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IN REPLY REFER TO

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Cedar City District
1579 North Main
Cedar City, Utah 84720

October 31, 1984

Dear Public Land User:

Enclosed is the proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Final Environ-
mental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, Antimony plan-
ning units. The Cedar City District Bureau of Land Management has prepared
this document in conformance with the requirements of the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act of 1976 and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.

The proposed RMP and Final EIS is designed to be used in conjunction with the
Draft RMP/EIS (DEIS) published in May 1984. This document contains the pro-
posed plan and its environmental consequences along with revisions and errata
pertaining to the Draft EIS/RMP, public comments received, and BLM's responses
to these comments.

The State Director shall approve the proposed RMP no sooner than 30 days after
the Environmental Protection Agency's published notice of receipt of the FEIS
in the Federal Register. Persons desiring to protest plan decisions must sub-
mit writtén protests to the Director, Bureau of Land Management (Department of
Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 18 and C NW, Washington, DC 20240) with-
in 30 days of the filing of the document with the Environmental Protection
Agency. A1l protests must be received within the time 1imit allowed and must
conform to the requirements of 43 CFR 1610.5-2. The final resource management
plan will be completed with the Record of Decision.

I want to personally thank those who participated in the development of this
plan. I hope your involvement will continue as we move into the imple-
mentation and monitoring phases of the plan and as we develop activity plans
in specific programs.

Sincerely,

TN

)
/i;§%2257{i}xéaf%vtcﬁb1/1——’
Morgan £. Jensen
Distriet Manager
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

( ) DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (X) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT
U. S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management

Type of Action: (X) Administrative ( ) Legislative

Abstract: This proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), when combined with the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) describes and analyzes four alternatives
for management of public lands and resources in the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield,
and Antimony planning units. The four alternatives addressed are:
Alternative A, No Action; Alternative B, Planning; Alternative C, Production,
and Alternative D, Protection. The Proposed Resource Management Plan is
patterned after the Planning Alternative and focuses on resolving five
planning issues. These issues addressed such topics as land disposal, oil,
gas, and geothermal leasing, coal leasing, protection of sansitive resources,
providing habitat and forage for domestic livestock and wildlife, and
providing woodland products on a sustained basis. When the RMP is finalized,
it will provide a comprehensive framework for management of public lands
resources.

For Further Information Contact:

Sheridan Hansen George Peternel Rex Rowley

Beaver River Area Manager Escalante Area Manager Kanab Area Manager
444 South Main Escalante, Utah 84726 301 N. 1st East
Cedar City, Utah 84720 801-644-2672 Kanab, Utah 84741
801-586-2458 801-826-4291

Date Final Statement Made Available to EPA and the Public: November 2, 1984

Date by Which the Protests Must be Received by the Director: December 7, 1984
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How To Use This Document

This document consists of two major sections, the Proposed Resource Management
Plan (RM?) and the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). The Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), consisting of a volume of narrative and
a map addendum, was distributed earlier (May 1984).

The proposed Resource Management Plan describes the management objectives and
actions, rationales, decision implementation, support needs and program
coordination, program monitoring, and cost estimates. The proposed RMP is
provided first to orient the reader to the management programs and provide a
reference as to how the planning alternative has been modified from the DEIS,
based upon public comment.

The Final Environmental Impact Statement contains six chapters including: (1)
the Introduction; (2) Public Comments and Responses; (3) Alternatives; (4)
Affected Environment; (5) Environmental Consequences; and (€) Consultation and
Coordination. Most of the data and information found in the DEIS are
considered part of the final and are not reproduced in this document. Only
those portions of the draft which were changed or added to, as the result of
public input or reevaluation, are addressed in the FEIS. The Evironmental
Consequences of the proposed plan will be provided in full and not referenced
to the DEIS. Finally, the section on Comments and Responses provides an easy
reference as to how public comment affected the proposed decisions and how
they have been incorporated into the FEIS.

Together, the DEIS, the map addendum, and this document constitute the full
Enviornmental Impact Statement documentation.

The proposed RMP in this document is a modified version of the perferred
alternative found in the DEIS. To aid in comparing the two documents, arrows
( » ) have been placed in the margins of this section on Program Directions
indicating changes made on the DEIS. Maps represent proposed decisions.



Summary

I. INTRODUCTION

The following summary briefly reviews the development of this document and
its companion volume (the Cedar Beaver Garfield Antimony Resource Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement Draft). The analysis and information
presented in this document, the Final, is organized differently from that of
the Draft in that the Proposed Resource Management Plan portion is presented
separately from the EIS portion. This has been done purposely to focus
attention directly on the management decisions that are being proposed for the
planning area. In response to both public comment and internal review,
changes have been made between the Preferred Alternative of the Draft and the
Proposed RMP presented below. Where such changes have resulted in a
significant departure from the environmental impact analysis presented in the
Draft, additional impact analysis has been performed and is presented in this
document. _

A. Location

The Final Cedar Beaver Garfield Antimony Environmental Statement/Resource
Management Plan (FEIS/RMP) addresses the proposed Resource Management Plan for
1,071,400 acres of public lands in the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, and Antimony
planning units of the Cedar City District in southwestern Utah. The
lands affected are predominately found in Iron, Beaver, and Garfield
Counties. There are also minor acreages in both Washington and Kane
Counties. Withir. the planning area, there are 1,071,400 acres of public lands
ranging in elevation from 5,500 to 110,000 feet with associeted vegetation
cover ranging from desert shrub to mountain shrub and