

_ - Special management 
consideration should be ~ivsa to the entire l rrsv of hish interest 

23 vildlifs and species of ipscisl concern that i&bit th; Su, Rafael 

1 
Pesource Area. Such a list is available from the Division*s office 
in Price. Vtsh. 

Pan= I-‘. -tivc F 

m - With fev 

24 
exceptions, no specific parcels are identified u soitsble for 

i 
disposal through exchsnge, yet several psrcels of state land are 
identified se possible acquisitions under the various alternatives. 
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21 

22 

23 

24 

The crucial habitat used by mule deer and elk in the planning area is 
winter habitat The final EIS (chapter 2. Habitat Management) reflects 
the oates provided for winter range. No cruciai moose habitat has been 
identified within the planning area. 

Tne final EIS (chapter 2. Habitat Management) reflects a change in dates 
for desert bighorn sheep and antelope in response to this comment. 

Ail projects that damage the resources would be nltigdted through avoid- 
ance or througn stipulations to eliminate or reduce the severity of the 
adverse impact (standard mitigation). The projects'would also have to 
be reclaimed when completed (draft RMP/EIS. pages 2-8 to 2-12). 

Offsite mitigation would be required along with standard mitigation 
(draft RtlP/EIS. page 2-74) on large. long-term projects that remove a 
total of 10 acres of crucial habitat. The amount of offsite mitigation 
would be decided at the time of the permitting and would be negotiated 
between BLM and the applying company. Mitfgation, both offsite and 
stanaard. would be coordinated with UDWR. 

Special management considerations for the high-interest wildlife and 
species of special concern inhabiting SRRA have been addressed under the 
raptor stipulation (draft RHP/EIS. page 2-68) and management of riparian 
habitat (draft RMP/EIS. page 2-73). 
in all management actions. 

These species would be considered 

See the response to cormvent 42-0. 
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Utsh Stata Peoponm 

IO the desrm that mtata acquisition criteria are consistent with 
BIN’. disposal list, sn exe-e may proceed without plen 

BLM should rcco&ze. however, that the rcssons why Bill 
does not waut certain Bands are the ssme reaeoas w2y the stete would 
not waat to scquire thoee lende. If BU4 is serious about acquiring 
stete had, the p18 should, at lcsst, specify the criteris by which 
lands will be consbdersd for dispossl throw federal/state exchange. 

25 

the final MP. 

Planning for modified supprcamfon 

26 

27 

20 

IIM Utrh Stste Rlstorical Prencrvation Offlce concurs with the 
plsn to clsssify cultursi reeourccs into thrae different cstcsorles; 
consarrstion, public veluse and iaformetioa potential (p. t-11. 3-42 
ml* 2-U). snd finds the cultural resource asnewment objectives to -__- - , ~ 
be adequate. The SEW coacurs vith the use of the ACE concept to 
protect cultural remourees. The SHPO suSgcsts. hoverer, thst 
implementation of the objectives may be difficult, Siren the current 
budget snd manpower situations discuss@d above. For uamplc, it is 
anticipsted that 20% of csch lmova site type will be placed into the 
conservation cstc8ory in order to maintain sn adequate number of 
undisturbed samplas of the site type. The rationale is sound, but 
20% of the estimated 70,000 possible sites (see p. 3-42) equsls 
14,000 sites slated for prcservatire protection. Is the 20% level a 
.realistic end practicsl objective? 

Alternatfvc D providea the most protection for cultural 
resources because it Is the moat restrictive for surface disturbance 
activities. However, despite the altarnative’s proposed 
restrictions on surface disturbances, and a coacurreat decrease in 
the requirement for cultural resource surveys, ao decrease in the 
expected nmber of cultural site discoveries is shown. ‘rhe BLM’s 
cultural resource analysis for each alternative should reflect a 
realistic snd prscticel level of site inventory activity, which 

wlercl should be tled to the proposed level of surface disturbsnce. 

(End) 

@PONSE TO COEgtENT 42 --. WE OF UTAH. OFFICE OF THE- 

iCoLment page 9 (813 

25 See the response to cmcnt 42-U. 

26 Fire management activity plans referred to in the draft RfP/EIS (page 
2-76) are coordinated with the Division of State Lands and Forestry. 

27 Not only is the 20 percent level considered realistic and practical, but 
the whole category of preservation for the future would not work without 
it. For a discussion of sampling percent and rationale, see the re- 
sponse to cocmnent 15-108. 

Under the proposed RWY. BLM proposes to designate the Pictographs. 
Copper Globe Mine. Swasey Cabin, Dry Lake Archaeologfcal District. 
Temple Mountain Historic District, and Tonsich Butte Historic District 
as ACECs to protect existing and potential cultural resource values. 
The proposed management prescriptions for these areas include closures 
or restrictions for mining and mineral leasing. ORV use. rights-of-way, 
land treatments, etc. (proposed RWP, chapter 3). BLM expects that most 
would not need intensive management. Also, since sites tend to be 
clustered, monitoring 14.000 sites is not as great a task as it may 
appear to be. 

28 BLM's cultural resource analysis reflects the level of inventory ac- 
tivity in response to a scenario of proposed developments prdsented for 
each alternative. The number of acres identified for development (hence 
required cultural surveys) changes little between the alternatives. 
Tnerefore. there is not much change in cultural resource inventory 
activity. This is because the areas where ORV use would be excluded or 
limited are not the areas where development is expected, so the number 
of cultural surveys is expected to remain about the same. 
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November 21, 19BB 

Hr. Jim Dryden 
San Rafael Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
990 North 700 East 
Price, UT 84601 

Attention: RHP 

Dear Nr. Pryden: 

DEPARTMENT OF 
RANGE SClENCE 

Kl1.7502471 

f recently reviewed the draft resource management plan/environmental impact 
statement for the San Rafael Resource Area. After 25 years of research in the 
Colorado Plateau, including ongoing work on the effects livestock grazing on 
erosional susceptibilities in Capitol Reef National Park, lead me to question 
a number the assumptions that you have used in developing this plan. 

All of your planning seems to be based on the following assumptions. (1) 
that there is one potentially stable (equilibrial) system for each range site. 
(2) that these potentially stable systems are frequently destabilized by improper 
use on the part of livestock operators, off-road vehicle users, miners, etc. and 
(3) that alterations of system structure (e.g. reducing livestock numbers, 
changing season of use, etc.) are needed to return these systems to an 
equilibria1 and more productive state. I accept none of these assumption and 
provide the following rationale against them. 

First of all, stable equilibria are probably not achievable in these 
ecosystems. Soil erosion and plant coavnunity development in your resource area 
are driven largely by vagaries of climate and very little of the resource area- 
wide responses can be explained by changes in land use policy and action. Even 
for the Navajo Indian Reservation (an area a: similar to yours as Badger Wash), 
having greatly more livestock grazing year around, Graf (1986) found that the 
Palmer Drought Severity Index accounted for 38 to 66% of the variation in water 
and sediment yields in the Little Colorado and San Juan Rivers. Levels of 
livestock use, however, explained only 1-5X of the variation in water and 
sediment yields. If your objective is to reduce sediment and salinity moving 
from your entire resource area, it is thus unlikely that restrictions on 
livestock, off road vehicle and other mechanical disturbances on,only part of 
the area are likely to produce wasureablq results. One can not reliably scale 
up results from small scale studies in space and tiae (as you have done) to 
resource areauide responses over decades (see Graf 1986 for detailed reasoning). 

Host of the ecosystems within the San Rafael Resource Area are probably non- 
equtlibrial, using the criteria of Ellis and Swift (1988). Even if they are not 
cqletely non-equilibrial, they might be better explained by multi-equilibria1 
models (RentIs 1986. Smith 1988) then the linear, deteminlstic, and reversible 

RESPONSE TO COf&iENT 43 USTATE UNIVERSITJ. COLLEGE OF NATURAL gSO'J&Q 

The critical soil loss threshold is based on an SCS publication by Lamar I4ason 
iSCS. 15781. This soil loss threshold is defined as the maximum rate of soil 
loss beyond which soil erosion will reduce the land's capability to produce 
potential native vegetation on rangelands and woodlands. Associated with the 
critical threshold, SCS established a minimum ecological status that would be 
required to maintain enough vegetation cover so as not to exceed the soil loss 
threshold (appendix N). Mason CSCS, 19781 states that "average soils or most 
typical soils was used to determine tne soil loss tolerance for each site or 
woodland ecosystem. If the user wants to be more specific he should determine 
soil loss tolerance for the specific soil he is working with." 

BLM is not stating that there is one potentially stable system for each range 
site; rather, that one ecological status is preferred over another to protect 
the soils resource. 

Tne information printed in appendix N (table N-3) is to be used as a guideline 
and starting point. Tne resource specialists will add to or change this table 
as more site-specific and area-specific information becomes available. 

Any surface-disturbing activity will have an effect on the soils resource. 
The estimates of soil loss, sediment yield, and salt were based on several 
studies including specific research done by King and Mace Cl9531 on sedimenta- 
tion in the San Rafael Swell; current BLli data on sediment yield in the same 
general area as tine 1953 studies; a lY82 report on runoff and water quality 
from mancos Shale in the Price River Basin [Jackson and Julander. 19821; BLN 
Technical Note 373 on diffuse-source salinity of mancos shale terrain [Schumn 
and Gregory. 19871; and the universal soil loss equation (LISLE) factor data 
[Bissmeyer, 19813; as well as the 20-year Badger Wash hydrologic study of 
grazed and ungrazed watersheds [Lusby. et al., 19711 (appendix N). BLM be- 
lieves that this combination of studies closely resembles the SRRA and that it 
can comfortably use tne information from these studies to represent tne SRRA. 
USLE was used only to calculate sedimentation under bare soils conditions and 
even then was modified using these site-specific studies. BLM recognizes the 
limitations in using USLE (appendix N). All new information will be analyzed 
using the modified USLE. even though this prediction equation has its linita- 
tions. BLM will continue to use USLE until some other acceptable erosion 
prediction model is presented. BLti will always remain flexible enough to 
utilize state-of-the-art methods and gladly accepts assistance or suggestions 
when appropriate. 

Erosion accelerated by livestock grazing has been well documented by many 
authors including Lusby [1979]. Blackburn C19841, Leet[1986], Schumm and 
Gregory i19t371 to name a few. An article under the cormnentor's authorship 
addressed the difficulty in distinguishing between salt and sediment 
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model of succession and tingle stable successional endpoint (climax) concept you 
assume. The differences between these alternatives are far from simply academic 
debates because one's perception of any system has a great deal of influence on 
how he goes about dealing with it (Ellis and Swift 1988). Appropriate policies 
and technical interventions can only be applied if the fundamental dynamics of 
the target ecosystems are clearly understood. Otherwise interventions are likely 
to be random activities which comprise development by trial and error. The time 
is past in which we can continue assuming that simplistic notions of dynamics 
of vegetation, soils, erosion, etc. are adequate. 

Another major short-coming of this plan is the assumption that conditions 
at Badger Wash are similar enough to San Rafael to allow extrapolation of the 
research results from the former. Potter et al. (1985aLb) and others you cite, 
have recently shown that there is considerable variation within the Hancos shale 
formation. Small differences in the amount of salts, sands and slopes, for 
instance, can greatly influence erosional responses. Schumn and Gregory (1986). 
in a review that you conissioned, warn that landscapes elsewhere in the region 
away from Badger Wash mpy yield far different responses. They also advise that 
Badger Wash is 'badlands' type topography - making use of Badger Hash data a 
worst case type of example. 

Prior studies by Hawkins et al. (1977) and Riley et al. (1982). showed that 
springs, wells and alluvial fills along arroyos were the major, proximate sources 
of salinity and sediments rather than overland flow from uplands where most 
livestock grazing, road building and off-road vehicle traffic takes place. Even 
if all of these other major point sources of salinity and sediment were 
mitigated, I doubt whether you could reliably measure additional diminishment 
in salinity and sediment production from diffuse sources into the permanent 
waters of the upper Colorado River drainage. Since Lusby (1979) can't adequately 
explain the mechanism by which winter livestock use apparently led to less 
erosion than spring use, it is probably dangerous to be making decisions on 
change of use seasons use of livestock on such purely empirical grounds. For 
instance, Harper and Marble (1988) have pointed out that at least some of the 
differences in responses observed could be due to recovery ofcryptogamic crusts. 
This part of the vegetation was totally ignored by Lusby and colleagues. Thus, 
the postulated shrink-swell mechanism isn't the only possible explanation. 

Another bothersome part of your assumptions are the validity of Lamar 
Hason's (1978) estimates of critical soil loss thresholds. In addition to being 
another one of your linear, detenainistic and reversible, single stable point 
assumptions, how repeatable is this value? Would five different professionals 
who Meoendently went to the field come to the same conclusion. The associated 
notion of minimal ecological status that is required to uintain enough 
vegetatlve cover so as to not exceed the soil loss tolerance also indicates to 
this reader that you believe there is only one possible pattern of degradation 
which is retraced by a similar pattern of recovery once disturbing factors are 
removed. Jameson (1987) has recently shown that hysteresis is the more usual 
pattern. I can think of instances in your resource area where there is actually 
more cover in so called degraded conditions, e.g. where species such as galleta 
and snakeweed may have replaced 'climax' shrubs and bunchgrasses such as 
shadscale and Sporakl~ If soil erosion on such sites produces reduced soil 
depths, it may be impossible for the original dominants to ever re-occur within 

contributions made by livestock hooves and salts coming from the sides of 
arroyos. The comnentor says that a resolution of the matter will take further 
research iUest, 14831. BLM's additional monitoring and studies should help 
provioe a sound data ease for these studies, as well as shedding lignt on 
site-specific problem areas. and potential solutions. Accelerated erosion has 
been shown to result from ORV traffic by West [19831, Webb and Uilshire 
i1983], Wilsllire. et al. [197dl, Heede 119831, Geological Society of America 
i19771, as well as many other activities. Surface disturbance caused by 
miners, etc., would also cause accelerated erosion for many of the sane 
reasons as stated by the above authors. (See also MSA 4341, Potential for 
Special Management Designations, Sediment and Salinity). 

The oojective in alteration of system structures (for example. reducing live- 
stock numoers, changing season of use, regulating ORV use) is not to return 
these systems to an equilibrium. BLM recognizes that these areas are dynamic, 
and that soil loss will continue to occur on these areas. However. BLM be- 
lieves that soil loss may be occurring at a rate more rapid than that of 
natural geologic erosion. 

The designation of the critical soils area was based on the salinity control 
issue identified in the scoping process; the Colorado River Basin Salinity 
Control Act of 1974; the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972; Execu- 
tive Order 11738, September 10, 1973; and Executive Order 12088. Federal 
Cor.ipliance with Pollution Control Standards, October 24. 1979. which requires 
all federal agencies to comply with local standards and limitations relating 
to water quality. Eacn federal agency is bound to recognize and adopt the 
policies, goals, and standards of approved Section 208 areawide water quality 
management plans in regard to those federal lands under its jurisdiction 
to implement plan standards to the maximum extent feasible. BLM does this 

and 

within its planning process and management activities. 

The main objective for the area chosen as critical soils is to reduce sediment 
and salt contributions to the Colorado River drainage. SOme segments of 
stream within the critical soils are in exceedance of state water quality 
standards. BLM would manage these critical soils with ttiat as its main objec- 
tive at the activity-planning level. If changes In grazing systems are effec- 
tive in reducing the salt/sediment load, then these may be the actions taken. 
Vegetation monitoring studies, along with soil and sediment studies, would be 
established to monitor whether the objectives in the w and activity plans 
are being met. 

NOTE: The two-page list of references which accompanied this cent Is not 
reproduced here. 
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any reasonable time frame, and certatnly not the filve year period you propose 
to check on whether your Inittal judgments have been In errar or not. One cannot 
automatically assume that so41 erosion is less In potentgal natural comaunity 
(e.g. pinyon-juniper). Moodlands are now undergoing wch greater erosion than 
in periods before European man came here (Wood, lg88). 

In sumary. I feel that you are putttng the llvellhood of a considerable 
group of people in jeopardy on the basis of questionable l sruaptions and highly 
dangerous extrapolation of selected infomation froa elsewhere. Until the ELM 
can more reliably separate the effects of am's action froa the predominant 
geological erosion at the scale of whole resource areas, I suggest that you 
forego such radical changes in unagesaent. 

Sincerely, 

/ J .z4 [ &*f<. ‘L 7'. 

Neil E. West 
Professor 

Attachment: literature cited. 
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CObNNT 44 

November SO. 1988 

Mr. James Ryden 
San Rafael Resource Manag,?r. Eureau rf Land Management 
900 N 700 E 
Price. Utah 84501 

Dear Mr. Ryden: 

I am writing with respect to the Draft RMP/EIS for the San Rafael 
Resource Area. 

The preferred alternative of the Plan is extremely disappointing 
inasnuch as it provides little apparent protection for the priceless 
scenic, recreation and wilderness values of this unique area. Originally, 
the San Rafael was an area of national park quality. As a result of 
years of neglect, mismanagement and development oriented policies, 
this is. for the most part, no longer true. The San Rafael has sus- 
tained an incredible amount of ORV damage, even in the &A's, more than 
any other area in Utah. The damage is so serious in many places that 
it is doubtful. given the low rainfall, if it will ever recover. It is. 
in fact. a national disgrace, and the BLM should be held accountable for 
the results. The preferred alternative (F) for the Oraft RMP/EIS does 
little indeed to improve the situation, or to even halt the continuing 
destruction. In order to provide some protection for the remaining 
treasures of this fragile area. I urge the following changes be made 
in the RMP: 

2 cl. The entire San Rafael should be established as a ACEC. 
. l-2. The &A's and the San Rafael and Muddy Creek corridors should be 
' Lclosed to ORV's. mineral leasing and mining. 

3. Horse Canyon USA and the Green River corridor should be established 
4[as ACEC' s , with the same provisions as 2. 

4. Bowknot Bend and Flat Top ACEC's should be retained to protect the 
5 [plant species. 

5. On the remainder of the San Rafael, ORV's should be restricted to des- 
6 [ignated ro ads (no trails. including the illegal developed motorcycle trail). 

- l-6. The NSO stipulations nust be enforced- no waiving at the request of 
‘I 

B 
I 

91 

IO 
I 

11 

-the lessee. 
-7. Grazing allotments in fair to poor condition should be reduced, and 

all grazing should be eliminated from Gighorn Sheep range and in the 
riparian zones along the streams. 

=8. The Wild River classification should be extended to Red Canyon on 
the San Rafael and to the point where it leaves the Reef on the Muddy. 

=9. All archeological sites should be protected by closure to ORV's, min- 
eral leasing, and mining ; a program of cultural resource identjfica- 

_tion and protection should be undertaken throughout the Reef. 
'IO. The limitation of ORV's to designated roads and trails on 7II,84D 

acres in the area is meaningless unless these roads and trails are 
identified. It is irnpossible to determine from the Draft what this 
means, and it could conceivably result in designation of every track 
(and the San Rafael is literally covered with these) as open to these 
terribly deetvuctive machines. All designated roads and trails rmst 

-be cl-srly marked on the maps, and should be signed on the ground. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 44 JACK 

CComaent page 11 

In response to public coeezent. BLM has reviewed the analysis of impacts in 
chapter 4. Under the proposed RMP, ORV designations would be as follows: 
open, 326.760 acres; Limited to designated roads and trails, 1.027.380 acres; 
open with seasonal restrictions, 33.310 acres; closed, 151.770 acres. Follow- 
ing issuance of the final RR, BLH will develop a detailed map showing where 
these designations apply and also install signs as needed throughout the 
resource area to indiciate ORV restricttons (draft RkP/EIS. page 2-57). 

BLM does not agree that SRRA has had years of neglect and mismanage- 
ment. The preferred alternative for the draft Rf@/EIS foilTowed the 
principles of multiple use and sustained yield as FLPHA requfres. 

FLPM4 directed the Secretary of the Interior and BLf4 to designate as 
ACECs " . ..areas within the public lands where special management atten- 
tion Is required . ..to protect and prevent irreparable damage to impor- 
tant historic, cultural, or scenic values, fish and wildlife resources, 
or other natural systems or 
from natural hazards." Of 4: 

recesses, or to protect life and safety 
e 1.463.840 BLM-aCinlstered acres On SRRA. 

alternative F proposes that 271.560 acres (14 separate areas, about 20 
percent of the resource area) be designated as ACECs. 

The WSAs within the planning area wfll be managed fn accordance with I19 
until they are either designated wilderness or dropped from wilderness 
review by Congress. 
would close the north 

AS a result of public ccesment, the proposed Reo' 
half of the San Rafael Reef and the Upper and 

Lower San Rafael Canyon ACECs and portfons of Mudcly Creek and Sids 
Mountain ACECs to mineral leasfng and ORV use. 

As a result of public cormeent. the Horseshoe Canyon and Green River 
Corridor would be evaluated for ACEC status following approvals of the 
RCY (a .jofnt study with Grand Resource Area which would require a plan 
amendment for both resouce areas). 

Both Bownot Bend and Big Flat Top are carrfed Into the proposed RMP as 
ACECs to be managed for relfct vegetation. 

AS a result of public cammnt. the proposed RI@ would close addftifonal 
acres to ORV use. Also. ORV use would be limited to designated roads 
and trails on larger areas than In the draft. After the RTP Is ffnal 
BLM wl'll complete an ORV lnpTementatlon plan and Onstall sfgns to sh& 
which roads and trails are open or closed. 
cossnent 15-23. 

Sac also the response to 

An exception to the no-surface-occupancy stipulation could be granted In 
certain scenic ACECs. ff the proposed actlon could be accanpllshed 
within the standards establfshed for that particular ACEC. 



[ 

1 wish also to endorse the IJUA Conservationists Plan for the San 
I2 Rafael which was submitted 18 months ago. This plan provides the nec- 

essary protection for the remaining remarkable scenery and wilderness 
of the area with a mininum of resource conflicts. Finally. I urge you 

C 

to designate the San Rafael as a National Conservation Area; this 
I3 would extend this protection so that future generations of our cit- 

izens will be able to enjoy at least some of its priceless values. 

Sincerely, 

: ; Jack T. Spence 
PO Box 83 
Teasdale. Utah 84773 

[Comnent page 1, continued1 

8 Livestock adjustments would be made only after adequate monitoring. 
Riparian and aquatic habitats would be managed to preserve, protect. and 
restore natural functions (draft RMP/EIS. page 2-68). Restoration of 
riparian areas would be considered and provided for at the activity-plan 
level. The proposed RR would prevent change in kind of 1 ivestock frolp 
cattle to sheep in those allotments containing crucial bighorn sheep 
habitat. 

9 NPS identified the Green and San Rafael Rivers in the 1982 Watfonwide 
Rivers Inventory (NRI) ENPS, 1982b1 as potential additions to the Wild 
anti Scenic Rivers System under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. BLM 
resource specialists identified Muddy Creek as having pobnUa1 for ulild 
and scenic river status (see appendix J). 

10 Archaeological sites are scattered throughout the resource area; it 
would he impractical to close the entire resource area to these other 
uses (see also the response to contnent 3-7). Following completion of 
the RI@, all cultural resources would be assigned one of three unagc- 
nient categories: conservation, public values, or information potential 
(draft Rw/EIS. page 2-44). Also several ACECr were proposed to protect 
cultural values within the planning area, especdally within the San 
Rafael Swell and Reef. 

BLM recognizes the need to protect cultural resources and is confildent 
that the proposed RKP provides an adequate framework for managrrnt of 
cultural resources in SRRA. 

11 See the response to cmnt44-6. 

32 See the responses to cQaents 15-9 and 15-10, paragraph 2. 

13 The proposed RMP discusses Congressional designation. National Censcnr- 
tion Area, National Recreation Area, etc. (appendix U). 



45 COMlER~ 

2140 West 13180 South 
Riverton,Utah 84085 

James Drydsn 
San Rafael Resouce Area 
Bureau of Land Mgt. 
900 Worth 700 East 
Price,Utah 84501 

Bear Hr. Dryden: 

This letter is concerning the San Rafael Resource Hanagenent Plan 
or RHP.6eing a concerned citizen and member of the Sierra Club, I 
am writing you to make you aware of my objections to the proposed 
plan.1 do not like the idea of having 761,820 acres wide open for 
ORV’a.Along with the destruction of the land.thers is also the 
problem of the noise it would cause. One of the main reasons to 
travel to these wilderness areas is to get away from the city and 
all of it’s noise and Dressures. I would hate to think that I 
would drive for three hours just to find the same kind of noise 
and destruction that is in the city. 

Some of the other points that I support are as follows: 
All ON’s should be restricted to designated routes outside 

the Utah Wilderness Coalition’s proposed wilderness units in the 
San Rafael Resource Area. 

Wilderness study areas and units of the Utah Wilderness 
Coalition’s proposed San Rafael Wilderness should be off limits 
.to ORV use. The Coalition’s wilderness proposal in the San Rafael 
'Resource Area should be designated as and Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern. 

I also support wild and scenic river protection for the 
sections of San Rafael River and Ruddy Creek within the San 
Rafael Suell,and the stretch of the Green River that lies within 

.the San Rafael Resource Area. L 
Also the grazing allotments should be reduced in the 

4 Resource Area where the range is either poor or in fair 
condition. 

In conclusion, I would like to again express my 
dissatisfaction over the proposed San Rafael Resource tlanagenent 
Plan. Let’s not allow man and machine to destroy in a few short 
years that which has taken Nature centuries to create. 

RESPONSE TO CC$W44 

CConmient page 11 

1 As a result of public camaent, ON designations in the proposed REP 
would be: open, 326.760 acres; open, limited to designated roads and 
trails, 1,027.380 acres; open, with seasonal restrictions, 33.310 acres; 
and closed, 151.770 acres. After the RFP is final, BLM would develop a 
detailed map showing where these designations would apply. Also, the 
resourse area would be signed to indicate ORV restrictions 

2 See the response to camnent44-2. Under the proposed Rt@, BLH would 
designate those areas that meet this definition as potential ACECs. 
Some of these areas may overlap WSAs, but ACECs are not evalulated 
against the same criteria as are USAs. 

3 See the response to camaent 44-9. 

4 See the response to coasuent 44-8. 

Letters 44 and 45 are representative of 253 camsent letters that were similar 
in content. 8LH is prfnting and responding to these letters only once; the 
following is a list of camtentors who contributed these letters: 

Noon Alranarve 
Russ Anderson 
Jane Arhart 
Robert W. Audretsch 
Charles Ayers 
Bertha Bagley 
Charles f4. Bagley, Jr. 
Bill Baranouskl 
K. Renee Barlow 
Jeff Barrel1 
Hartin J. Barth 
M. Shayne Bell 
Sharon A. Bennett 
Jay Bickford 
Jennffer Bickford 
Michael L. Bfnyon 
George R. Blrchfield 
Connie Blaine 
Shirley Boyce 
Yvonne and Stephen Bradford 
Leslie Brody 
Lynette E. Brooks 
Rhett Brooks 
Leslie 0. Brunell. et al. 

Michaeline Buntlng 
Keg Burke 

Jan Ellen Burton 
Jack Campbell 

Ronn L. Carpenter 
Louis and Maria Carr 

Kathleen Casey 
Steve ChapeVan 

Jonathan Cheney 
Doug Chfnn 

Richard Lance Christie 
Lori Clark-Erfckson 

Valerie P. Cohen 
Howard I4. Corm14 

Peter Coulston 
Susan E. Cox (2 letters) 

Rebecca A. Crockett 
Julie K. Curtls 

John Czarnecki 
Cathy Dahms 

Daniel Dancer 
Ellen Davls 

Carol A. Day 
Craig L. Benton 



Colleen G. Dinsdale 
Bryan Dixon 
Richard Y. Dougherty 
Leisha Ourfee 
Sharon J. Eblen. et al. 
Edward F. Engle 
Steve Erickson 
Richard M. Farnell 
James 5. Felton 
Stan Ferris 
Ari M. Ferro 
Kathryn 5. Field 
Paul C. Fife 
Bert Fingerhut 
Timothy J. Flood 
John Foley, et al. 
Naomi C. Franklin 
Lee Gallagher 
Ruth Gallagher 
Kaey;ngyder Ganta 

Rachel A. Garrison 
Gary L. Gianniny 
Vera Giles 
Jocellyn C. Glidden 
Karen Glynn 
Russell Goodwin 
John Gould 
T. 5. Groene 
Ellen H. Guthrle. et al. 
Robert C. Hales 
Harvey Halpern (2 letters) 
Kimberly tilin 
David Hamilton 
Larry J. Wardebeck 
Carve1 R. II Harward 
Trudy Mealy (2 letters) 
Wernir Helbes 
Chrlstfne HerdekParo 
NfcR Hersbenou 
Don Haggins 
Sandra K. Hfnchman 
Marlanna Hopkins 
Marc Hoshovstv 
Brian L. Hutchings 
Nancv Inaba 
&c&e Jennings 
Bruce Jensen 
Allson Thorsted Johnson 
Carolyn Jones, et al. 
Daniel Jones 
Robert N. Jones 

Gary Jordan 
K. C. Kaltenborn 

Patricia Karz 
Ed Kearney 

Jean Kennedy 
John Kennington 

B. Kirby 
Janice Klein 

William M. Kleinschmidt 
Martin P. Kogut 
Koorosh Komeyli 
Glen J. Lathroo 

Machael Layto; 
Michael Layton 

Peter S. Len2 
Marjorie G. Lewis 
Bruce E. Liddiard 

Eric R. Lindgren 
Kim Lindgren 
Jean M. Lown 

Ken Lucas 
Rudy Lukez 

Kelly J. Lundberg 
Kent S. Lundgreen 

Tkomas J. Lyon 
KeBth Maas 

Tracey 0. Meas 
Tom Halley 

Thomas J. Hasoian 
Hugh PI. Hatheson 

R. Alan Haurer, M.D. 
Bevery J. Maw 

Craig 8. Hay 
Andrew wonkey 

Qanlel McGill 
Martin HcGregor 

Yllldan C. tirego* 
Greg McKennfs 
Klsrk RKenzfe 

Steven T. DIcWster 
Barrel1 H. #cnscl 

Tony Kerten 
Kathryn Hetcalf 

Sara #Ichl 
George Miller 

Jack E. Hlller 
Thomas Miller 

Renn Honson 
Ellrabeth Morris 
Preston M. Uotes 

Pat J. Hueller. et al. 
Robert F. Mueller 

Dave Naslund 
F. Garth Nelson 
Nancy L. Nesewich 
Clayton Newberry 
Gary C. Nichols 
Joey Nielsen 
Gary S. Oneal 
Ted Owens 
Randall 0. Payne 
Henry Peck (2 letters) 
Dean Petaia 
William VI Peterson (2 letters) 
Y. Robert Phelos 
Richard riment.ii 
Melvin E. Piper (2 letters) 
Donald Porinton 
Carol Poster 
Claud H. Pratt 
Christopher Purcell 
Robert Rasmussen 
John Paul Reeves 
Thomas Ribe (2 letters) 
David N. Ridinger 
Marc C. Ristow 
Kirk Robinson 
Charlene Roth 
Uard J. Roylance 
Ronald L. Rudolph 
Christopher Runk 
K. Ryan 
Sarah Salzberg 
John Schaefer 
Mark Schoen 
Martin P. Schwefzer 
Owen Severance 
Cherie Shanteau 
Sharpsteen Catherine 
Shaw R. J. 
Sherrfll Glenn 
Sherwood Alan C. 
Silcox Geoffrey D. 
Smith Diane 
Jeffrey Soderberg 
John Spezia 
Richard Spotts 
Larry St. Clair 

Julie Stafford 
David H. Stanley 

Oouglas Stark 
Al Stevenson 

Bruce D. Stringer 
Fred Swanson 
John Swanson 

Susan E. Sweigert 
Thomas Tanner 

Ginny Taylor 
Julie Taylor 

W;mT;;;{ 

Chrjsty Toohey 
Phil Trlolo 

Robert Tubbs. Jr. 
Mark N. Tuttle 

Mark Udall 
Yilliam Vogel 

Arlene B. Uachter 
Ronald K. Uackowski, et. al 

John Wahl 
David Weamer 
Ann Uechsler 

Gary He1 ker 
James E. Uhelen 

William White 
Tamara Wfggans 

Margaret Uflburn 
Brooke Williams 

Bradford E. Wfllmore 
Richard C. Wilson 

K. Robyn Wfttenberg 
Ylfchael Wolfe 

Willlam M. Wolverton 
TolYood 

L. Worthen 
Piark W. Worthen 

Mac and Marflyn Wright 
Susan J. Wright 

Noel Voung 
Steve Zachary 

Daniel J. Zamecnii 
Karen A. Zvonik (2 letters) 

Ullliam J. Zwlebel 



Cleveland E School 
1.0. Ion 111 - Phwm 453llls 

C!.vdand, Utah 84518 

6 December 1988 

Mr.Jim Dry&n 
BLM 
900 Nceh 700 Fact 

WONSE TO COh+iEt$Q6 PAM t4. HELLq 

Xoavvent page 13 

This form letter was sent in oy 84 people. ELM is printing this letter as 
being representative of the 84 letters and responding to specific coonrents 
only once. 

1 

2 

All of the alternatives recognize valid existing rights, Including 
rignts-of-way for county, state, or municipal roads. The proposed RW 
and final EIS provides additionaT discussion of valid existing rights. 
The county has a valid existing right for the roads on the county road 
system under R.S. 2477. This includes most of the existing access roads 
in the planning area. See the response to cosvaent 29-l. A clariflca- 
tion statement has been added to the final EIS (Standard Operating 
Procedures) addressing the county's concerns regarding reclamation. 

Gtven the large size of the resource area and the extent of the area 
where ORV use would be limited to designated roads and trails, ELM 
believes that additional time is necessary to produce a proper ORV 
implementation plan. This plan would be canpleted within 1 year after 
the RW is approved. The final ORV implementation plan must provide the 
opportunity for public input and conssent. and will be announced in the 
Federal Register. 

See the response to coevoent 15-46. Defore reductions or changes in 
management occur, 5 years of rangeland monitoring data are required. 

See the response to conxnent 35-27. 

3 FLFNA requires that DLM manage the lands for muTtipTe use and sustaIned 
yield. Tne preferred alternative in the draft RIP/&IS provides for 
multiple use. 
land. 

Livestock grazing is just one of the many uses on publfc 

See the response to ccamtent49-4. 

4 ELM functions with a rauTtipTe-purpose advisory board which mts as 
necessary to advise the District Manager on multiple use issues. 



Letter 46 is representative of 04 letters that were 
is Printing and responding to this letter only once; 
of comnentors who contributed this letter: 

Chucr: Albeyta 
Frank Allred 
Phyllis M. Allred 
Ray Allred 
Dave Babcock 
Boyd Berensen 
Chris L. Carter 
Clifton Carter 
Clifton L. Carter 
MicKie Carter 
Catherine W. Zasutt 
Chad Casutt 
Larry Casutt 
Cathleen Christansen 
Leona Christensen 
Tresa Christensen, et al. 
Bob Cook 
Van Cook 
Johnny S. Cooper 
Mark Cornell 
Jack Corvance 
Tessie Elfring 
Clyde Fish 
Laura Flemett 
Dale Foster 
Alan Gardner 
Jesse W. Gordon 
MarLayne Gordon 
Vaughn Guymon 
Cathy Hammond 
Gary Hammond 
Chad Hansen 
Darold Hansen, et al. 
Georgena L. Hansen 
Glen Hansen, et al. 
Hans Hansen 
Henrietta Hansen 
Kirk Hansen 
Vickie Hansen 
Larry Hyatt 
Alan Isaacson 
Jay Jacobson 

similar in content. BLM 
the following is a list 

Earl I.I. Jensen 
F. Alan Jensen 

Hazel Jensen 
Juanita Jensen 

Kirk Jensen 
Larna Jensen 

Pauline Jensen 
Phyllis M. Jensen 

Richard Jensen 
Vivian T. Jensen 

David Johnson 
Diana Johnson 

Richard H. Jones 
Richard Koncher 

Michael A. Leach 
Larry Lee 

George C. Leighton 
JayLene F. Marakis 

Dennis Mortensen 
Diana Mortensen. et al. 

Cynn Nelson 
Newel Nelson 

Jim Nichols 
Betty Olsen. et al. 

Debra 0. Olsen 
Scott W. Payne 

John Pell 
Frances J PItts 

Gayle Preston 
Bud E. Prettyman 

Royce C. Rasmussen. et al. 
Sharon Rasmussen, et al. 

Sheri Rasmussen. et al. 
Gene Rath 

Fred J. Scare111 
Bunny Taylor 

Delbert Thayn 
Emma Tucker 

Tim Turner 
Clarence and Vida Wall 

Dan M. Wells (2 letters) 
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December 3. 1988 

Bureau of Land Management 
Jim Drydrsn. Satv’RafaeT’Resources Area Manager 
900 North, TOO East 
Price, Oteh 84501 

Subject: Draft Resources f4anagement Plan 

Gentlemen: 

I have read and studied the Draft Resources Management 
Plan and have really look at alternative F and I can see some 
problems with it. But first I must say that I think the 
B.L.M really tried to address all the important issues of the 
San Rafael Resources area with regards to mineral extraction, 
grazing, wildlife, and recreation. I know if the B.L.H. 

-would use alternative A, the San Rafael Resource Area would 
be managed as multiple use so that every one could live with 
that decision and be able to use the area as the use would 
permit. I feel that the Draft Resources Management Plan was 
written too general and needs to have examples given to ex- 
plain what could and could not happen and also give guide- 

-lines to the people that would have to administer it. 

As I stated that I can see several problems with alterna- 
tive F. 
1. As stated in the goals for alternative F to provide for 
the protection of critical soils through the planning area 
and scenic resources within the San Rafael Swell. I feel 
that the protection of the critical soils is very important, 
but then I feel that the rest of the priorities are wrong be- 
cause you have listed on number 4 of the goal of alternative 
F to maintain existing livestock, wild horses and burro, and 
minerals uses where no conflicts with the other listed goals 
would occur. This statement on number 4 is out of line be- 
cause some one can always find conflict with something and 
you should delete the rest of the sentence after mineral use. 
The grasing and mineral use is the only way you receive any 
revenue of any amount from this land. 
2. You have stated that you intend to afford special protac- 
tion to crucial wildlife habit and to wildlife. Even though 
the area might be suitable to maintain several different spe- 
cies of wildlife. that doesn't mean to go out and plant them 
in the area. There is just so much land, feed and water out 
in the desert no matter if cows or sheep or wildlife are aat- 
ing and drinkinu it. I feel that if the grazing people have 
to keep to the number of animals on their permits to the ben- 
efit of wildlife, % think that the D.W.R. must buy the 
A.U.H.5 from whomever holds them for the area and also they 

RESPONSE TO COtMENT 47 JAY PVIRK HUf$‘HRQ 

iComnent page 11 

1 The cMrment is acknowledged. 

2 The goals of the preferred alternative were selected by an interdisci- 
plinary team with public input throughout the planning process. BLM 
believes these goals meet the present public demands. 

3 See the response to comment 35-27. 



must run the numbars that they say they have. As it is now, 
they tell YOU they have tan head of wildlife in an area but 
an reality they have maybe two or three times that nuder. 
3. TO change tha use of the permits from spring and summer 
to fall and winter and numbar of days is almost saying that 
YOU are taking their permits away because their operations 
are set for the spring and summer use. There is not enough 
private spring range to hold the livestock until they go to 
the mountains. 
4. If alternative P goes in and worst problems happen, and 
YOU reduce and cut the livestock from grazing the public 
lands, what would happen the enconomy of Bmsry County. Even 
though the livestock business is not the biggest business in 
Bmsry County, it is still a big part of the economy of the 
county. Could the county keep up the roads and police pro- 
tection in that area if some of the tax base was gone. 
5. As the book as stated in alternative B., you could almost 
double the livestock with just a few range and water improve- 

r 

merits. Why not do the improvements to the range and leave 
5 the wildlife and livestock alone and this would help the 

critical soils problem. 
As a permittee along I-70, I feel that there are several 

other problems X have to deal with. 

i 

1. The most important problem that I have with alternative F 
is the VRM Class 1 that is along I-70. With this classifica- 
tion, will I be able to put my sheep camp out in view of the 

6 freeway? Will I be able to maintain the ponds that are in 
sight with the free-way or will the ponds have to be removed? 
Will I be able construct new watering areas on that permit? 
Will I be able to use and maintain the roads that have been 
used for fifty years for my grazing operation? Will I be 
able to maintain the fences that ware built to separate the 
different allotments? 

[ 

2. Another problem that I have is, predator control. Will 
7 such control be allowed as we are now being able to do? This 

is very important to continued existence of my sheep op- 
eration. 
3. In alternative F, you have proposed to make a recreation 

8 
area out of the Swasey Cabin Area. What will be the impact 
on the grazing areas, the road and fences, and the water 

Lsources? 
These are real concerns of mine and I would like you to 

address each one of the them. 

In conclusion, I feel Alternative I favors the single 
use plan and not multiple usa plan and that is what the pub- 
lic lands were set up by congress to bs usa for. I also feel 
that the cost of changing from alternative A to any of the 
other alternative would not justify the returns to the 
American public. As it is now, you have recreation areas, 

[Cormnent page 21 

4 .The livestock-related effects on other businesses and local taxing 
district revenues were accounted for in the analysis (chapter 4. 
Economic Considerations. and appendix P). See also tne response to 
conanent 48-5. 

5 Reservoirs and other water developments can be used to improve livestock 
distrioution on an allotment with critical soils. However. in sane 
areas water development is not feasible because of soils restrictions. 
Gully plugs and other structures may be used to reduce erosion in prob- 
lem areas. 

6 Temporary uses (such as parking of a sheep camp) are allowed. Mainten- 
ance of existing improvements such as water developments, roads and 
fences are allowed. The VRM Class I designation applies to future 
improvements. See the response to comnent 35-15. 

7 Predator control is an ackninistrative action and therefore is notin- 
eluded in the RMP. 

8 Cattle would be excluded from the proposed developed recreation site, 
which may be approximately 10 acres in size. 

9 FLPMA requires that RLM manage the lands for multiple use and sustained 
yield. The proposed RMP provides for multiple use. Livestock grazing 
is just one of the many uses on public land. 



wilderness areas, without having to designeate them, wild- 
life areas, and grazing. The geography hasn't changed in 
the last hundred years and probably won't change in the next 
two hundred years and you haven-t tied up any large amounts 

.oK land for any one special use in the San Rafael area. 

Thank you, 

Jay Mark Humphrey 
Permltee 
Big Pond Allotment 



December 5, 1988 
COESIENT 48 -s.- 

Jim Dryden, San Rafael Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land management 
900 North 700 East 
Price, Utah 84501 

Dear Mr. Dryden, 

I would like to comment on the effect the San Rafael Area draft 
BHP/EIS will have on my livestock operation. 
You list the four goals in the following priority. 

1. protection of critical soils and scenic resources. 

2. Protection of critical wildlife habitat. 

3. Provide special management for certain vegetation and 

2 

cultural resource. 

Maintain existing livestock and mineral use where no 

conflict of other goals exist. 

that number four, livestock and minerals should be of a 
priority and should also be given more consideration. 

It is true that industry and coal mining have a great effect on 
the economy, but the livestock industry has a great effect on the 
stability of our communities in Emery County. 

One of the objectives of the BLH enabling legislation is to 
stabilize the rural economies dependent upon the livestock 
industry, the proposed change in season of grazing will have a 
devastating effect on the livestock industry and the local 
economy. I feel ranchers are voluntarily taking care of the 
range. When adverse conditions are present (moisture drought 
ect.) cattle are not turned out on the range. In our situation 
which began with the Taylor Grazing Act, we have always tried to 
cooperate for the betterment of the range. We feel we have much 
more interest in the range and condition of this area than any 
other special interest groups. Ours as many others are starting 
in 3rd and 4th generation ranching. According to your figures 
and AUH active preference is 88,252 AW,s actual use,56,781 or a 
,349 voluntary reduction. 

Increase in vild life would have an adverse effect on the 
in our area, not only would wild life compete with 

3 cattle for forage on allotments but would compete on private land 
farms of individual ranchers. This will have a great 

conomic effect in Emery County. 

The RWP has identified 43 allotmants to change season of utm from 
spring to late fall or winter because they exceed the critical 
soil loss threshold. On 16 of these allotumnts, and additional 

RESPONSE TO COMML’~. 48 .-._ =_ MAX RALPJQ 

[Cotmnent page 11 

1 The goals or the preferred alternative were selected by an interdisci- 
plinary team with public input throughout the planning process. ELM 
believes these goals meet the present public demands. 

2 See the response to corsaent J-l. 

3 Tne increased wildlife numbers under alternative F were projected based 
on improving wildlife habitat on public lands only. Private lands would 
not be needed to support the projected population increases. Improving 
wildlife habitat on public lands would have little effect on this prob- 
lem, and may in fact reduce it. The Econasic Conditions section in the 
draft RR/EIS, chapter 4, did account for the livestock-related econctaic 
effects of increased wildlife populations on public lands. 



reduction in numbers 
conflicts with wildlife. 

is recommended because of winter use 
I do not think this change is justified 

on the basis of reducing soil erosion. 
for this change (Page 4-89 , 

The justification given 

runoff period 
"Removing livestock during the high 

increases 
would decrease surface disturbance and allow for 

in plant density which would reduce runoff') is not 
accurate. The watershed literature cited in 
support 

appendix N to 

spring 
the elimination of spring grazing show that there is no 

runoff on the desert ranges. Runoff and sedimentation 
come from the intensive summer thundershowers. The soil 
disturbance from spring grazing is stabilized by this time by the 
crusts that form and protect the soil erosion. Erosion 
salinity 

and 
come from steep mancos shale not bench tops and 

this is natural and cannot be prevented. 
flats, 

have no 
Removal of cattle will 

great effect on this condition. Irrigation must bear 
some responsibility in salinity problems also. 

I feel the economic consequences of these decisions are 
underestimated in the draft EIS. BLM provides greater than 50% 
of all spring feed in Emery County. Of the 101 allotments on the 
area, 75 have spring use. 43 allotments have been identified to 
eliminate spring use. of the 139 livestock operators, 89 could 
be excluded from using spring range. This would eliminate more 
than half of the current forage currently available in 
County. 

Emery 
The simplistic recommendation suggested as a worst case 

analysis was to substitute the hay normally fed in the winter and 
feed it in the spring in lieu of the eliminated spring grazing on 
BLM. This recommendation simply will not work. Transfer of use 

i$ed 
to fall and early winter. There is already an abundance of 

in the form of aftermath that cannot be utilized at another 
time of the year. In addition, turning cattle out on BLM land at 
this time would be a hardship to most operations who are 
and working their cattle during this period. 

weaning 

Cattlemen are reluctant to use desert range In the winter. The 
nutritional content of senescent forage and lowered digestibility 
of saltbrush is below the recommended levels of cows in their 
last trimester of gestation. In the past, cattle grazing out on 
BLH desert range over winter had only SO-609 calf crop. AS 
technology 

the 
developed to harvest and store forage, 

cattlemen pulled their herds off the deserts for winter. 
most 

The most severe effect of changing season of use is the 
of spring feed it would create. 

shortage 
There is no 

developing more spring feed on public lands. 
potential for 

There is limited 
potential for developing early spring pasture on private land. 
There is limited potential for 
on private land. 

doveloping early spring 
Feeding hay in the spring, 

pasture 
even if available 

has its drawbacks. Hayland starts growing in April, thus 
requiring feeding in drylots rather than feeding out on the 
cropland as is customarily done to return manure and urea back to 
the land as fertilizers. Disease and scours can be serious when 
feeding and calving in confined conditions. Confined 
generally results in underfeeding which 

feeding 
causes reduced milk 

production and reduced weight gains in calves. 
will 

Furthermore, cows 
not eat dry hay once they have tasted green grass. 

In our operation, we have very little alternative spring feed. 

RESPONSE TO COWlENT 48 piAx RALPH> 

CCoanent page 23 

4 Tne literature was reviewed and the final EIS (chapter 4, Grazing) 
changed. In the 8adger Wash study, Lusby cl9791 says *...it appears 
that the elimination of grazing during the spring period, February 15 to 
May 15. had oasfcally the same effect on runoff production as the com- 
plete elimination of grazing," and this is a significant reduction in 
runoff. "Any treatment that produces a change in runoff would probably 
achieve a like change in erosion." Lusby also says (page 125) that 
practically all runoff is generated from sussaer rainstorms. Runoff may 
also occur in the springtime during the winter snow melt and thaw 
periods. 

5 Of the 91 allotments with a 5-year average use of 56,161 AUMs, 77 have 
existing spring use which supplies an estimated 50 percent of the 
feed supply used by SRRA ranchers. Under alternative F, 43 of the 

spring 

allotments with existin spring use would be excluded from livestock 
grazing during this per 7 od. Approximately 7,000 AUMS currently supplied 
during this period would be affected. 

The livestock impact analysjs used enterprise budgets and ranch models 
prepared by Gee. et al., 1986 (appendix P). Gee's modeling did not 
analyze impacts of spring exclusions. Due to time and budget con- 
straints BLM was unable to perform independent budget and modeling that 
accurately projected enterprise responses to spring exclusions. To 
approximate the net economic effect of spring exclusions, the analysis 
assumed that additional public rangeland forage during late fall and 
winter would not be utilized, and that forage lost in early spring would 
reduce hera size (as any forage reduction would) using Gee's ranch 
models, and that purchased nay would be used to make up the spring 
forage deficit. The problems of finding an alternative source of feed 
during the spring were discussed in chapter 4 (Economic Considera- 
tions). Althougn each enterprise would respond differently, and few 
would respond solely hy feeding purchased hay, it is BLM's belief that 
this analysis approximates the net economic effect of spring exclusions. 

There is some reason to believe that this type of analysis overestimates 
the net economic effect of spring exclusions. Some ranchers may use 
some of the additional forage during late fall and winter. In addition. 
several studies nave found other more economical responses to spring 
exclusions than purchasing hay. If the most economical response to 
spring exclusions was feeding hay at $20 per AUM, this would imply a 
minimum value of public rangeland forage during the spring of $20 per 
AUM. Even accounting for any difference in variable cost of grazing BLW 
range versus feeding hay on private range, this value is far higher than 
the market appraisals of public rangeland forage. 



There is some potential to develop early spring pastures. 
However, even if we fully develop all of our potential private 
land, the change in season of use will require a 3Oa reduction in 
cows we run because of the lack of spring feed. Xf we are a 
typical operation, a 3Ot reduction in gross revenues from 64t of 
the permittees in the area would reduce gross revenues of 
livestock operations in Emery County by more than $500,000. 
Variable costs w0da greatly increase if seeding to spring 
pasture is attempted. Lo55 of returns above variable costs from 
your preferred Alternative F will be much greater than the 
6221,900. projected in the EIS. 

Many rancher5 cannot afford to implement costly seedings. Since 
the majority of ranchers in the are are getting up in age, many 
will elect to quit ranching. This would be a significant impact 
on the other Ag-related support industries, and subsequently 
affect the economy of the entire county. Energy and mining are 
the largest employers in the county, but agriculture and the 
livestock industry provides the stability to the county. I hope 
the BLM administrators will realize the full impact their 
,decision may have. 

I would recommend the BLB initiate the Coordinated Resource 
Management program a5 you evaluate the individual allotments and 
make consensus management decisions. Invite the SCS, Extension 
Service, Rancher representatives and perhaps the Forest Service 
to coordinate management and mitigate adverse impacts the 
decisions may have on individual ranchers and the economy of 
Emery county. This will bring cooperation in the range and the 
livestock industry. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

ii!!!%<<+ 
Limited PartnArship 



COwEN‘ 49 

J- avden, --WY= 
- of La-d f-la-l-t 
Sal RAF-1 Resm-ce&-ea 
WO Nol-th 700 East 
Price, LIT 84501 

Gentlemen: 

In an attempt to respmd to the S.w Rafael Draft Rescut-ce tlanaq.anmt Plan axl 
Gwi-tal Impirct Stat-t; I am a firm beli- in thu multiple use concept for 
tlw uw of cur public l&s xed I have accepted tk tochGcr1 nd sxpwtise of the 
EM a5 mm- of the land. ycur present pmposal pre!salts -al Ca-Cern~l: 

[ 

1. Yaw- priority of pt-ottxting the soils carld te better hadled by 
developino water. Gullies. could be plugged, dikes could te hrilt, ponds 

I created. This actim world increase tte W’s for both wildlife and 
livestak and stop the erosim and improve tk salinity pt-oblwn of the 
Cblorado River. 

2. 

2 

c 

Ycur proposal for- improving the sol15 by t-educing the spring use is 
filled with incmsistencies. The soil and climate ccnditims we 
cmsistent thr-cqhxt tb area, hrt ycu at-e proposing that me grazmq 
use bp M) days; another 90 days, anothw 105, and )a~ are proposing to 
-1~ thee problans by’ reducing the present us@ of the permittee. 

3. Yalr proposal leads me to believe that you ha- no real cmsidwatim 
fw the preservatim of the livestock industry of rural Emmy Faulty. 

3 &st livestock mle limit their number to the alma-It Of feed thsy have 
and ttw nust critical pericd of the livestak industry is in the Spring. 
Very few livestock people carld increase their numbers to co-l- a11 of 
thp &M’s in a shcrt winter use period. 

4. 

C 

Your arbitrarely setting of grazing dates withart cmsultatim with the 

4 
“5ers - to ignore the 9Jl regulatim that a man-t plan “stild 
beprefmmd in careful and cmsidet-ate cmsultatim and cmrdinatim 
with affected permittees OT land -rs inwlved”. 

3. 
5 

c. 

Ymr proposal 5e~m to igwre tte EJI directive that “Private and State 
lrdo 4~11 be inclLdPd in rllo~t mwugmmnt plm with th cmsmt 
of tha puties *ho 011 or cmtml t@se lards”. 

6. Ycur pmpoul to restrict the use of th prmittee to his ktwl past 5 

6 
W-V fails to take into cmsiWrtim th frt Tut mrh of this 
- of Citi’s has m nm- bua~u of your milrtsrrl dmirl of 

this UY. 

7 
c 

7. Thrr is no notice of intslt to cmutr th prmittew for yau 

prqxlvdrwhctimofuu. 

a. Yaw 

L- 

papovl of limiting tlm livrrtak i-try to a wintsr uu chilr 
8 alla&q a incrmr of wildlife w fee ywr arand uu is not 

cmsistent with gocd ra-qw mnagamnt. 

RESPOMSE 

icoimnent page 11 

&$&, JOHANSEN 

See the response to comment 47-5. 

The changes in season were analyzed to measure the possible impacts from 
using the SCS critical soil loss threshold. 

See the response to camaent 49-4. 

See the response to coavnent47-9. 

The changes in grazing dates were made solely for analysis purposes. 
(draft Rl@P/EIS, page 4-89). At least 5 years of rangeland monitoring 
data are necessary before grazing season or livestock numbers can be 
adjusted. Permittees will be invited to assist in rangeland monitor- 
ing. If cnanges are needed on an allotment, range use agreements will 
be pursued. 

Only public land is included in the RMP/EIS. AMPS would be written and 
revised following adoption of the RR. At that time, private and state 
lands would be included in AMPS only with the consent of the parties 
that own or control such lands. 

Permittees would not be restricted to using 5-year average licensed use 
under any alternative in the draft RIV/EIS. (Refer to appendix I.) 

Grazing permits or leases do not convey any right, title, or interest to 
the permittees or lessees in any of the lands or resources held by the 
United States and ackainistered by the BLM (43 CFR 4130.2(b) and Section 
3 of the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934. as amended). Therefore, capensa- 
tlon for loss of a permit or lease is not allowed. 

Wildlife monitoring studies are being implemented In allotments where 
conflicts between wfldlife and livestock are thought to exist. If 
monitoring studies indicate resource damage by wildlife, SLH may recom- 
mend to UDWR that herd numbers be reduced. 



I weld prupmze that since CIP seen to ccr~ur 07 tlw multiple use ORAL E. JOHANSEY 

cmcept of ox public lards. that a Rescurca Manaqemmt Plan shmld be 
fomulated 07 a multiple use basis rather than the present Lnilateral 
plan made and pt-opwdbytthem. CComnent page 21 

All tt-e users sharld have rep- tatives a-d be all& to make tlwir See the response to comment 105-13. 

prublm k- and their priorities of use pr-ted ta all the users. 
Then these saw users carld work cut a I’Qltiple Use Plan instead of a 
Lhilatwal Use Plan by me agency. 

We are all stewards of cur resurces md the greatest cmservaticniats Letters 47, 48, and 49 are representative of 71 comment letters that were 

are the axs wh3s.e livelihmd c- from tlx wise mltiple use of these similar in content, BLM is printing and responding to these letters only 

1 rm1 ted resaArrces. once; the following is a list of convnentors who contributed these letters: 

Sincerely, Benny Allred Albert 2. Hyatt 
Wimnial R. Allred Arden Jensen 
Bill Allred, et al. Earl il. Jensen 
Doyle Allred F. Alan Jensen, et al. 

Oral Euqme J Royce Allred Kay Jensen 
Randy Anderson Lloyd Jensen 
Robert Anderson Richard Lee Jensen 
Jed Behling Vivian T. Jensen 
Chris L. Carter Craig Johansen 
Clifton L. Carter Oral E. Johnsen 
Mickie Carter Keith A. Larsen 
Annette S. Cook Lee Lemnon 
Chall D. Cook Arlene C. Lemon 
Dawna Cook John Lemon 
Phineas Reeve Cook Loretta Lemon 
Reed B. Cook Clyde 0. blagnuson 
Cottonwood Creek Livestock Association Clyde J.'Magnuson 
L. Jack Curtis Ina Lee J. Magnuson 
Merrill Duncan David Martinez 
Mervin Duncan Tam McElprang 
Earl Gordon Lynn Nelson 
Hugh Grange Newel Nelson 
Mar U. Grange John C. Nielson, et al. 
Courtney Guymon John Oliver, et al. 
Darce Guymon Don Oveson 
Hal Guymon Jesse J. Peacock 
Madge J. Guymon Stuart P. Ralphs 
Ray Guymon. et al. April Riley 
Vaughn B, Guymon 
Chad Hansen 

Mike Riley 
Robert Riley 

Vickie Hansen Morris Sorensen, et al. 
David Hinkins Dale L. Terry 
Ross Hinkins Kenneth L. Yinder 
Wilford Mark Humphrey Kash Uinn 
Dickson S. Huntington Keith Yinn. et al. 
Royal M. Huntlngton 



C&WENT 50 

6 Decembg1988 

Mr.Jim Dryden 
BLM 
900 Nath 700 East 
Pdre, Utah 84501 

Re: ACEC 

Dear Mr. Drfden; 

:r 

Pre&tiy this summer I received a summary repat &om the BLM office 
mailedtomewhichseemedtoshowAuliescdeveryallottmentandQlledfcrchanges 
onmostallottmentsreithertocutUleAUM'sonall~m~,a.cllt~zing~~crto 
dmnge grazing -topromctemazewinterIse 

One area of plan F pqcxing mae winter se also prqwe at the sme time, 
fccstozkmenacceptingtheideaofwinter use thattheycuttheir AKJM's 25%. Meet 
stockmen arenotawareofthis 25% cut 

Winter-a9~ypresaibedintheoldpanfitsthesituationweKein 
much m than @an F. Why?.". Becatse condifio~~ am mae naturally conducive 
fcrth~stoc~en,whoarem~yfarmersandstockmen,toEeedthese~~inthe 
falland wintercntheproductiondthosefarmsandtDsendthgecattleo~ontothe 
dlhtments inthespdng eothatthey kbe farmers) may be@ thecycleaf farming 
aver again in the spring. 

Having thelivestockonafarm inthespaing presentsmanyreal problems with 
regardtof~,Eendng,andcaLvingthesecattleout 

Have you really mads valid studies to determine if some of the itzms you 
studied...overgrazingf~ewmple,mayinfactbe mcrerelatedtowildLifethan it is tD 
cattle? Alternative Fseemsverytiairregardstothis CLet'scutcatienumhxsand 
bCldupwildEfenumbersisalternativeF'sprcpos& 

Under the plan of mae winter use alternative F prcpcr;es that mat cattle 
allcttment numbers be drqped 25% but the bighcrn sheep numbers te increased 
Thisseemslikemaeofacut?thr~tschemethan agcodpianf~~mulliple~se. 

Thecastafm~gandim~ementingaltematiiveFap~~atelyS1.5 millionis 
overwhelming init.selfco&deringthe economiccondiiiorrspr~tin our- Where 
unemploymenthasbeenthehighestinthestabzfor sometime. 

Youmustctx&eraleothattheotcckmen af thisaceae.renow andhave always 
beenveryvitaL..totheeconomycbthisruralarea. 

Didycu know for exam@e that38,OOO AUM's (which is app-cccimatelythe total 
we have in the San RafaeLaxed) will pzaluce, co&&g an 85% calf crq, as an 
awage,5,934 feeder catbLe which will be taken Tom this San Rafael areato tier 
marketsinourstate 

Theaverageyieldperhead hpTtheoe5,934 marketcati.lecaoheewpectedtDhe 
$583.24 per heifer and $733.57 pssbeer based on .scbd market values. 

A tddd $3,909,836.00 am be expeded as gras return from 5,934 head. 
Apprmdmately 71huU will bet&en to market at$900.00 psr head kinging the 

bkal &bcs tn $3,973,836.00. Additiodgrcssreturns &om sheep'may make the 
tctal Eiyre appoximatsly $4,335,416.00. 

Itiscammankmwl&gethate!1&&3larvalueafliwmstock pmdtxedwill 
conhibute $4.00 afganomic wealth to the economy d the state andat- $7.00 cf 

,gonomic"ealthtotheLklitedstats. 

RESPONSE% JOHANNAH JENSEN 

icocanent page 11 

1 See the responses to cosvxents 15-46, 35-27 and 10-l. 

2 See the response to comment 48-5. 

3 Rangeland monitoring studies include utilization, vegetation trend, and 
actual use, as well as climate studies. Tnerefore. any years with 
below-average precipitation are considerea. Before any reductions in 
numbers or changes in management occur, at least 5 years of rangeland 
monitoring data are required. if any changes are necessary, range use 
agreements would be pursued. 



Rang4andshpwemart act of 1970, 43 U.S.C.A.1905 (a) cartain& 

-TOUT 50 JOHANNAH JENSU 

CCoimnent page 21 

4 FLPMA requires that BLM manage the lands for multiple use and sustained 
yield. The preferred alternative in the draft RW/EIS provides for 
multiple use. Livestock grazing is just one of the many uses on public 
land. 

Letter 50 is representative of 22 ccmment Yetters with similar contents. BLM 
is printing and responding to this letter only once; the following is a list 
of com;rentors who contributed this letter: 

Clifton Carter 
lilickie Carter 
Shirley Ouncan 
Allott Eden 
Lamond Gardner 
Chad Hansen 
Glen Hansen 
F. Alan Jensen 
Glen Jensen 
Johannah Jensen 
Kay Jensen 

Kevin Jensen 
Vivian T. Jensen 

George C. Leighton 
Newel Nelson 

N. Lynn Nelson 
Scott Y. Payne 

Cloye 0. Tucker 
Ward Tucker 

Loren H. Wells 
Vernice E. Wells 

Brad Wilson 



EL RAY F. DNRD 
ATTORNEY AT LAU 

1 EAST CENTER SUITE 211 
PROVO, UTAH 04HQ1 

(801) 374-8622 

October 25, 1998 

Jim Dryden, 
Area Manager FIJI 
900 North 700 East 

price, UT 84051 
ATTN: RMP 

RE: San Rafael Draft EnvIronmental Impact Statement. 

Dear Mr. Dryden: 

I have been rrv,ew,ng the Draft EIS on the SRRA. 

would like to express my concerns about proposed preferred 

MY f 1rst ccmtern is concerninq mineral 
development. It appears that the area ~111 be more open to 

development, than under the present procedures, eve” though 

there will be some non-surface alternatives, and eve" though 
1 the potential for coal and oil development 1s rated low in 

most areas. It is only recently that the public has become 

of the terrible dangers associated with tailings, and 

overburden, especially in Uranium. There are not enough 

comments in the Draft EIS. concerning reclam8tian, 
watershed protection of a)lPilS that have mineral 

development. 

I have not found anything that address the issue 
of backroads or mountain bicycles. It is my understandlnq 

that the PLM has issued no special regulations. concerning 
mountain bikes. They are something which should be addressed 

in light of their mushrooming popularity especially in desert 
areas. They would be P better form of transportation I” 

ACECS such as the Desert Bighorn Sheep rang., than ORV’r 

would be. I also brlievr that they can be urod with ainlmal 
intrusion to thm environment if they a?-. limited to 
drsiqnatrd roads or trails. Same trails or roads should be 

_limitrd to foot, horsm, and mountain bike trrttic: 

r Thm prrtrrrrd plrn tailrd to list and include all 

3 
at thr critical ACEC armas. Incorporating thr on.s trom the 

Uatrrshrd rnd Wildlit* l ltrrnativrr would bo bmttmr to 

Ktoasnent page 11 

1 Areas With high potential for oil and gas contain 106.310 acres (7 
percent of the plantTOng unit); moderate potential l,Oll.890 (66 per- 
cent); and low potential, 42b.990 acres (27 percent). ?4ost of the 
planning area has moderate potential for oil and gas (appendix 0). The 
proposed RKP proposes to close 66,880 acres to oil and gas leasing and 
segregate or withdraw 68.660 acres from minera'l entry. The oil and gas 
figure is lower than that currently closed (category 4), while the 
mineral entry fjgure is higher than that currently withdrawn. Dangers 
from tailings are generally confined to mill tailings from processed 
uranium ore. Waste taillngs from uranium mines usually have levels of 
radioactivity too low to ae nazardous. 

BLM believes that reclamation is covered sufficiently under the standard 
operating procedures (draft RR/EIS, pages 2-9 to 2-11). Restrictions 
to protect watershed are fncluded for the different alternatives under 
program actions (draft RW/EIS. pages 2-65 to 2-67). The anticipated 
impacts under the various alternatives are analyzed in chapter 4. 

2 BLM has not issued any regulations COnCerning restrictions on mountain 
bikes. 

3 See the response to Conanent b-5. 



I- 
preserve nmre area,. The Plan should incorporate more ACECs 
than the preferred alternative currently has. 

There is nothing in any alternative that explains 
extended wilderness areas proposed by the Utah 

Wilderness Alllance, and the Southern Utah Wi 1 derness 
are not also being proposed by the BLM. This needs 

addressed in the EIS, at least to help the Public 
understand why special protection iS not being given to these 

reposed areas. 

My greatest concerns however tocus around QRV use. 
Much of the wer will be completely op.“. I have SW!” 
completely open areas, and the destruction to the vegitation 
would be extensive. This will impair not only VlSLldl 
impacts, but ‘uatershed, wildlife maintenence, and range 
management. 0RV use should be limited to designated routes 
I” the SRRA, and these designated routes should be placed in 
the final EIS. I think this area merits special concern for 
preservation 51rlce Utah Congressmen are considering maklng 
this area a national park. The area should be managed with 
the minimum impact by ORV’s. They should not be free to try 
their muscle on any hill, or free to go down every 11tt1e 

-cattrack of a road. 

MY Compliments on your cattle assessment. That 
area appears to balance well competing interests. 

PESPONSE TO COMMENT 51 

CComent page 21 

4 See the response to cement 33-24. 

5 See the responses to comments 44-6, 15-19. and 15-20. 





CComent page 21 

1 See the response to cament 44-6. 



2 

Uhmmt page 31 

2 BLt4 appreciates the cement. 



1 

: 

Boptoubor 23. 1988 

Dear nr. mylen: 

'I u dlstmmed to 1- that the Bll4 is planning to leav. mmt of 
tha San Rafael Rerource Area to ORVa. Unreatrict4d - m ratrictad 
but unsuparvisad’ -- us. of them vehiclr in denat lmrb resulta in 
dedrwtion of ve@ation that tim deada to ~norate, which k 
to sry, for most of our lifetk. That wy not nttor to acme who 
live in the vicinity of the area, but we are talk- about Ntional 
lads. I hop you will consider the long-tea% effectn rather than 
short-term prcssure~. ad closa the San Rafael Rmour~ Arem t.a all 
vehicles except an public rcada currently in me. and to close to 

~ainezal entry aml oil ad gas leasing these sama lads. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 53 ____I 

tcomnent page 11 

1 See the response to comment 44-G. 

BRUCE BERGEq 



RESPONSE T0~ COMMENT 54 
VAL J,BIELECKI 

-- --_-s 

(Comment pages 1 and 23 

1 See the response to comment 44-6. 



m 

CComent page 11 





' 'f%ff. CHARLES BONGO 

COMMENT 56 PO BOX 1121 
GRAND CANYON. AZ 86023 







2 

RESPONSE TO COj$tEbjT 56 

CComent page 41 

2 See the response to comnent 15-47 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 57 LEE BUNOEm 

iIConment page 11 

See the response to comment 44-6. 

&R 





w. 20. 19BB 

BLH price, ut*ll 

Gr..ti”g.r 

FUllOVi”q .r. W EOUIIL. on DR,,P/EXS. R...rdi”a for-t. much inforution 
vs. presented here in . rsnner difficult for s ien.r.i resder;hip to u”der.t.nd. 
P.rh.p. sepsrstio” of text and t.bulsc i”form.tio” vould maka for cl.srer 
r..dinq. Digit.1ir.d “p. f.11 ehurt of portr.yi”q aub.t.nti.1 d.t. to on. 
sccuetomsd 

1 
[ 

to topogr.phy “p.. Yher. reeourc. “a. in your SC.. is concerned, 
publicstio” of topoqrsphic up. in th. .tst.m.“t would land clsrificstion. 
The land at is.u. her. I., .ft.r all, most “otsbl. for it. phy.iogrsphy. 

I I. concerned that the DRMP leas.. night of the v.lu. of on. of our 
region’. lset remaining undeveloped tr.cts. A. .c.ci.ty expands and i”cr.s.ingly 
find. needs for op.” ares. for Co”t.mplstto” and recreation, such srcs. ss the 
SRRA vi11 becom. invsluable. This is unique and irr.plsc.sbl. terrain: and 
once acsrred by roads, mineral exploration, and ORV’., it will require s grest 
deal of time In mending. Witness the uranium mining scsr. of th. paat 30 year. 
scattered about the Swell. 

2 
our trouble anymore - 

L 

The c”.t of disturbed landscape. is simply not worth 
managing for “an-extractive reso&e. seems much more 

r.s.onsbl. to m.. The sir. water. plants. soil. and animal. sr. what we’re 
oing to run short on in future times. 

I am not supportive of any of the alt.r”stive. propo..d in the DRHP. 
A1t.r”stiv.s C and D come closest to my perception of how I would rst. the 
r..“urCe tradeoff.. Developed recrestibn-shouid become s higher priority to 

3 land ms”sg.r. s. mur. people di.cov.r the attribute. of this region. I would 
.sy that much q ur. of a” effort should be made to redistribute recreationists 

I 

th.” is offered for say, livestock and q inersl.. A large concern of laine is 
that ORV user. sr. in conflict with those who chose to enjoy their outdaorv 
.xp.rie”c. quietly. Many examples of Conflict betv..” mntorizcd vehicular 
ICC... with USA boundarie 

’ 
in d 

vi11 be offered in this proc.... ny ovn travels 
this sres have vitnes .ORV sbu.. in such sr.s. s. Herican Ntn., San Rsf..l 

Reef, and Sida Mtn. There ir nothing to, revent thoughtlee. ORV us.=. to 
travel off trsil. snd into vs.h.s of cri d 1 
and the Ssn R.c..l. 

ripsris” Zone. slang tfuddy River 
I7”cortu”st.lv. aiven the oresent enforcement of Israe 

motorized dirt bike rs11i.s. 1 much-of-the rosdlb.. t.rr.i” in the Swell is 
flagrantly abused. A csapsign of public .duc.tio” and e”focc.m.“t is needed 
to direct ORV user. in the Goblin Valley sres. 

c 

A step in the right di ection by ELI4 “s. the old road to Nexics” Bend. 
5 Thi. bulldozed road closur 

s& 
. the type of a..ertiV. t.ct “ceded to &b tiS4. 

nterim m.n.g.ment *oI problem.. 
while 

c 

Could thi. be sccomp1i.h.d in other sres. 
. . swsit Congr.s.ionsl action on Wilder”...? I .upport the d~ignR.stion 

6 of ACEC’S in Alt. a in the DRHP, but b.l.ir. ORV restriction. mu.t b. ud. 
h.r. in order to prot.ct cultural, biologic.1. and prutiv. reccktion vllu... 

I .ppl.ud your con.id.r.tion of critic.1 .oil. in th. p1.n.. Ar..m se 
, . . highly l rudibl. and s.lty .hould b. .void.d by dow.tic qr.rinq 

A high r.q.rd for loc.1 ,011 condition. c.” only 
.nd .ir throughout th. r.qion. 

=NSE TO COMMENT 58 

CComent page 11 

1 See the response to ccmnent 15-7. 

2 The comment is noted. 

3 The comment is noted. 

4 See the responses to cements 44-3 and 44-6. 

5 Tne cement is noted. 

6 In response to public cement, the proposed RIP would Increase to 
151.770 the acres closed to ORV use and increase to 1.027.380 the acres 
where ORV use would oe restricted to designated roads and trails. 

The specific roads and trails to which ORVs would be restricted would be 
identified tnrough an activity plan developed cooperatively after the 
RIW is adopted. 

7 The cement is acknowledged. 



r I .I l mwrtlwa of all the rlmrlm Drotmctlon which could ba l CCord.d 

I roallu the dlCCl~lt~ of thla tamt of pl.aSlnp all lnt.r.mts la thm 
unagemt of our public lands and l pprmclato this opportunity to tampond to 
your plan. 

CComent page 21 

8 See the response to comment 44-10. 

9 See the response to comment 44-9. 
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15 West 1200 South 
Bountiful, Utah 84010 
December 2, 1988 

Hanager 
San Rafael Swell 

Resource Area 
c/o l4oab District Office 
Noah, Utah 84532 

Dear Manager: 

Please consider the following suggestions in your effort to develop a 
management pIan for the San Rafael Swell: 

'0 There should be a balance: an offering of "variety of experience 
and use" in allocating the resources of the swell. 

. The Swell, as one of the vest's exciting recreation resource 
areas, needs to be balanced with use of areas in the vest. 

-0 Not all of the high quality scenic resources of the vest should be 
allocated to wilderness. An adequate amount should be available 
to the majority of the fee and taxpaying user-public who use 
vehicles to access areas of beauty and interest. 

. Some of the San Rafael Swell should be off limits to vehicles, but 
some of equal high scenic quality should be accessible by vehicle. 
Some of similar quality should be experienced while traveling in 

- or on vehicles. 

Hy friends and I have been driving through, riding in, camping, 
hiking, and helping to clean up the San Rafael Swell for 22 years. My 
first trip there was in 1966. When we are on a solitude-type hike, we 
don#t want to have our quiet experience Nined by the sounds of 
vehicles or other noises and scenes of civilization. When we are on a 
social hike, trailbike ride, or touring caravan, we don't mind seeing 
other people enjoying the area unless they are abusing the resources. 

When we are on an adventure-exploring type hike or trailbike ride, we 
hope to see only our own group. We use vehicles as a means to see the 
area and often turn them off, then explore the area on foot. 
sometimes-- if it's safe and not damaging to the resources--we like to 
explore on the trailbikes and enjoy the added challenge of riding them 
in difficult terrain. 

The San Rafael Swell is large and diverse enough to offer a variety of 
outdoor recreation experiences--all in high quality scenic resource 
areas. Please ensure that your management plan reflects these kinds 
of "serve-all-of-the-public" concepts. Thank you. 

fjESPOMSECCOMHENT 62 
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1 See the response to camnent 83-l. 

2 See the responses to comments 3-24 and 44-6. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 63 &tT FORAL 

JL 0ryd.n SLW 
Price. WI .ttn PnP LComnent page 11 
0e.r JM : 

The comment is acknowledged. 
I hev. l..k.d .v.r your Se. Ref..1 H...Sunt PIen. I do .a speck Sov.t.“mt 
Sobb1.d.w.k. .Q pl...a .do n.t be bothered by my non-BUI .ryl.. See the responses to cor;ments 15-12 and 20. 

L 

I: do OO~ cm,.td.r rlnlly . thr..t to the d...rc, Not with the d curr.nr price 
I of uteniu ..d Sold d... not 1.” to be w.r.bund.nt in your .r..t .o let’. 0.1 

The cwrment is acknowledged. 

..t. the with LL. 
BLM appreciates the suggestion. Specific items to implement the plan. 

uch1.e. ma.t run .m.pl.e. In your d...rr b.c.u.. they .r. beeked by thm 
hi.. ..ll.r. ..d ch. vh..leh.:r .db.c.c.m. try LO k..p thr OUL of rh. “.t.r l d 

such as the placement of directional and informative signs and displays, 

tk. hik1.S .llckr..k. I.” h.v. on. ..nd dun- .t.. r...rv.d for th”. lhey b.olorq 
would oe accomplished by activity planning. which would occur after the 

l ucb plu... Thi. .prlnS I w.. crpd for .hlkm in Sl.ck Dr.S.m Ceay.. wher. I mt1s.d 
proposed RW is approved. 

NOTE: This cment was accompanied by several color snapshots which are not 
reproduced here. 

When my dey thrret. thr..r.m.d him . . he drwe thrw@, my crp .pot k. apl.1n.d 
uby he Y.. tourio~ la l wh . dea~erw .pot. “. wented LO prw. Lt could b. do.. o. 
. lorotcyeI.. He did not hev. t. th. dr.Soon au hi. blk.. bur .ucb popl. UD.L hev. 
l tolee lr. Reep the m&o~pl.. cut of h1ki.S a.... Ih. nrt d.y tvmty hiker. coo* 
off for l wild hlk. ulth motorcycle .kld lurk. to wide their we,. llm tw. dom’t 
8. very well tosether. 

1 .l.o IC snrer.1 pmtie. of home hunter. try,.‘ to kill am. btS mtul. darn 
.r.uad t@rlc.n Send. lhey eeeud LO think p.rh.p. .y doa. dr....d Ln red bukpesk. -lShC 
be l lb bdceu.. th.y bed me. nochln. .l.. on four f..t. It uk.. ” ..rvou. to hew 
,01y dty b..b eh.ck I ..d the do/. out vlrh . rlfl. .cop. .nd l 1.ad.d rlll.. 
Then 1. veey litcl. left to .h..r except COI. end burr- ,a your d...rt. 10 klllln~ th. 
1.. tof the c1.v.n hoof. . ..m. . bit .tupld. ll~i. uy not be your bwin.... but I ” .ur. 
u yp ten di.c.ur.S. huntinS if you rtop hor.eb.ck1.S. N.b.dy 1. W,ins t. ‘0 
clmpiry Into th. lever Btek Box unl... it p.y. with , ch.n.. t. kill for fun. 

but they wk. . . I) wful “.. of ch. “.L.r .nd brinS in every ..rt of blttnS fly 
eobody need.. Wt l ll of tk. ear. OUL of the D S.n R.fe.1 end ILddy-Rhr.. Pra 

worth “tint‘ end the .c...cy U n.t ceoyon. Hiker. .I. ‘oltq to S. to. n.11 et.. 
wh.r. “eter i. .v.llabl.. Ca. et. in 00 “.y cmp.t.bl. wlrh the po1.en.d v.t.c end 
bup rhey brlw l lory. mt t. mention l cenlc deotruction. lh. Se. R.f..l l. 
b.tdly putur. l..d. 

?l.... “rk th. old hl.torlc rr.11.. RIL l . occ..twl .lsn up . . .m.b.dy like I 
c.. fi.d chr. llm .r.. h.. ..v.r.l ..ncion.d in th. book. end the id.. of follwl.8 

. 1ibr.t-y l eercb. 
~11 the b..~. 

AI‘?. ?ot.n 
Iamp Gulch 35s 
ClencY. ln 59634 
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1 See the response to comment 23-15. 

2 See the responses to cements 44 and 83-1. 

DALE GRANG{ 
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1 See the response to coammt 34-I. 





Docombor 6, 1986 

Mr. Jir Drydan 
ARM Hanagor 
Bureau of Lend Uenaguent 
900 Morth 700 Eamt 
Price, UT 84051 

tmar Mr. Price: 

Subject:"Dse of ORVs in the San Rafael District" 

Xaving returned one year ago from a five-year hiatus in Indiana, 
I am very concerned about the degradation that has occurred in 
the quality of many of Utah's public lands. In Utah County the 
situation is, by admission of the County Commissioners, out of 
control. Even though there are laws limiting where ORVs may 
legitimatly be used, they are violated continuously, and little 
can be done because the enforcement resourcem are simply not 
there. The base of Mt. Timpanogos is severely scarred from 
uncontrolled use of ORVvs, as are parts of Provo Canyon. ORV 
operators even, illegally, cross the Provo River damaging the 
banks and the riverbed. The sad part about it is that those who 
do the damage are not held accountable for rectifying their predation. 

Do ORV owners actually have the right to damage public lands to 
the detriment of other users, 
subridizing that use? 

especially when my tax dollars are 
Would you, as a policymaker, allow them to 

",tftq; your private property without being responsible for repar- 
And if the damage could not be repaired, would you have 

allowed them there in the first place? 

Informally, I gueried a few of my colleaguem and neigbors as to 
the reasonm that thay enjoyed experiencing aream much as the San 
Rafael area (including some who are ORV owners). Hare are the 
momt freguently cited roamonm: 

1. To enjoy nature, especially thome ampects that are not 
available to experience during daily life at home: 

7. To l rDerience the renewal that comem from breathing 
dean air; and frou escaping from tha noima, crowds, and 
pramsuras which are a part of everyday Iif? for the 
whj0rit.y 0B Utahns; 

3. To enrich one's life by obmerving an environment which 
has not beon altered by man*m encroachrent. 

Theme reamonm meam inconmistent with the oparation of ORVm on 
public lands. ORV operators only hear the sounds of their own 
l nginos; they could hardly be observing'naturet they are disrupting 



RESPONSE TO COtME- 

CComent page 21 

1 See the response to comnent 44-G. 

*ES V, HANSEN 
any eerenity that is present: and, worst of all, they are altering 
the environment forever. 

the idea that some portion of the area can be designated 
for ORV8 and other portions restricted from their use sounds 

But who is going to enforce those regulations? There is 
evidence in Utah that ORV operatore go where they wish, 

usually with impunity. 

I have heard the argument that only a few ORV owners are to 
blame, but that reasoning is hardly compelling. If their are five 
crimes per month in your neighborhood, are the consequences any 
different for the victims if they are committed by one or several 
persons? Similarly when I see an ORV-created trail turned to an 
ugly wash by erosion, the number of ORVS it took to effect that 
destruction is irrelevant. noreover, since most people I know do 
not view such degradation as desirable, one wonders about our 
ability to manage public land. 

In light of these points, I urge you to consider the legacy to 
future generations of opening up sensitive areas to predation by 
ORVs. 

Professor of Computer and Information Systems 
Marriott School of Uanagement 

566 TNRB 
Brigham Young University 

Provo, UT 84602 



RESPONSE TO COMMA A. LEE JEFF& 

itorment page 11 

1 The comment is acknowledged. 
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2 See tne response to comaent 44. 
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[Comnent page 11 

1 See the response to coment 44. 

2 See the response to cement 7-1. 

3 See the responses to comments 6-2 and 6-5. 
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CLAY JOHNSQN 

rcoment Dage 21 

4 The orooosed RW does not prescribe any land WeatmentS (draft R!P/EIS. 
page' Z-43). 



~t'HENT 70 

December I, 1988 

BLM 
Attn: Jim Dryden 
900 North 700 East 
Price. Utah 84501 

Jim: 

In regards to the San Rafael Resources Area Management 

Plan, I would like to encourage you to adopt the "no change" 

alternative, 

I have enjoyed this area for the past 25 years and feel that 

my children deserve the opportunity to do the same. 

Off Highway vehicle use is of extreme importance to my 

family and feel that proper use of off highway vehicles can be an 
1 

asset to the area. Damage can be held to a bare minimum through 

proper administration and usage. 

Thank-you for hearing my point of view. 

Sjncerelv, .~ 
,’ 

-I, ,,,-.? k 

Dale Johnson 
2654 West Gordon Creek Rd. 
Price, UtPh 84501 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 70 

iComnent page I] 

1 Tile comment is acknowledged. 

DALE JOHNS01 



M.JimDryden, San Rafael Ra- -- 
Lureauof uuldt-bmqmmt 
900 NC&h 700 East 
price, Utah 84501 

Dsar six: 

Iwuldliketostate~cmcem fortheDraftE@source~Managemnt 
Plan~~isbeingproposedbythe~uofIand~t. Itis 
wrdesire thatwecontinuemchasbehave in thepastusing the 
San Rafael area as amtliple use area and not as a single use or as a 
wilderness areawhichwill restrict the uses of the area toa narrm 
or limited nuker of pecple. 

Ihe esxmmic viability of livestock people would be seriously 
hmperedif there arechanges in the uses of livestock in the SanRafael 
area. Tkiswuldresultin seriou$ iqlications as far as thexomnic 
well being of the cnmmmitiesof Ehery County are ccncemd. ?he& 
~tiesarealreadyinpactedfrcmotherproblemsandanychanges 
that lives&x% reductions might bring weld only facilitate and mgnify 
the already serious problan. 

Asaholderofa~allotrnentinthisre-senranaqanentarea 
1 itismydesire that the Bureauof Land ManagmmtirrplanentPlanA 

andmntinwto~sterthelandforrmltiplee. 

CComent page 11 

1' See the response.to comment 34. 



- 2, 1988 
CastleDale. Utah 

CCmnt page 11 

1 See the response to ccament 34-l. As noted fn the draft RW/EIS (Page 
l-6. Planning Crfteria from FLPM, BLsll Is required to 'use and observe 
the principles of multiple use and sustained yield" in developing the 
RW. BLH belleves this requdrenmt has been met. 



CConrnent page II 
See the response to comment 7-1, paragraph 3. 

December 6, 1988 
Box 834 
Castle Dale, Utah 84513 

Mr. Jim Bryden, San Rafael Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
900 North 700 East 
Price, Utah 84501 

Dear Sir: 

As a pennittee in the San Rafael Swell area, I strongly 

The sheep industry has been struggling for its survival 
only to be threatened by additional defeats at the hands of 
a few close minded individuals. 

We feel it is unfortunate that such dictatorial 
individuals who have no interest in an area and who know 
little about the people or their concerns should have such 
a powerful voice as to totally overpower the better judgement 
of decision makers on all levels. 

Rationality of sensible minds tell us that there is a 
need for continued use of the San Rafael Swell area by the 
livestock industry if rural Utah is to continue to maintain 
a liveable standard. 

Sincerely Your 



Sir, 

The E&H's preferred Alternative 9s nothing more than 

a means,thrdugh ACRX8. 8peolal permits, roenlo oorrldors 

et0. to oontrol the area in a ld11derness-like way 9P Corqress 

doesn't do your dirty work for you. 

- We sucpprt. you bore It e8 la. 

Don and Bonnlo Keels 

iConwent page 11 

1 Tile cament is acknowledged. 



RESPONSE TO COI~MENT 75 DEAIJ AND HILBA KING -. - _. 

iCormnent page 11 

1 See the response to cment J-24. 



12-5-88, COI@!ENT 76 

Centlcncn, 

I just thought I’d vrlp.ht rnd cxpre.‘ a9 preeeat v&mm rcgWding 
CCormnent page 11 

the Pcan Rafael Swell arca. and 8.9 that. even thnwqh the only parts 
See the response to conmnt 15-10. 

of that are. that I’ve dccn. (other thm picturcr\, arc from 

Intarstatc 70, and I!lg!wvay 2h, the seen-ry from thora hfnhvays is 

outstanding. I’ve also seen picturrr of the met of the area, 80: 

Uith that in ntnd: I thCnk thrt the whole area. ‘cherry-stemed 

for Interstate 7Q?. should be desi~nsted as a Ystlonal Park. 

~.‘lldcmc~~ area darlrfiatfon is better for soae places. but 

others. (such aa the Can RafaclJ, are bettar derianatcd aa a ‘Ptlonal 

Park. as t’wy arc mtill protcdtad. yet tourtstr can sttll drive 

to then to vlrlt the%. 

Pns or t*m rncda nhorLt he nnvtd tnto t!:c wart, Ilf dcsiz”atcd‘, 

onC--Co tu the slrc of the area--at losst two connrsslono o’muld 

he built inside the park. !;ith tuo norc near Interstate 7n. 

All ot’wr rorCa ~ouevor should 5c left a8 they err?. 

The :-ark ?hould l~clude “so-wthlw for everyone”, tourists. 

+mnrr~, hliers. backpackers. river runnera, an4 even a Icu C-G~cclers, 

amf off toad vchicklc~. altboup,h there shoold be more controls on 

4-vhhccler~. and off rood vchictles, :rcstrlct therp to a ftu lcslqnntcd 

areaa, and have c atnAt cysten for evasple). 

T’ZI an avid hrwr nnd c~npcr nyrelf. and really enjo doin? 

both In oxr national parkd. (alonr. with tourfnp. that Is!. and ~‘11 

never have l nouRh of than. fhuk you. 

rinccrly, 

your frfcnd, 

Randy Lonn , 



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 77 JIM MAJORS 

[Comment page 13 

1 BLM believes the management Identified in alternative F, along with 
those changes in ORV designations in the proposed RI+). adequately 
addresses the needs of wildlife. 



Lee McElprang 
P.O. Box 44L( 
Huntington, Utah 84528 

I vould like to comment on the use of Public Lands. I 
favor the multipal use aspect of Public Lands. I personally 
think that the public lands are big enough for everyone to 

1 
use, look at, or otherwise enjoy. 

I think the stoctnen ant! the wildlife people should vork 
together to develop and enhance these areas to make it 
a better place for all corxernec!. 

Sincerely, 

CComent page 11 

1 The camxnt is actnawledged. 



Lorie F4ccBlprang 
P.O. Box 448 
Huntington, Utah 84528 

December 6, 1966 

Dear Hr. Dryden. 

I vould like to tell YOU my feelings about the U8e of Public 
Lands, especially concerning cattle grazing. I deflnitly 
believe multipal use is the best for the rangeland in rual 
Utah. 

I am associated with many people who run cattle in this area 
who are also sportsmen and enjoy hunting wild game in these 
areas. Many of them alS0 enjoy camping while they hunt, check 
the rangeland.check on their livestock or just enjoy the beauty 
in these areas. 

I think to say that the rangeland is overgrazed by cattle is a 
case of misjudgement. Do the people who wish to do avay with 
grazing privileges realize where the beef they put on their tables 
cone from. Do they realize that if the beef cattle have no 
place to graze this would greatly increase the price of the beef 
they buy aswell as decreasing the quality of it. 
Do they realize that wildlife does not help pay taxes, keep 
schools open or keep grocery stores in business. 

I feel if the BLM, The Fish and Game people. also the stockmen 
vork together they would find there is plenty of ground for 
everyone to enjoy. whether it be to hunt on, to look at, to 
camp on or to graze cattle on thereby not infringing on the 
rights of others. 

Wildlife causes much damage to the property ovners fences and crops, 
so do some inconsiderate people vith recreation vehicles. I agree 
there are some serious problems, but I feel they can be worked out 

.if we all sock together. 

Sincerely, 

Lorie McElprang 

CColent page II 

1 See the response to camasnt 7-1, paragraph I. 



September 6, 1988 

Ur. Jim Drydlen 
San Rafael Resources Area Manager 
900 north 700 East 
Price, UT 84501 

Re: Cossaente on Draft Resource 
Ranagmnt PILan/EIS 
San Rafael Resource Area 

Dear Mr. Dryden: 

The above-mentioned draft failed to note the existence of a 
sizeable glass sand deposit that exists in T21S. RllS; T22S. RllE; 
b T23S, Rl2E. 

-Please be advised that the mentioned area contains significant 
quantities of what appears to be a high quality glass sand. At 
Present mining claims have been located and an evaluation is 
underway with the goal of determining the deposit’s commercial 
nature in the near term. 

Existing site-specific mine regulation should be the means to 
combine any mining oE glass sand with other objectives of the 
BW. To limit activity in a regional manner, such as suggested in 
the draft RR Han/BPS is not consistent with uncertain location 
and the nature of mineral economics. PlineraI degoeite are found 
where they occur and becoma valuebIle by rzrkot forces. The DW 
ehoulld allow itself the ability to adjust to these factors by not 

;meAing such a detailed and inflexible plan as tbie proposal. 

Yours very truly, 

Don A. Kichole 

RS/DAR/bac 

cc: Red Ledge Rinera]le Co. 
Robert Steelle 

EComent page 11 

1 Glass sand has been added to the list of locatable minerals occurrlng in 
the planning area. A description of its occurrence has been included 4n 
the flnal EIS (chapter 3, Locatable t4inerals). 



68 SOUTH MAIN STREET. No. 800 
SALT LAKE CITY. UTAH 84101 

TeIephonc (SOI) 531.S300 

Decenber 8.1988 

JzmmW.Dryden,Areat+msger 
San Rafael Area 
RmmofLandMmag~t 
9OON. 700 E. Street 
Price, UT 84501 

RE: lxEsANRAFAELREsEAKHMANA(;FMENT PUN(RMP)--PREPAPATICNOFA 
GRAZINCV lNPACTSIATEPJ3C (EIS) FoRlHE SAN RAFAEL 
-=eJw 

1. It is suggested that the principal of prior use be followed in 
d&-g the adjudication of themany uses now being considered whereas 
beginning inl934theonlyusewhichwas recognizedwas THE CZAZIXGUSE 
BY---cAlTrE.sHEEp,alATs,ANoHo~. 

2. Where the demand for the use of the public lands exceeded the 
availability of livestock forage then a reduction was applied in pro- 
portion to the reco@zed prior use d-d. 

3. Nowxmngthenumrous uses&&hare being studied it is 
suggested that the livestock grazing use b-e considered above all other 
uses in fixing the area and the d-d for use by one or all of the 
livestock classifications. 

It is further suggested that mining of elements or other uses of 
the resources existing upon and within the public lands be considered. 

The next use slwuld be the harvesting of timber. 

It is believed that there will be found little or no interference 
with livestock grazing - after the demnd for mining and timber harvest- 
ing be recognized snd all& along with grazing, because there will be 
little or no canpetition with the livestock use which is wncurr ently nude 

.of the same area by al.1 three uses. 

4. WUD LIFE. It is suhnitted that big gsme be given consideration 
lands along with the livestock use for 

is believed that there will be very little 
conflict where big gwe is considered as a qualified demand far the use 

forage of eachgiven canpeting area. 

RESPONSE TOWENT 81 

iConment page 11 

1 See the response to comment 47-9. 

2 See the responses to comments 15-60 and 47-3. 

WN A OMAN 
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5. It is sub&ted that there is m canpetition for the use of these 
bnds Aich will, in any substantial =y interfere with the granting of 
livestock use as it has heretofore been determined to exist for the use 
of these public lands in the eleven western states -- and there is no public 
land in any of the other states within the nation which deserve reco@tim. 

6. It may be recognized that sane scientific studies including insect 
and any other form of life found to exist in the public lands which is 
wxthy of a consideration in arriving at the locatim of the grazing and 
other uses ammratedabove. NJ dmbt, insect life my be fomd in very 
isolated locatims which are significant enough to require study ard deter- 
mination. 

4 

7. MILITARY. where a significant military dmsnd is trade in cmpeti- 
tim with the livestock, timber, and mining uses that the military take 
precedence over said three other uses with payments to be nude for the 
elimination or reduction of these other three uses. 

8. RECREATION. Recreatim uses of the public lands ought to be 
recognized. Practically all of such use will be a winter recreation use. 
such as skiing and boat-, hiking, canping, and tnmting of animals recog- 
nized by the wild life divisions within various states according to laws 
md regulations pramlgated by the state. 

Recreation uses which destroy or which substantially injure forage 
and other plants required or which contribute in a mterial way to the 
grazing by Livestock should be eHminated fran consideraticn. 

The OFF-X&ID VfXICLE use of the public lands should be eliminated. 
Such uses have been fcmd to be so in conflict with livestock grazing as 
.to te smrthy of tw caupeting d0naLxI. 

3HX-E pI(ow1cINc USES. Each of the three uses enumrated for use 
of the ptblic la& -- grazing, mining, and timber prodwe hmne which 
is significmt in a nation, the budget of which does mt seen to be cap- 
able of balancing. Not only are millions of dollars generated fran the 
said three uses, but they each pmxhxe products which are needed in the 
ecomnyofthiscmmy--feedandfibertoccmefmmtheBLimalswhich 
graze the lands, and a very real pro&&m is needed to assist in the 
grwth ard refinenent of the pro&cts brmght cmtimally available in 
the mining ad timber operatiau. Practically m incaas is prcdwed by 
any of the other pmposed uses of these plblic lands. 

RESPONSE TO COLMENT 81 
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3 See the response to cmment 47-9. 

4 See the introduction to the response to conment 44. 



Docombor 1. 1t.b 

I,. J*m.. D,Td.b 
#*a l *r..~ l *..mro* A,.. I....., 
9.0 rn.,Cb 700 coot 
hia.. (ICd l b301 

1. Tbi. ,l.. .,,..r. to b. bi.m.d im t.r.. ot err-romd ..blcl. a.. 

l md 001.01 OtOS1.O. A. i.mmrri.i.mt . ..b.r .r ..r.. .r. ..t mold. ror 
lir000 or t2r1th.i c0.c.r. taccc*.). P~CCic01~Il~ IOr relict ~1.0~ wit-~ .lld 

C"lC.,.l I....,C... I .I oppomod *a ..J .rr-C0.d +.bisl. .srivity, n lmlaO. 
.i..,.1 . ..1.r.t1.. or otb., ..rt.s. di.t”rb..e.. 1. CL. AC.C'. .md tb. 

Yl1d.rm.o. ,t.d, A,... ,",A'.,. 

3. =.I. ,I.. . . . . . . rultltrdr .,l mml.mmd.d ..*..pti... C..C.,lIltS~ 

Lb. ..I.,.. qmmmtity ..d dl.trlbmtl.. of ~"ltmr.1 r...rre.. rltbln tb. 

.r... fb.,. .r. . . ..r... ~ro~...i.m~l c.ltmr.1 r....re. r.p.rt. ..d PubIt- 

..Cl... 1. tb. S....f..l .r.. ..d tb.0.obo.t tb. .t.t. 0) “t.b tb.t pro- 
rid. d.t.il.d .t.tlmti.ml ..ti..t.. . . CL. d...lt, ..d di.trlbut,em ol 

c.1t.r.1 r.m.mtm.m im ..mtt.l Ot.b. Yb, 1. it tbmt CL... d.cm.mmtm m.,. 
..I .,..1~i..ll, l m.d Cm ,r..ld. . b..l. lot ,.mr . ..mr.tl.mm .md l mti- 

Ht..7 urn.. tbmmm Q~OrOOOiOOOi ~mbllcmti.mm r.p.mtmdly d...mmtr.t. Cb.C 

Omltmr., r...m~m.m .c. l .t dimtrib8t.d ..I... tb. I....~c. l rm. 1. . r.md.. 
mmtmr.. bmt rmtb.r l w. m1mmt.r.d .C.mmd mmt.l l .1rm.m .md .tb.r l ~mmm l mlt- 
.bl. rrr rr.b:mt.rim bmbit.tl.m. OfI-r..d ..bicl. .md etb., r.cr..ti.m.1 
000 0r CL. l 1mmmi.d .r.. .r. l .t r.mdm.1~ di.tr1bmt.d ..I... IL. .r.. 
.itb.r .md. 1. r.et. th.r. 1. l ditmct eoolllot bmtm... art-r..d ..b‘Cl. 

C-t 7-d .-.l,+.rr? ,.ln*Fc.. r."er ,b. l ..* .c... .b.I -a.,. -“**.*I+ I-- 

prabimtorio babitatiem l md .4mm~mt1.m .r. rr.qm~mtly 0~0~0 tb.t .I. 

l ti1im.d br Ott-rood v.biCle r.mrm.ti.mml "m.~.. S~cLhorm Y.mb 1. . pri.* 

l m*m,1*. xt l . . . . tbmt ,.mr .mci.mt.* r0r 1.8. or 6mltmrm1 r.m.mC.2.. l r. 

r.t t.. a... 

3. a.mmm1m#. b.m.rmr . tbmt ,..r l “t10.t.. .t. c.,,.c~; .md tbmt 

-..1y- l ~~r.mlm.t.1~ 7000 .lt.m -111 b. 1o.t im tb. l .mt ,O to 15 I..,.. 

mb.t l rrortm .,m ,.m #mlm- t. mmd.wtm.. to Prmt.mt tb. r..mimlm, .it..7 1. 

.tb.r mordm. it 1.. .t. l mhim@ .r,b..l.,i.t. .m mm11 .m tb. ,.m.r.l pmbllo 
t. mmm.,t l I... .I .I..mt 7000 l ..r.m.mabI. ,...mrm.. lm t,. l mmt 10 to I, 
,..r. (100 or I.., l mtimmtmd t.t.1). ,.m mbomld ,I.m..t ,.mr prrnsr.. to, 

im.mtimd tb. ~rm~.rm.tl.m .I tbm otbmr b3.000 r...m~m.m 1.. l mtim.t. .sm 
,t....t 1. tb. ,1.mml~o .t... ?l.... 0.~101. I. dmt.il Lo. ,.mr mm1tmr.1 

iComent page 11 

1 See the response to comment 95. 



1 

**~**r0* proarm -111 airtar lo tbo rotarm. 1.0.. mm immroamo im l rcbmolog- 
**ml l tarr. mm immrmmmo lo 1mm l m~mtmmm*mt l tarr. immt*llmtiom 0r l mm*tor- 
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&AN J. P&&&Q& 

12-6-88 
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B.L.H. EL’4 i * a m”‘tiple-use agency; ORV use is Only One Of the many uses that 
900 N. 700 E. occur on public land. The impact analysis in the final EIS (chapter Q) 
FYIW. Utah 84501 Was used to determine the levels of restriction on ORV use that would be 
attnr SAn lhfaal Resourc. Area wufred in Order to PrOtoCt resource values fin the varfous portfons of 

the plannfng unit. 

Jim hydea: 

I would like to .xpreas n, feeliqe oa the &aft auryement plan for 

the San Rafael Reeource Area. Having bean an active daaart explorer all 

of my life, I cherish the opportunity to explore and enjoy the San Rafael 

U... The history of the area and the early development and mining are 

of mpwiml intudst to me. Diecoreriog a new aito or structure from the 

paat is always very roumrding. 

I am grcatful that I have had the opportunity to experience these 

thin&a and feel that && others should have the aame opportunity. The 

elderly, the young. the handicapped and especially my children should 

be allowed to follow in my tracks and enjoy the area aa I have. 

The multiple we policy of the past seems to provide the fairest 

legitimte use of public land and should be allowed to continue. To 

lock-out motorized vehicle travel is to lock-out people. I don’t feel 

that the intent of multiple use land is to lock-out certain tax payers 

and yet allow unrestricted access to others. Hikus and horseback riders 

already enjoy an advantage given to them by Nature. There are endless 

miles of alick rock, canyons , and memae that can only be explored by 

foot or horse. ‘why then ehould you lock-up other areas that offer easily 

trarolod terrain and deprive those members of the public the opportunity 

to enjoy the uea fra AII off hiwa7 vehicle? 



2 

Pg. 2 

Remember that M off-hiway vehicle of any type is just a machine. 

But it ia owned and driven by a mom, a dad, a grandma, II grandpa or a child. 

Members of society ranting to enjoy and uec PUBLIC LAND just like the people 

who hike or horseback. Don't discriminate on the grounds of the type of 

track left behind. Acknowledge the fact that each form of recreation is 

-cheriehed by the individual that performs it. 

In summsry, I would like to urge the S.L.M. to adopt the "no change" 

alternative and continue to manage the San Rafael Resource Area as a true 

multiple use ares. This vould allow legitimate activities and development 

hy all Users. Current policys and permits must be working or the area wouldn’t 

)c OC such great value rt the present tine. 

'L%"h.nk you for allowing my feelings to be heard nnd I hope that you 

will consider them with an open mind. 

Alan J. Peterson 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 83 

itomnent page 21 

2 See the response to conment 34. 

&&&PETERSON. 



December 7. 1999 

Eat4 
Attn : Jir Dryden 
900 North 700 Bast 
Price. Utah 84501 

Jim: 

I would like to express my views ooncexning the 

San Rafael Re~source Area. 

I encourage you to adopt the "no change" alternative. 

to Public Lands should be open to all people. Off Highway 
1 

vehicle use is a legitimate use of the land and should be allowed 

to continua. 

The current multiple use permits and regulations seem to be 

the fairest for a11 users. 

Sinoef;elr. 

! &.&.a~&r 
Great Outdoors Stores G.M. 

RESPONSE 

[Cement page 11 

1 See the response to comment 34. 



Jim Dryden, Sa Rafael Rescurce Orea rkanager 
Blreau Of Land Man-t 
900 Nath 700 East 
Price UT WlXU 
Attention: F&P 

23rbv. 1953 

Dear Mr. DrydEll, 
I wld llke to c-It on the sa, Rafael Area draft RP/EIS. I ~111 

address my comnen ts to the livestork mamgeme8tit ~swe ad tk effect the 
preferred alternative F ~111 have m the grazing use in the San Rafael Farea. 

‘The Gmls of th? R*p list 11vestu;k grazing and nunerals use in forth priority, 
subservient to protectlm of critical watersheds and scmic resources, 
critical wlldllfe lubitat, and vegetstlm and culture resnrces. whers no 
ccntlict with tm prlwities acur, livestak grazing and minerals use will 
be marntaimd. 6% productive nultlplr u5e-s (generating revenue for ELM and to 
tte rccnm~y,, &xi us wrtlci,matrrJ in hy a 1~ge CI-D~5 sectim of Emery 
cuntty rP-,ldu-ll~* I l~cl liv~tu L yra:llq arwld ~nrrrwals US should be a higher 
priority and sl-ouid be gxven llwe cm%ideraticn. It is true that Utah Pwr 
and Light axi the Coal Minxy Industry cmtrltute we to the ecmtony, txA the 
social rtructure ad ccmnu%ty stdbillty 1s dependent m agriculture and the 
livestock industry. There is currwtly a large effort in USDO to improve the 
viability of agriculture ald thr drlr*nJ-It r~rral wpllatims and ecmmue~. 
In addition, ON? of the objective irl tie B-M enabling leqislatim (FLPW) is 

.to stabilize the rural eccrwnies dqmdRlt upu? the llvestock industry. The 

propost change in seasm of grainy u5e will have a devastating effect m the 
livestock industry and ttu local ecu~ruy of Emery Gxnty. 

Tt-e FPP has IdmtlfiEd 43 allotnerlls to ctilge sea- of use fran spring to 
late fall w winter trSa%a? they eiceed tte critical soil loss threshold. Cn 
16 of these allotments, and cddltl~~~al 2X reduction in nl.bn&rs is rRamPnded 
tetza~se of winter “se colfllcts with wlldllle. I do not think this chwqe is 
justifwd (I) the baser of reduwg 3x1 F~DSIDTI. The justificatim givRl for 
this change (paqe 4-139, “Rwuvuy livestock &ring the high nmoft period 
weld decrea!a surface disturbance and allw fw increases in plant -city 
which waJld reduce runoff") is not occur-ate. The waterskd literature cited 
in appRdlx N to support tlxz eluninatim of spring grazing shar that there is 
no spring runoff cm the desert tdng)?5 (Lusby 1979). Rmotf and sedimentatim 
con5 frcm the intensive swrrer ltwderstcwxs. Tte soi 1 disturbance frcm 
spring grazang 1s stabllired by this tlrre bv the microphytic crusts that form 
and protect tte 5011 frcm eros,c+?. 

halDent page 11 

1 The goals of the preferred alternative were selected by an +nterdlscf- 
plinary team ~4th public input throughout the planning process. BLW 
belteves these 9oaJs meet the present public demands. 

Based on the best available Information, BLkI beJ$eves the proposed 
ellalnatlon of spring grazing on these allotznents may, Jn fact, reduce 
sediment and salinity. However. no changes can be made to the present 
sUzuatlon without 5 years of monitoring. At this time (1989), it is not 
known whether the allotnents are exceeding the SCS critical roll JOSS 
threshold. PhBs would be determIned on an allotment-by-aJJotment br~dr 
in conjunctIon with current mon9torlng methods. XI it ds detetu9md 
that the allotments are exceeding the SCS crdtlcal soil Joss threshold, 
and the rangeland trend is dawn, grazing seasons may be changed, herd 
nubers reduced, grating systems implemented. or other agreements nay be 
entered into to provide some pretection for these areas. On alloSlents 
exceeding the threshold. but in an upward trend, management would not be 
changed as long as the areas are improving and heading toward the indi- 
vidual site goals (appendix N). 

Before any reductions or changes in management occur, 5 years of range- 
land monitoring data are required. Permittees wilt be invited to assist 
in rangeland monitoring. If changes are needed on an allotment. range 
use agreements will be pursued. 

AJJ avaIlable information would be evaluated by an interdisciplinary 
team and the the 3-Cs initiated with all interested parties, before any 
action would be taken. Monitoring would continue (see the response to 
comnent 84). The management objectives of the proposed RW were select- 
ed oy an interdisciplinary team with public input throughout the plan- 
ning process. BLM believes that these objectives meet the present 
public aemands. 

2 See the response to comaent4B-4. 

3 See the response to ccmtent 85-4. 

4 BLH believes that ecological status is presently the best avai'lable 
method of determining the critical soil loss threshold (see the response 
to conmtent 84-l). When BLM finds and accepts a better method, it would 
adopt the new method and modify the critcai soil loss threshold. 

SCS [J978] developed the information used to determine the ecological 
status required to maintain enough vegetative cover not to exceed the 
soil loss tolerance (appendix N). The thresholds presently in place 
would be updated and adapted to specific areas as more information is 
obtained. 

Based on the average slope of critical soils areas, 20 percent slope was 
chosen for a broad analysis during the RKP process. When individual 

allotments are analyzed, the actual slope of each area would be used. 

The geomorphologlcal breaks used In the Badger Wash stIrfly and tbo Price 
River drainage study would.be considered when actual allotment analysis 
is done. as would the revised SCS soil loss infornaiiL,n. 



the eculoyical culdltlcn ran t* u-wl tc, determine the crrt*ca] soi) 1-5 
threshold. which 15. ttle justlficatlna for the chvae in ~a- of ~1%. 
Furthermore. I %*lhnit that ren~mal of Lpriray qazrq would not maurably 
rd”ce secllrm>tatlm end don> strem, sal~ni ty. 

1 fsel a major errw m5 nmcle m detwmlnmy tie ~oluy~cal cmd~t~m of a 
CConsnent page 23 

site that 13 rrcyolrcti to not I-YCR~ 0~ (‘rltlcal Soil Lms Thre+nId (Clppm-+tl~~ 
tahlr N-3). ch rvwq slope 01 .Ili. be5 ucevl In determ~rvirlq the ~ologlcal 

BLN is usJngl the best available information and believes that Its at!+ 

cawlitlcn rmessary to not excml tte cr itlcal thrcstuld. Because 5011 
odology and assumptions are valid. As new ilnformat4on Is presented. BW 

wosun potential 15 beed prirrclrlly L+I sterine+ls of slope, tte actual slope 
would w-evaluate fits mthods and move forward with the state of the art. 

Ilust be Us. Studies cLnductL%J at 13aclqe~ Wash and the Price River drainape 

break tk q&mxptulagy into 3 catecprles: yr.Avely belch-top pEd1mmts; 
The BLM recognizes that varfatlons In slope result In varllations in 

relatively flat vsllry buttun; ad 5t-p dlswctrd BTWKOS shale hills (Lusby 
erosion and seddrntation. As stated in the response to cament 05-4. 

et al 1979. sctumn ad Gl-eg0l-y 1582). Ttcre 1s 1 lttle slope end resultlnq as each site Is evaluated, actual slope data would be used. 

-ion fron the bench tops, i1rts aId vallwy battam. Most of the erosion 
Cole5 from Lk bare clay badlarc~ slopes. Almust all sites with less than 10% 
slope da rot exceed the Critical 6x1 Loss ThrwS-aJd in my of the ecological 
ctnd~liu~s lFb5tn lY78. n.wl=A by Petersa~ Ic&5). If Lb2 vG4lley bottal 5lLcrj 
cmtain inclusims of Maxcm shale hills, they shczlld be delineated as urh 

md classified as a separate sites. Tlx arbitrary asvqmmt of a 2OY. slope 
CWF.PS tt-e calculated ~0x1 lcbs to exn=ed ttu? thrw~ld, ad triggers tl-e 
nmnqcmd dfcisim Co chxwp ~ISE~-JI of use. Thwrefwo, nat of tIw 

l llotnmts listed for canceling spring yrazing are vljustly classified. 
Ecological conditio>, as it relates to vegetatlw cover, c-t be used as 

m accurate predictor of erosim 0~ desert soils. -Its fron tk studie5 
quoted in tie EIS to jurtlfy the manaye-rer~t ctanges. show that thwe 15 not a 
direct relatiaxhip bet- vegetative cover ad soil rrosicn. Lusby et al 
(1971) r-ted that sltFruqh ruaff ad svl~nnt declined wlxn grazing w5 
rmuud at E&dger Wash (an area similar to thz Ils~os s)ulc site5 thraqtout 
thr !?a! Rafarl area). vegelatiw c- did not improve, even after 13 years 
witlxmt any yraz,rlg. The rcx%~ti rmciff rwld not bp rttriluted to 
inpr-It in vrycttilive ~uvtr II wulcyit..+l t.rnditiol. IJsirq tkh - set 
of date. tlr;mscn and Cb4w (1970) fnncl M significant correlrtim bet- 
sedinmt yield ani plant c- a bare grrnuld. &.msal utd CkRl (1970) also 
rsported tlmt nmff washot siglafirintly correlated with sedimt yield. 
Rroff may have bew~ hayh, but that did not nwxxsar~ly - that ercsibn ~6 
also high. TCn friable crusts for-m cn the ~011 surface ad protect thesoil 
fra rain&q, splash ati erosia~ in tlws high Intensity sbmwr thrlders-s 
(Jackun ad Julader 1962). This coltradints Lusbv et al’s (1979) asumptim 
that runoff ad sedimrlt yield w&e dlrsxtly reiat.4. Lusby ct al (1979) 
carld rut rw> rlaLl~L~c~1 am~ly~b ‘XI ~*Iu7cirt yield brzciu~ie of sampling 
difficulties. This shxls doubt 01 his ccnclusims that ttn? high sedirrrnt 
yield m grazed watwsh&s was really rnean~ngful. Lustxy et al (1979) 
ccrrluded that grazed wateratw3s had higher rcnoff ad sedimt yield tha 
bnyrrzed watersheds. t+ 5rwculatHJ tllat sprmg grazing competed the soil 
- Lb-l mrnlal. thw rt4xlv-q rsf~ltratim ad increasing rwnff a-d 

sediment yield. If Jackrrr, and Julaech+r’e (lW2) cow-l&aim can be accepted 

even 11 t-e was soil cw+ctxm in tte spring, thz natural crl.Jstmg Of ti-e 
soil *auld prevent deet a rill eroscn durrq thp vtttwtse sumns 
thndershcuers 0 flat or lar relief sorls. 

All of tlv studies qunted 111 the EIS agreed ttat steepness of slope is tlm 
major factor determining erosim ad sedxmntatim (Lusby et al 1979, &a-mm 
a-d @am 1970. Jacks srti Ju~~IcBw- I’?&‘, Srhrrm ti Grqm-y 1%). Tk 
gravely tmh tops ad the valley flm-s prcxh~ed very little sediment, uiless 
gul lips urre cutting. Tk steep dissected wia-1~0~ shale bxJ1at-d~ produced mat 



of thz sedinrnt ad salt yield (Sctwrm and Gregory 19%). Rill erairn o-8 
s1q.w~ accmted fa Kf/. of tie Wirm>t an the main chrnrl (Juksa ad 
Julander l’X32). LUSby et al (1979) aIS.0 stated that the steep slqxs p-educed 
tte mcmt seclimt. Natural er(hlU~ Wlli be t11g11 cn tl%EAR rw clay slopes 

[Cmnt page 31 

c*rttwr a not l~v~tock dr-e preent w what tie rcologiol cmdaticn is. 
63s thr slope increase above LOX, natural ero=.~m is high ad ewcerds th 

See the response to cement 85-2. 

critical scli1 loss threstuld MI all tte ecological cmditims (Hasa-a 1978). 
In their r-evlew of lltrraturr, Sclunn ad G-eyary (19%) stated that the 

See the response to cement 48-5. 

r-axmmdatzon to “r-r sp~rg grarmg bh31 tie 40x1 SW-face is nrrst 
vlsceptlble to cornpactwl in order- to reh~e nrloff rd rudiment” sharld be 
restricted to mly tlw high sedrrrptnt producing dt-eas that haM Steep S~C+XS, 
ul~ne souls and B-1SL vegetative cover. In rwllty. limtozk make little 
uu of tte= steep clay slclpE%. F&lFJh RC al (1-j rqxrted that cattle 
grazed tl-ew steep slopes only in winter wfrn - cavsred th vyrtrtim in 
the flats. cattle QrS?e lnmt1y in tte valleys ad thp Q,-Wt?ly @irents Hhcrc 

kre is nom and burled rwqp. 
iur. tllr rl~mulalicr~ of spr~,q gral~rq ua 43 of tte rllotmpnts 1)) thp 

1 RbaJrce Clrea is not justified (~1 tlw ~rcamch tht it will I-C&X* 
and uliraity. Furttwrmro. ~:r~lcq~cal cmditirrl. a, it relates to 

rdmut reliably tr* (15c+1 ds d w?a%ulre of th soil losn 
d on ttese de.ert sculr.. If the wa~~+wx3~t objaztiws mc chaqed ta 
t& ecolcqical codil~o* of tlpse r-ages for all nultiple use+, tlnn 

irq sysl~ns rd V.-WICLI% stralrqlrr, rwld te used to giw pwicdx rat 
ng ttw rapid QrCMth peruxl 1” sprlm. 

mlumic 1-t 
1 feel ttle ecuwrnic rrn%aqlevzes ot tW decislms are uw&restlnat& in 

tk draft EIS. EJI pruv~ck?b yrwlrr tl-eal XV. c>t all rpring fRd in Ernrry 
CMty (lahle SO. p. 3-61). Of Ctlp l(il allolmmta cm th CTea, 75 have spring 

43 allc2tmPnts have hem ldentlf3erl lo ellmin*te spring we. Of the 139 
linstack cqeratas. I33 uuld Le rrrludrai from using sprang rrlgc (p. 4-93). 
This wa~lcl elinlnate we tt-1 lmlf 01 ttx? nrrrnlt faagc currently available 
in Emmy Cnnty. Tile slmpliet~r rncnmernl.+tlcx~ suggested as a wst case 
Mly414 w5 to substitu*e tile hdy rmmally fed in winter ti feed at in tk 
spring in lia of tte eliminated spring graru-q cn aM. This recarmendatim 
simply ~111 not work. Trasftrr of USE’ IS to tell and early winter. T&re is 
already a> atuda-nce of f& lrv ttr furm ot aftermath that canlot be utilized 
at urottw timp of ttw year. In addl t Ial, turning cattle cut o EM laxl at 
this time weld by a hardship to’wt operators who are *eaninq ad working 
their cattle doruy ttlls prrlud. 

Cattlevm are reluctant to use drjert range in the winter. The nutritimal 
Cmtent of senewwt forage au,d laurrd dlgest1blIlty of saltbrush is bela* 
ttm rEcomm-ld ed levels of caw. 1,) ttrlr last trlrrester of gestatim. 

cattle Qrstlng at an &LM desert ralqe over winter had mly 50+0X calf 
6% tte tech-vology deve1npt.d to ttirvest uld rtorr forage, most cettlcmpn 

prlled thxr hods off tie deserts for tie winter. 
The m3t severe effect of ctenguq Sedan of use is thz shortage of spring 

feed It waJld create. There is vu potentId for developing more spring fed 
O-I wbllc lands. There 15 lilted p~lmtlal for developing early swing 
pasture 0-l private la-Ill. Fmllny Iyly INS thr sprmg (even if it was available) 
has 11s drawbxks. Hsyland starts grcwth m Flprll, tt-us requiring feedmg in 
drylots rather ttw% feedmq cmt 01 We cropland a~ is custcmwrily do-e to 
return mawre and wed b&k to t& land as fer tl lizws. Disease and sccur-s 
can tx? ser~ws when feedlny au,d calving III ccmfirred ccnditims. Onflned 



fording generally r-l& in underfeerllng which causes reduced milk productim 
and reduced wnyht gains in ralvrs. Furthermwe, cows will not eat dry hay 
,X-C= tb,’ hiWe tdSt‘?d Qr‘W” Qt-Z2SS.. 

In our opwatlm, we have very llttlr altc?rnative spring feed. There is 
sum2 potential to develop early sprilq pastures. However. even if we fully 
develop all of cur potwltlal private Iawl, the chwge in ww3a-1 of we will 
require a XX reductim in the cu*5 we TUI trxausr of tl-e lack of spring feed. 
lf cy are a typical o~atlm, a -0% reck~l~m in grcrjs rev- frml 6477 of 
t!u cwurmitl- m ttltr Arra *ruld rwtl6n e CJV#W- revwues of livestock opwations 
in Emery r2xnty by “MP (ha1 l XK),tKJc~. Vilr lahle costs wtxlld greatly increase 
if seeding to spcing pasture is attswpted. 1.05s of returns atc-ve variable 
cats fra yaw preferred Glternatlve F will be much Qreater thin ttm SzZl,m 
projected in the ElS. 

tlay rancher-s c-t af frrd to implHm)t costly seedings. Since tlm 
majority nf rachws in the area are getting up in q-r. many will elect quit 
ranching. This rrould tp d slgnlflrant impact cn the Other @-related suvt 
in&strle, ati 5ub5equa3tly al I13.t tlr2 L5ubuw uf tlr entire cmty- E”=wY 
rd mining are the 1argHt ~nployws lr3 ttaz courty, hrt agriculture dfd thp 
livestark industry provides tte stablllty to tie Cmty. IhzpPtheKPl 

,administrtitc+-5 will realize the full unpact their decisimr may have. 

Michael l-l. FGalpt-6 
Ffan~e Scienti5t. LGuc\/m 
Partner in Ralphs Fatly F7mch 
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9 See the response to cament 48-5. Cover data would be collected in 
areas where needed. Other studfes may be implemented in problem areas. 

IO See the response to camaent 48-5. 

11 See the response to camnent 85-I. 

12 BLM supports the concept of a coordinated resource management plan. 

NOTE: This coranent was accompanied by a one-page list of references which fs 
not reproduced here. 



colMElT 86 

November 2. 1988 

San Kafael Resource Area 
900 North 7l:W East 

Price. Utah t34SOl 

Dear B.L.ri.. 

I” t-evlewlnq YOUf- drat t ret au,-CB management p1.S.n. and 
envIronmental 1,npact statement. I find the hlstot-ical ~nformatlon 

I” (Y-7). (T-9). (3-15). C-l&,) very edLlcatlona1. 

c 

I thlnl,. all hlP,t”rlcal. sccnlc, geological and 

1 archaeoloa~cal sites shouIs3 be preserved far future generat i ens 

to enlo”. these sites at-e nut a re”wr&lr resource and should be 

protected. 

I feel that wlldlite I’; d retle\~etl e r-e?source and should be 

harvested. and not allowed to e:.pand to a point they infrlnge on 

other Hureau of Land rlarl&yement programs. I therefore support 

alternatl .e A and R. 

2 Participation I” programs atlmlrilc_Lared by the Bureau of Land 

Manaqement should be open tu e’:er-yurhe regardless. Thor does not 

IlwP” ( reduclnq 1 ivestock qra=,ng to make way for new wildllfc 
programs. 

Please send new update 0” geological and archaeological 
prOQralllS. 

s1ncere1y yours 

Huntington. Utah 

j$SPOMSE TO CMEMT 86 
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1 The cament is acknowledged. 

2 See the response to cement 23-15. 



CGiilENT 87 

December 6. 1988 

Mr. James Dryden 
San Rafael Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 
900 N. 700 E. 
Price, UT 84501 

Dear Mr. Dryden: 

I am a professor at the University of Utah and a 13-year resident of Utah. 

Like many of my colleagues, I highly value the natural environment of this 

state. (A recent U. of U. sponsored survey Found this aspect to be the Foremost 

reason why university employees remain here!) I also maintain, at relatively 

significant costs, a q-wheel drive ORV that is an Integral part of my lifestyle. 

However, I do not feel that this gives me unbridled privileges to roam and scar 
wilderness: my ORV Is only used to help me ACCESS these places on Foot, horse- 

back, or boat. Let me add that as an ardent Indian rock art photographer/ 

researcher, I feel that I have a legltimnte purpose for entering remote regions: 

to help in the preservation (on Film, at least) of rock art sites. 

[ 

Needless to say, I was alarned by media reports that the 9LX is actively 

considering opening up essentially the entire San Rafael Swell to OAV use. In 

1 vleu of the Fact that I recall reports pointing out the suitahillty of thins 
region For Natlonal Park deslgnatlon. I Find Lt dbsurd that such a proponitlo” 

could ever be considered by a responsible governnent agency. This area is 

perhaps the heartland of the Barrier Canyon and early Fremont rock art styles. 
and I have visited dozens of rock art panels. nany of which. particularly In the 

western Swell region, are largely unknown to the sclentlfic cocrmunity due to 

2 their inaccessibility. Many rock art and habitation sites. easily accessible to 
cars and ORVs have been vandalized in this area, and I fear a 11x9 greater rate 

of deterioration if the current ELM proposal is adopted. To encourage the 

defiance of the Antlqulties Act is Foolhardly. recognizing hunan nature. 

On purely aesthetic grounds. I also strongly object to the uncontrolled use 

of ORVs In this region, as this greatly distracts From the wilderness “experi- 
ence” hikers repeatedly travel to Find. From my own experience, I have all but 

abandoned traveling to the eastern Swell region, where the drone from dirt 
bikes, even echoing into some of the finest slot canyons in the southwest, is 
often intolerable. Although I may not totally agree ulth the %A boundaries 
suggested by the Utah Wilderness Coalition. I sincerely hope that reason will 
prevail and a balance between the short-term ORV use and the long-term benefits 
From hikers and potential National Park visitors ~111 be struck. 

Sincerelv. 

c 
Kenneth Sassen 

Research Professor 
Departpent of lleteorology 
Unlverslty of Utah 
Salt Lake City, UT 84112 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 87 
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1 See the response to cement 44-6. 

2 See the response to cement 15-107. 

KENNETH SASS&J 



Box 279 

Huntington, Utah 

CComent page 13 
December 8, 1900 

Hr. Jim Dryden, 
See the response to cement 7-1. 

Resource Area Hsnager 
Bureau of Land Management 
900 North 700 East 

See the introduction to the response to cormnent 44. 

Price. Utah 84501 

REGARDING: San Rafael Svell Management Plan 

In studying your proposed management plan, I wish to make the 
following comment: “I believe you are headed in the right 
direction in trying to control grazing and limiting the number 
of livestock to better match the amount of forage available. 
With this much land, it would be foolish to abolish grazing 

but we do need to limit the numbers and cut back 
or be able to tell the cowmen and sheepmen that they cannot go 

issue than the one that really needs to be addressed at this 
This issue is OFF ROAD VEHICLES. 

C 

I BELIEVE THAT THE ENTIRE SAN RAFAEL SWELL AREA SHOULD BE 
2 DESIGNATED TO “LIMITED TO EXISTING ROADS ONLY.” The Fishlake 

National Forest has made this change and it seems to be working 
well. There is so much difference that crossing the boundary 
between the Fish Lake and the Hanei LaSal is as evident as 
leaving paved road for dtrt road. 1 believe it could be accomplished 
without too much trouble by posting the area, increasing patrols, 
and making fines for people nor complying high and making sure thai 
the word gets out about the size of the fines. That in itself would 

do alot to make people comply. 

One other comment I wish to make, I have walked thru the San Rafael 
from Huntington to I-70 on the main road, with side trips into the 
various canyons or up washes as I wished to during the hike and I 
must state that ORV’s have made more of an impact on the land in 
one season that cows or sheep have made in many years. When they 
leave the road and ride up a draw or straight up a hill, they leave 
a trail of torn-up sol1 that the next thunder shower washed into a 
ditch and the next one after that can turn into a gully. The red 
hills of the San Rafael do not look better with gullies running 

straight down from top to bottom. 

Cod gave us this beautiful land to appreciate and enjoy. 

that He gave us brains enough to manage it. 

Sincerely, 



x 

LComent page 11 

1 .See the response to cement 3-24. 
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1 Se0 the response to cement 34. 
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2 See the response to cament 7-l. paragraph 1. 
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AGENCY 
P.O. Box e88 IstMath 

Rice. Utah MS01 
rekphom (Ml) 637.1848 

12-B-88 

Bureau of Land Management 

Gentlemen: 

1 C 
The purpose of this letter is to advise you I do support 

the *no change alternative" for the San Rafel Resource Area. 
I feel a strong heritage to this part of the country and 

vant my children to enjoy the area the same way my family has 
for many years. 

Thanks, 

/.&.FpL 
Richard Tatton 

CComaent page 11 

1 See the responses to cements 34 and 35-20. 
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NOV. 6,u88 

Jim uryden, Area Manager 
0urWau of %and Management 
900 North 700 &mat 
Price, Utah 845031 

Dear Mr. IJryden, 

We aew writing concerning the proposed resource nena<enent 

pian for the San t&foe1 flrea. tte cannot and donot concur :\ith any 

of the proposed alternatives. 

InitiaLBy, we want to colnellt On the a naps and the text. Ihe 

maps are unreadable. nt the b:lre *eini,oc\;o, label the ;Injor features 

on the m&ps.#hy are the :lu.l4y “reek and the Sau Hofael Xiver not 

marked on the,o?‘Ihe text was very hard to read. It would have been 

easier to read if the entire text had been kept together. l'he charts 

-should have put at the end of each section. 

With prorlosed plan, aIteruative I’, the B.L.!I. fails to .leet 

its respo .sibiiity to 3anap.e the land in a pristine, prinitive *nanner. 

Sids ::ountian n.S.A., .lexican Itn.U.S.a., aan rafael !!eef ?..Y.A. etc., 

aI1 need to be nanaged in a ,nanner so as not to disqualify the,n fror 

wilderness status. ORV use SHUULI, be closed in all of the .S;\s 

during the wilderness inventory. these potential wilderness areas have 

been identified, yet the tl. 

actor ling to uilderness s 

nap of WV use designations 

nap illustr*lting the extent 

r Active Ly hiking in the 

L .\L has failed to consider nanaqinp, the80 

t andards. ihis is illustrated on the 

s the .lap of standard sJrfnce <rses oucl the 

of ripariun habitat throughcut the area. 

San Zafael SweeL , ne ar and ~0 Ernies 

Canyon, LittIe \lild Horse, several unnamed canyons near the swell. 
3 and near Uuckskin V.ash. we have encountered scars of ur\V and DHV use. 

‘Ihe. UL’,I is designated to keep UltV use to restricted areas, XOT the 

entire Swe Il. 

Ihe BW,t claimsthe pictograph panel in lllack uragon Canyon is 

I) 
Oi ‘world crass’ quaIity.Yetrhis canyon has vehicle trac!ts everwhere, 

litter and uncleaned firescars everywhere also. Is this the ULM 

idea of protection of world famous pictograph sites? 

O,RV use is a recognizable recreational use on UL'J lands. Ihe 

8.&.W., however’ needs to restrict this upe to only certain areas, 

that do not compromise the sc&inic beauty and the natural fragility 

5rof the area. We feeL that the lk\I has failed to restrict the A.P.V. 

RESPONSE TO COf+HERIT 92 
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1 See the response to canaent 15-7. 

2 See the response to comment 44-3. 

3 See the response to caent 44-6. 

4 BLH recognizes that special management is needed to protect this site. 
ACEC designation would limit travel to the access road and close the 
area to caapftres. 

5 See the response to comment 44-6. 



motorcycle crowd. None of the plan alternatives address this issue. 

&e San ItafaeI &source area contains aany wild and beautiful areas, 

so \iBY can the U.L.H. not protect these areas YORZ with Lc;YS ORV 

-use. ‘Ilhe area certainly needs it. 

‘Ihank you for your t i ne. 

sincere Ly, 

LW 

II a-k.. &F-- 

Xi n rennnyson 
uajaian Papan 
P. 0. nox 12.54 
\loab, Ut 34532 



December 5, 1988 

Mr. James Dr yden 
San Rafael Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
900 North 700 East 
Price, Utah 84501 

RR: San Rafael Resource Management Plan 

Dear Jim: 

I am more in favor of your suggested plan (Alt. F) with some 
additions and changes. 

I will address ORV’s (Off Road Vehicles). I think they 
be restricted from operating on the main thoroughfares 

the San Rafael. I think they should be allowed to run on 

I 
lateral roads, like to the Wedge, to Swasey Leap, Swasey Cabin,- 

I think they should include bicycles because they 
as the motorized three and four wheelers. I think 

should be some designated areas for them to ride and play such 
Sand Dunes and Mussentuchet. Bicycles should be licensed like 

other ORV’s. 

2 

- I think cattle grazing should be permitted and if any group 
wants to take the place of cattle grazing they should buy the cattle 
grazing rights. There should be a balance between wildlife and 
cattle grazing. I love to see the antelope and other wildlife on 
the San Rafael, but their numbers will have to be controlled. If 
anyone wants larger herds than the area can support without 
hindering cattle herds the DWR or sportsmen should buy cattle 
grazing permits or cut the number of antelope. This should also 

-apply to all wildlife on the RMP area. 

IT I am in favor of protecting all archaeological and 
3 paleontological sights and providing adequate access to them for all 

people to be able to get to them to see them. 

4 
h 

I am in favor of keeping roads open to any area, where roads 
are now, that serve any useful purpose. I believe roads must be 

RESPONSE TO COMtilENT 93 CLYDE THOWSOY 

CComnent page 11 

1 See the responses to comments 15-19, 15-20. and 51-2. 

2 See the response to comment 35-27. 

3 BLM recognizes public visitation as a proper use of some cultural re- 
source sites (draft RI.P/EIS. page 2-45). There is no need to have 
access to all sites by all people. Many sites in the planning area are 
widely dispersed lithic scatters: which have no public interpretive 
value. Improved access to the Plctographs ACEC is identified in alter- 
natives 0 and F (draft KtP/EIS, pages 2-47 and Z-491. 



Page 2 
l4r. James Dcyden 
December 5, 1998 

open to travel to any area where any noxious weeds may threaten 
bencCicia1 plants or grazing of cattle or wildllife. 

I think roads should be maintained in accordance to their use. 

I think the BLM does a very good job of managing the San Rafael 
and should be commended for their job in the past and hope they are 
alloved to coneinue without a lot oE interference from outside 
for cc6 . f hope the Cattlemen, DWR, the general public, the 
environmental groups, local government , and the powers over the 
local BLM can work together and keep in mind this area does belong 
to everyone. 

We need to mine copper. We need to make steel. 
We need oil wells and gas for our automobiles. 
We need jobs in our coal mines and cows on the range. 
We need good living wages, not designated wilderness change. 
We need minerals and pastures and desert access, 
Recreation and camping, good roads, and the rest. 
While ski trails are wrecking pristine mountain slopes 
Herds that need grazing are prevented by dopes 
Who insist that animal, vehicle, or scent 
Shall enter the desert without their consent. 
Our rivers and mountains and desert terrain 
Are meant to be everybody’s outdoor domain. 
Backpackers and hikers should soon understand 
That all people should visit the vast desert land, 
Not oz those of the tree hugger mold, 
But those that are working and those that are old. 

Let’s take care of our great land (San Rafael). Keep it 
multiple use, protect its (our) resourses, use wise management and 
everyone can enjoy it for thousands of years to come. 

Sincerely, 

Clyde Thompson, Chairman 
Emery County Commission 

RESPONSE TO COMWdT 93 
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4 See the response to cc+unent 37-2. 



707 5th Ave. 
Salt Lake City, UT 64103 
Qacember 5, 1988 

Jim Qrydon, Area lfanager 
Bureau of &and Eanagement 
900 North 700 East 
Price, UT 84501 

Dear Nr. Qryclen: 

I am writing about the ORV problem in the San Rafael Swell. 
First of all, I should begin by saying that I am a newcomer to 
Utah. I ,moved here in 1986 and a large part of my reason for 
coming here was the unparalleled wilderness opportunities the 
state provides. 

In the two years I have been here I have visited the Swell 
four times and it is becoming one of my. favorite areas. 
Therefore, it is especially painful for me to witness the 
spreading devastation brought about by mechanized-vehicles in the 
fragile environment of the Swell. 

Just last week, I was camped at the west edge of the Reef at 
the mouth of North Temple Wash and spent two days hiking North 
Temple Wash, Farnsworth Canyon and Wild Horse Canyon. All of 
these canyons and the areas west and east of the Reef showed many 
signs of vehicular abuse. Now, I'm not talking about the dirt 
roads in the area nor about tracks in the bottom of washes. I 'rn 
talking about motorcycle and ATV tracks running up and down and 
across ridges and slopes and through cryptogamic soil. I have 
enclosed a picture that is representative of what I'm talking 
about. Even in the harrows of Wild Worse and Farnsworth there 
were motorcycle skid marks on the sandstone. (And these *were 
motorcycles and not mountain bikes; the tracks were too wide for 
mountain bikes.) 

I have to admit that I was shocked to see a sicned BLW _ __-.- -- ---~- ~..~ 
motorcycle trail to the west of the Reef and north of Temple 
Mountain. I was more shocked when I dropped over the pour off in 
Farnsworth Canyon and found that the motorcycles had been into 
that canyon: from the map at the motorcycle trailhead I had 
expected Farnsworth to be out of bounds for motorcycles as it was 
signed as a footpath. I would have been even more shocked, and 
angry, if the calm and solitude of the canyon had been blasted by 
a motorcycle's roar: it must be quite a treat to hear that 
echoing off the canyon' walls. 

This is not the only time I've seen evidence of ORV abuse in 
the Swell. Last March I was camped in a wash on the San Raphael 
River a couple of miles west of the campground in Cottonwood 
Draw. A large group of people were camped about a half mile 
away. (No one was camped in the campground because it was a sea 
of mud.) The group had many children and about three four- 
wheeled ATV's. The kids spent hours racing the ATV's up and down 
the ridges along the river. I'm sure they would have been just as 
happy on a prepared track; for that kind of mindless racing in 

itazaent pdge 11 

1 An EA has men completed for the Temple Hountain motorcycle trail, which 
is an approved trail. 



circles they don't need tti be tearing up the wilderness. 
In short, S can identify two serious conflicts arising from 

ORV use in the San Rafael Swell. First, the noise generated by 
motorized vehicles is incompatible with a wilderness experience, 
especially in the canyons of Me Reef which magnify the sounds so 
as to destroy the canyon's peace even when the vehicles are not 
in the immediate neighborhood. 

Secondly, and more importantly, the vehicles are destroying 
a fragile environment. The tracks I saw were not new tracks: they 
had been there for some time and they would be there for some 
time to come. Horeover, it is clear that ORV users can not be 
relied upon to act responsibly; the tracks I saw were all within 
a reasonable distance of established dirt roads. It seems like 
every ORV rider feels entitled to carve a new path out of the 
wilderness. Ii this continues, in no time at all the Swell will 
look like an empty lot, with tracks everywhere and the vegetation 
dead and dying and the soil all chewed up and eroding away. 

In conclusion, I urge you to close the proposed wilderness 
2 Swell to ORV use and in any event to prohibit ORV's 

any of the canyons in the Swell unless there is an 
road running through the wash. 

Very truly yours, 

&a~~ 
Debora Threedy 

&jQR.tJ THREEDY 

CComneot page 21 
2 See the response to comment 44-6. 

NOTE : A color snapshot accompanied this letter but is not reproduced here. 
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moor “r. 0rycl.n: 

Ih.nt V.” t.r tb. opportunity to ronpond to th. dr.(t et th. S.n 
R.ta.1 S.s.YrC. *.n.,...nt p1.n (IN?). I 0tt.r tit* ~OllsrlnS c....nt.: 

II. p1.n .pp..rr to c.1.r to .tt.r..d r.hicl. iORV) US. .t the .xp.nr. 
.t .th.r r...urc.S i..,., biSh.rn .h..p h.bit.t. p.r.Srin. r.1e.n hobltat, 

d.S.rt ..il.. pl.nt .nd .niq.l lit.. cultur.1 r...“rc..,. *1t*rn.tiv. i. 
th. lur..“‘, pr.f.rr.d .lt.rn.tiv,, p.rmlt. Ill. “.‘t q.j.rity ot til. srn 
S.1..1 to r.q.in op.” (or DSV us. .nd 1.11. to .d.qu.t.lV .ddr..t th. n..dr 
or rho non-OSV community and th. imp.ct. or OSV. on tr.Sil. d...rt soil.. 
pl.nt 111.. rildlit.. cu1tur.l r.s.urc.S .nd th. uild.rn.8. .ip.ri.nc.. 
O.V. dir.ctly imp.st ..il.. pl.nts. .nlm.l h.blt.t. .nd cu1tur.l r...urc.. 
bV runnin) .V.r thorn. In .dditl.n, OlV, sonrid.r.blV .cc.l.r.t. .rosi.n ot 

th. fr.Sil. d.S.rr Soil., whisk dlr.ctlV .ft.cts pl.nt and .nim.l lit. .nd 
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.ap.ri.nc. (or non-WV e..p.r.. hlkor., c1imb.r.. b.ctp.ck.rs .nd rlvor 
,“““.I-. . Ar...,surr.ntly tr.qu.nt.d by OSV uS.rs .I.. show oth.r 
.bj.cti.n.bl. .nd .tt.nr. tore8 or .bus. Such . . tr.Sh d1sc.rd.d .nV uh.r. 
th.t la s.nv.ni.nt, fir. rinS. not cl..n.d up. tr... str1pp.d .I br.nsh.. 

tar tirou0.d .nd p.tro#lVph. d.(.c.d .nd shot up. luckhorn U..h. Is . 
tr.Sis .s.mpl. or th. kind 01 .bus. th.t c.n h.pp.n without strict controls 

on ORV*. 

lh. S”P is inconsist.nt with L3 CfS S3bO r.S.rdinS OSV Suid.1in.s In 
th.t th. land mill not b. .d.qu.t.ly prot.ct.d. ORVa should b. 1imit.d to 

d.siSn.r.d, .ristinS rooda .nd tr.il., .nd to .m.lI d..iSn.t.d .r... 
sp.citie.1ly .s.crl(fs.d- tar this purp.... Th. pl.n should sp.ei~ic.llV 
.t.t. which r..dr .nd tr.iIS VIII b. op.” t.r.ORV u... lb. n S*cri~ic.’ 
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lit. rnd cu1tur.l r...“rc... ORV. l hould b. c1.l.d out .I .I1 hr... or 
Crirle.1 Enrir.nm.nt.l Cont.,” 1ACEC.j and .I1 Yild.rn... Study lr... 

(USAl). I .I*. oppa.. th. IL” p1.n to cr..t. 22 ail.. ot n.. ..t.r r.hlcl. 
>cc.Sr into th. h..rt or th. Sid. ii.unt.ln Yild.rn... StudV Ar... 

1 

CcDmnt JpIgc 01 

I Sea the response to comatnt Ul-6. 
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.ut.t.ndlnA thmt It I. dlftlsult t. ftnd word. to .d.qu.t.ly d..crlb. *k.m. 
lb. S.n I.f.01 I...u~c. Are. I. full of #..lo#I~ wonder. l nd netlen. -See the responses to c&ments 3-36. 44-4, 44-6, 15-69, 15-72 and 15-75. 
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thrmumb added l tlpul.tl.m. ouch . . n. OIV Y.., n. .I1 end ,.. l...fn#, no 
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hlstorlc min., Sv.,.v Cabln hlstorlc slt. and four prohIstorIc plcto.r.ph 
sit.* Il.“. Yarrler. #last .r.a.n, I..d of I‘nb.d .nd Muddy ..ch..t.r,. 

I not. vlth gr..t c.nc.rn fh.t th.r. .r. no ACECs t. pr.t.st 
p.l.ont.1o~lc~I r.s.“rc.s and th.t th.r. Is onl” on. ACEC to pr.t..t . 
I.rsa at.. tont.lnlng pr.hlstoric sites iDry Lat. Arch.oIopic.1 Blstrict). 
lh. ACEC pr.t.ctlng th. Yiphv.y I-70 Plst.gr.phn .nd th. loch.st.r sit. 
. ..““ts to 10 .cr.s .nd pr.b.bly c.nt.ins only four pr.hlatorlc altm$. It 

. . ..I doubtful thet th. t)rp.., functlonn. .a.‘, cultural .fflIiatl.ns and 

.,.. .c. r.pr.s.ntatIv. of all 8It.r in th. planning .r... th.r. .r. 

0th.r p.tr.plyph p.n.la in the planning ar.0 that l r. .qu.lly imp.rt.nt and 

rqully . . lmpr.rslv. .s thol. balns pr.t.ct.d. Yhy .r. th.a. not 1nciud.d 
Addition.1 ACEC, for cultural r0s~“rc.s should be d.8ign.t.d 

th.t Include .x..pl.. of sit., from .I1 cuLtur.s. .g.s, typ.slfunctions .nd 
.nvlronmmntaI ..ttlnss pr.s.nt In th. study .r... Thms. ACECs should b. 

clo..d to ml1 .urf.c. dlsturb.nc. lmlning, OIVs *Cc.). Thor. .r. 8.v.r.l 

prof.s.l.n.1 cultur.1 r.s.ur.. r.p.rt, p.rt.inlng t. th. .r.. th.t can be 
.crutlnfr.d to s.L.ct .rch..lo~ic.Lly sensltlv. or..‘ to .st.bllsh .I 

Th. RqP ltn.lf ‘t.t.‘ th.t slt.. 1.cat.d .lon# th. Yas.tch P1.t.a~ 
et Perren Crook, Muddy Creek, Ylllou Cr..k, L..t Ch.nc. Crook, qultchupmh 

Cr..k mnd the lolen Roof. 

2 
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Th. plsn ..tlm.t*r that thor. l r. 10 sltos par squ*r. 111. or ?O.OOO 
cufturol r*s.urC* sltos In th. l r.. sovorod by rho pt.“. ,h. pl.n do.. not 
Ind1c.r. hov those numbor. v*r. c*lcul*t.d. Th. .v.lI*bl. lIt*r.tur* 
rrlttsn by culture1 r.s.urc* pr.f.ssl.n.ls indicstos thst this numbor could 

b. to. hlqh by s 1.ct.r of IS much ss 2 ti.... If this is th* co‘*, th* 
AOOO* sit.* l xpoctod to .t.ll through th* crssks” and b. d.m*g*d or 
dostroyod In rho noit IO-12 y.*rs vithout bclng rocordod or l ~tlpotod is 
shout 201; this Is not sCc.pt.bl.. Ersn I( the plan is c.rr*Ct In 
l stlmmtln~ thst 70,000 cultursl rosourcos l xlsc. th. ioss of more thsn 6000 
‘It.* In lo-12 y.srs Is ,b.ut 101, uhlsh I‘ s,‘. unscc*pt.bl.. At th*t 
rst.. sll sltos uould b. dsm*p.d or d*str.y.d In toss thsn 150 yoors. six 
thousmnd plus sltos, th* l stlmotod numbor to be Lost In lo-12 yeors, is 
mar. thsn four tleos th. t.tsL numb*r of sltos currently knovn. lhi* 
ropressnts l tromondous loss of sn Imp.rt*nt sulrurol r*s.urc* b*s*. The 
plsn Itsott oven l cknovl*dp*s rho Iop.rt*ns* of th. r.s.urc* bss.: The 
Intormsrlon th*t could b. polnod from cultursl r*s.urc.s in the plsnning 
‘roe Is not .v.Il*bl. .Is*vh.r.~ (p. 3-42). Loss of such s i.rs* nu.b.r of 
sltts Is not sc~.pt.bl* and dors not moot th* spirit or th* intent of 
cultural r*s.urc* (*pisl*tion fhst n sndrtos sovornmont protectIon. Cultural 

.r.s.urcos sr* non-r.n.u.bl*. One* destroyed. th*y *r* gone. tor*vor. 

furthtrmora, I disspr** “4th the *ss*rtst$.n in Appendix U (p*p* 257) 
th*t only 1 In 10 sites v4IL be imp*ctod by l otorizod r*cr**tlon. Th. 
numb*, vlll probably bo considcrsbly h4gh.r. but *ran cllouins 1 in 10 
sifos to be damaged or d*str.y.d by OlYs Is 1sr to. many tar .nLy . lo-12 
yoor p*riod. Contrcr), to th* F.dcr*L L*nd Policy *nd ~.nsg*m.nt Act *hart- 

-t*rm benefits soom to be outveiohlns long-term b*n.tits in thls c***. 

Th. pl*n ststos th*t in sccordsncl vlth cultursl r*s.urce pr*s*rv*tion 
L‘“, th*t sll .r*ss subj*ct to surt*c* dlsturbsnc. thot hsvt not bcon 
provlously Invontoriod for culrursl resources must be ~nvtntoriod bcforc 
th. ground dlsturbinp sctlvlty begins. Unl*ss l compl*t* inv*ntory of fh* 
plonnlng l r.s Is conduct*d, vhich vould b. prohlbitiv*ly orp*nsive. s 
sulturol roso~rc. invancory ot s(L or**‘ subjoct to ground dtsturblng 
sctlvltl.s connot b. l ccomplished und*r Alt.rn.tlvr F. 0”“‘ “ill continue 
to dsmspe uninvontorlod cultural r*s.urc.s snd th. Indirect *ffects of 
l lnlnp snd minor.1 production ulli *Iso .ff*et unr*cord*d cultur*l 

r“.“rc.‘. The plsn ecknovl.ds.s this (set: cultursl r*s.urcos viLl 

contlnur “. . . to d.trrlorst* b*c.us. of the lndlr*ct .tt*cts of p.rmltt*d 

sctlvltlrs [such s‘ mining, mlnorsl .*plorstlonlproducCIonl snd b.c.us* th* 
dlroct .ft*cts of such unlIs.ns*d sctivitlss ss dlsporsod r.cr..tlon Isuch 
l s ORVsl src not controlled.’ It turthor stetes thst .CuLtursL slt*s l r* 
used ss compsltos, trsmplod, drlvon over vlth v*hlcl.s, dlsmsntlod tar 
tu.1vo.d. l nhoncod for bettor photographs snd othervIse dlsturbod. but do.‘ 
not lndlc*t. any Intent to controt or Issson thos. lmpscts. lk. p1.n 
eontrmdicts ltsolf In soyln~ thot .LL oross subject to sur(s6. dlsturbsnc* 
vlll be Invontor~od If they hsr. not already boon but n *k.s no provlslon 
for those ulde-stole surv.Vs n.csss*ry to record sltos thst vi11 bo 
dlsturbod by OtVs. A slmpl. solution that rlll do much to reduce those 
lmpocts la to restrict ORVs to d*sl~n.r.d l xistlng rosds snd smmll 

3 
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4 See the response to cement 13-8. 

5 See the response to cement 15-102. 

6 See tne response to cement 15-100 and comanent 4-I. 

BETSY L. TIPPS 



deslenctrd sssrlflcc areas thst can be Inventorled prior to USC .s O@Y 
crccs. 

The plan ropesredly stotcs that sites rllL be protected, but does not 
provldc my indlcstlon of hov this vllL be scsoepllshcd. Th. specific 

7 proccdurrs for protcctinp these sites should be speciflrd. rhc funding i. 

cloorly Insuificlcnt (Sb4.000.00 9.r year to monitor end protect on 
.stImst.d 70,000 sit.., the mcjorlty of vhich here v.t to be found). 

8 

Finally. tho pton .t.t.s on. of the critoric for .clcctlne the 20X of 
the knovn sites for the conscrv.tion sstceory is lost of conflict vith 
other current surtscc uses. I object to the USC of this criterion. sir.. 

shoutd be sc~cctcd based on condition l nd rcscorch potcntlcl, not CcCsusc 
thov hsppcn to be Locotcd 4n .r.cs that no one wants to u.8 for other 
purposes. lo select sItas in such a manner uill eusrcntr. a non- 
roprcscnt.tlvr s.mplc. Areas thee era undcsirsbl. nov vcrc probably 
undcslrsblc to the prchistor~c peoples and may sontmin fever sites or 
oxtrcmcly 8phcmcroL sites that offer little infor=ctlon potcntiol. This 

.crltcrion should be stricken from rhc 9l.n. 

Thsnt you ***in for this opportunity to ccsment. I request 1h.t Y.” 
plcc. m. on the mcillnp Riot to receive . copy of the r8vis.d pl.n. Th.“k 

you very much. 

Sincerely, 

4 

RE$PIJNSE TO COMMENT 95 

CCorrment page 41 

7 Site-specific details would be completed in activity plans developed 
after the RI@ is final (draft MP/EIS. page 2-8). 

Cost projections do not include activity plans (drdft RfB/EIS, volume 2, 
page 99). The costs of implementing the cultural resources standard 
operating procedures for tne activities of other programs were included 
in the costs of managing the other programs, not in the costs zf 
managing cultural resources. 

8 See the response to comment 15-108. 



Jim Dryden, wea rnaraa4pr- 
Eursau of Land Management 
900 North 788 East 
Price, Utah 04501 

f& a frequent visitor to the HL.m’b San Rafael Resource area I 
felt compelled to write when I heard you were accepting 

znmmetis.xn&tar~~r~~ .llff. Hod Vrhlcles ~DRk!*~).-and-~ooCtsed 
mining in thlc unique area. 

though most of my time is spent In the Cedar Mountain area I 
have traveled throughout most of the San Rafael and it is 
from these enperiences that I draw roost irf my opinions and 
feelings regarding the Reoource Flrea. 

It is my sxncere belief that there is a maJor problem w:th 
ORVs throughout b mayor port ion of the area. I have seen 
extensive abuse oi the landscape from the lrresponslble U’S? 
of “Four Wheelers” and “Dirt Bikes, ti abuse tnat I feel will 
SEW- the area for at least the remainder of my lifetime. 1 
myself own a 4wd vehicle but I use It responsibly by 
maintsinlng my routes over establlahea roads. 

Specifically I have seen considerable abuse by ORVs along, tne 
San Rafael River where It ficem~ the locala have en~c*yed 
parading their jeeps through the shorelines, attempted 
skating over river- Ice, and playlnr; games such ra “Tag,” 
“Follow the Leader,” and “King of the Mountain” with no 
regard whatsoever to the lasting damaQe they inflicted upon 
the landscape and watershed. .Though these acts were witnessed 
dltir#Q"the San Rafael I have a 150 observed simi-far -abmlt 
tnroughout the r%source area. 
I’m not demanding that OAVs be banned from the resource area. 
dy only request is that a portlon of tne area be protected by 
Wilderness Designation and the In the remelning ar-ees I feel 
it would only’be fair to demand that ORVs be limited to 
OOeiQnated roaqs and trails outside the proposed nlldornes5 
areas. 

My Justification 15 ttllr;: “Off Headers are ‘Qeneral ly 
concerned more with conquering demandxng terrain than with 
enJoylng the scenzc beauty which they destroy In the process. 

WESPONSE TO COMMENT 96 
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1 See the responses to cements 44-3 dnd 44-6. 

JOSEPHADWELL 



Your Cansideratior~ in Rppreciated. 
‘Joseph Tr.radwul 1 
AuntmdCPnsrruat.uudat 



Dnr fir. tkydmr 

I hve twcoivsd from the Southern Utah Ylldornes~ Alliance their bulletin 
datad Nov. 7.1900. 

They mqmrted tht thrm tns been much destruction by CWs in the San 
RafMl swell. 

peculiu 
ubat Is @/ about this is that you BLH people cl&ia that there kwcn't been 
any problems, 8nd that wo citizena are suppwcd to wader around the San 
Rafael Swell at our mm expemm ad lo& for aw-resource cmflicta for yal. 

joined the Btl voIunt.eer ptrul out of tha BLll's LM 
Ben provide8 the die, safety htructiom. jeep. em. 

voltmtwrm go out ml look for vioIatioru. put UP si#P. 
Uo even go out on air phtr01 fragwntlY. 

I don't wdsmtard My you folks aren’t workin mually an hard pltrollin@ 
.utah BTA land. please provide an answer. 

Thank you, 

[tomwit page 11 

1 The cement fs acknowledged. 



Bay Warsham 
Box 55 
Rmal, uteh ells-23 
Dec. 3, 1988 

anrMU of IAnd managsment 
Xoab Matrict 
mexb, wbah 1532 

TO ldhm It May Concern: 
Xt Is w opinion that the Taylor Graxing Act has been one of the best 

billa inacted for the benetit of all people of cur natIon. While It does 
al&v grasing, mining, exploration for oil, gas, minerals, recreation 
and wildlife, it doea not eliminate.-soy segment of our populat.Lon Ron 
enjoying It’s beauty, history, and - opportunities and challenges. 

It Is also protected for future generations in that It can not be 
sold or utilIred for anyone’s prbvate use. The enrironment is also prc- 
tectad In so far ad the land Itself Is concerned. To sum up the multiple 
uae ve all enjoy fra our public land Is rery fair to everyone. 

I would like encourage the multiple use of these lands with 
perhape tighter security on pollution from Industrial groups. Also 
Improved grazing practices to protect the soil and natural beauty should 
be delt with by the S.L.M. 

Scme suggestions would be: 

il :: C 
adjusted grazing seasons to protect the habitat for livestock and wild life 
contra of wild life as well as livestcck 

$4: 
Pore policing of all users 
water development to improve livestock and wild life distribution 

4 C 
I believe the BeLJl. 

pp-J$u& 1” 
PMagagement Plan best covers what I 

have said and 1 believe all parties could live the use under this plan. 

It is q opinion that multiple use Is the best way to utilize and 
protect our Federal lands for the benefit of our nation and Future generations 
to Cane. To lock up these lands and resources vith wilderness would be to 
derq the use and beauty of these lands to all but a few backpackers and 
special interest recreation groups. Multiple use Is the only practical way 
to manage these lands. 

Yours truly, 

Ray War&am 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 98 RAY WAREHAM 
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1 Grazing seasons may ue adjusted after S years of rangeland monitoring 
data are collected and analyzed. See the response to coanent X-27. 

2 See the response to cOrnDent 15-41. 

3 See the response to cOrnPent 49-l. 

4 ELM appreciates the statement of support. 
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CCmwnt page 13 

1 See the response to caiment 3-24. 



12160 N. Bellaire St. 
Thornton, CO 80241 
November 23, 1988 

g@ENT 101 

Jim Dryden, San Rafael Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
900 North 700 East 
Price UT 84501 

Dear Mr. Dryden: 

I have recently completed revieving both volumes of your 
agency’s draft RMP/EIS for the San Rafael Resource Area. 
This letter is a formal comment on the report and the 
agency's "preferred" Alternative F as provided by the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, and the 
National Environmental Policy Act. 

i 

First, I want to state that I find your *preferred” 
alternative generally favorable. I agree with your 

1 
limitations on livestock grazing (actual I prefer more) and 
the decreased acreage open to ORV’s. Also, I am pleased by 
the apparent commitment to increase wildlife populations 
through the increase in their respective ranges and the 
limiting of livestock grazing, especially in spring and 
fall. 

2 
IT 

However, I have some deep concerns. Are the spring and fall 
livestock grazing restrictions realistic and enforceable, or 

C 

is this just a paper shuffle? I also believe more emphasis 

3 
should be placed on preserving the area’s rich cultural and 
wilderness reeources. 

In addition, I firmly believe that the agency should 
maintain the seven wilderness study areas as primitive areas 
(without livestock, development or machines) regardless of 
whether or not Congress includes them into the Wilderness 
Preservation System. We are simply and quickly running out 
of these primitive areas. 

5 

Alternative A, B, and E are totally unacceptable. Pub1 ic 
opinion, uses, and future needs rule these out completely. 
I strongly urge the bureau to lean toward the objectives 
favored in Alternatives C and D. These values, through the 
generations, vi11 prove to be the most enduring. 

RESPOMSE TO CORMENT 101 

Itcnmwt page 11 

GARY AND JANET 'JOOLQ 

Tne cousaent is acknowledged. 

Federal laws and regulations provide tne guidance and authority to 
aajust 00th grazing numers and seasons as needed. The need for ddjust- 
nents is based on monitoring. 

See the response to cormkant 15-42. 

See tne responses to ccavaents 44-13 and 3-23. 

The REP states how the YSAs would be managed if Congress released them 
from wilderness review without designating tnem as wilderness (draft 
RW/EIS. page l-3). Many of the USAs would be covered by ACEC designa- 
tions containing management Prescriptions to maintain primitive recrea- 
tion values. 

Tne cowent iS acknowleagea. 

Americans are beginning to discover their public lands and 
have decided to start utilizing them. The national agencies 
having jurisdiction over them will fpel the increasing 



pressure. Local people may resent having to give up some of 
the privileges they have had historically in a country less 
populated and less recreation oriented1 but these lands 
belong to all Americans, living and unborn, and their rights 
must be protected. Thank You. 

Sincerely, 

Gary/M. Wooler ,. 

P.S. Please send me a copy of the Final RMP/EIS when Complete. 



December 6, 1988 

Mr. Jim Dryden 
San Rafael Resource Area Uanager 
Bureau of Land Management 
900 North 700 East 
Price, UT 84501 

Dear Mr. Dryden, 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the San Rafael 
Draft Resource Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. I 
support the BLM’s preferred Alternative P with the following 
reservations: 

I am concerned about the wildlife habitat management 
proposed under Alternative F. Although I am not a hunter, I 
enjoy watching wildlife and feel that they are an important part 
of public lands. I favor improvements in wildlife habitat and 
reasonable increases in wildlife numbers, provided that such 
improvements and increases do not come at the expense of 
agriculture. In Alternative F, the BLM seems to have crossed the 
line between a land management agency and a wildlife management 
agency. I refer to projected increases in bighorn sheep (300 
animals), antelope (200 animals), deer (1700 animals) and elk 
(130 animals) shown in Table 11, pages 2-83 and 2-84. Even if 
projected increases are never realized, your intentions to 
manage habitat for increased wildlife numbers are clear. The 
plan suggests that 25% of the livestock AUMs on 16 allotments may 
be transferred to wildlife to resolve livestock-wildlife 
conflicts. The BLM would not take permits away from rancher A 
and give them to rancher B simply because rancher B wanted more 
range. Why should the Division of Wildlife Resources (DWR) 
receive AUMs for wildlife without compensating permit holders? 
Why is it the BLM’s responsibility to procure feed for animals 
managed by the DWR? Why would you require ranchers to stand the 
loss for wildlife habitat improvement? The DWR is shortsighted 
when they introduce and reintroduce antelope and bighorn sheep 
without Eiest securing critical range. The DWR creates wildlife- 
livestock conflicts when they allow deer and elk populations to 
outgrow available spring feed. If the DWR needs BLM range for 
wildlife, they should buy permits like anyone else would. l-lost 
local ranchers are sportsmen who would work with the DWR and BLM 
to resolve conflicts if treated fairly. Taking valuable and 
needed AUMs away from ranchers without compensation is not fair 
treatment. 

I am also concerned that wildlife habitat management 
proposed under Alternative P would aggravate wildlife problems on 
private land. Maps 73 and 74 identify critical deer and elk 
winter habitat. In many cases critical habitat either borders or 
is very close to private land. Local farmers complain that elk, 
and more commonly, deer damage to crops is a serious and growing 
problem. In the spring, hundreds of deer congregate on farmland 

RESPONSE DENNIS W0RW.Q 
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1 The wildlife numbers shown in alternative F (draft Rt@/EIS. table 1, 
page S-4) are not management objectives, but rather estimates of the 
nurrbers that would result under the alternative. ELM manages wild1 i fe 
habitat; UDUR manages wildlife populations. 

See the response to comment 35-27. 
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in OK near Huntington, Straight, Ryk, and Ferron Canyons. There 
are a growing number of 'agricultural' deer that feed year round 
on cropland. Many of these deer commute daily between public and 
private land. Examples include a young orchard in Fecron which 
lost an entire apple crop to deer in June of. 1988, a corn crop in 
Molen that was destroyed by deer in 1989, and Utah Power 6 
Light's Huntington and Hunter Research Farms, which both support 
year-round deer herds even though the Huntington Farm is 
surrounded by an 8-foot tall fence. One BLM permit holder 
provides 317 AUMs of deer feed on his private ground (88 deer x 
12 months x .3 AUM/deer) . He receives only 70 livestock AUMs for 
one month from his adjacent BLM allotment. Managing habitat to 
increase deer numbers will make matters worse. Creating deer 
habitat on allotments bordering private land will not solve the 
problem. It appears that the DWR and ELM have different agendas. 
The DWR recently held special hunts to reduce deer and elk 
populations in western Emery County, while Alternative P proposes 
to manage for increased deer and elk in the same area. I suggest 
that the BLM, Forest Service, DWR, ranchers, and wildlife and 
conservation groups work together to formulate a plan that will 
resolve conflicts on public and private land. Management options 
might include but are not limited to, animal removal by special 
hunts and transplants, development of deer habitat in areas 
removed from private land, and purchase of AUMs or land by the 

-DWR and/or wildlife groups. 

I an also concerned about possible changes in season of use 
proposed under Alternative F. I understand from conversations 
with BLM personnel that changing from sprinq,to winter grazing 
was chosen as a worst-case example for your projected impacts 
scenario. However, I wish that other management options were 
discussed more fully. Changing season of use may be the only 
alternative in some situations. It may be acceptable to a few 
permit holders. However, many ranchers could not maintain 
present cattle numbers OK even survive if season of use were 
changed. 

The term "changing season of use" is somewhat misleading. It 
implies that permit holders will receive winter use in exchange 
for spring use. Appendix I shows that actual season of use 
would change on only 15 allotments. On 31 allotments, grazers 
with more than one season of use would simply lose spring grazing 
without gaining any additional use. Losing spring BLM feed would 
leave many ranchers with no workable alternative. Feeding hay is 
not feasible, since it is not available, is too expensive, and 
would require confinement and its attendant disease problems. 
There is little private spring grazing land (since 92% of the 
county is government owned, there is little private land, 
period). Turning cattle on cropland would hinder farming 
operations and further reduce feed supplies. A study by the. 
University of Nevada, Reno indicated that grazing alfalfa in May 
reduced total hay yields 25% compared to November grazing. I 
hope that changes in grazing season will be used judiciously, if 
at all. 

iComent page 23 

2 See the response to comment 7-1. 
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Although one stated objective is to reduce salinity in the 
Colorado River, It appears that range improvement is the real 
issue, since: 

1. You do not know how much salt the area is losing 
(page 3-60) and 

2. Erosion will not be measured directly, but will be 
gauged by range condition. 

There are many practices that could improve range condition. 
Water development could help by improving livestock distribution 
and helping animals make ‘more even use of the range resource. 
Water developments seem to be a good option, since 25 of the 
allotments suggested for change in season of use under 
Alternative P were identified for water development under 
Alternative B. Other range improvemen).. practices such as 
seeding , fencing, rest rotation and deferred rotation deserve 
consideration. Some of these practices may not be economically 
feasible if considered by themselves, but may be practical if all 
benif its are weighed. For examle, livestock watering ponds can 
trap sediment and benefit wildlife. Range seeding creates feed 
for wildlife and livestock and improves soil cover. Although 
conflict5 exist, livestock grating, wildlife use, and erosion 
control can be complimentary resources. It is in the best 
interests of livestock men to improve range condition, and I 
,hope that you will continue to work with them in that process. 

I agree with the wild horse and burro management proposed 
under Alternative P. 

I appreciate the willingness of the BLM staff, particularly 
Jim, Becky, and Dave, to meet with ranchers to explain the plan. 
My impression is that the Draft does not always fully convey your 
intentions, and that you are willing to work with stockmen toward 
resolution of conf Iicts. I look forward to working with you in 
the future. 

iCnrs5ent page 31 

3 See the response to conment 49-l. 
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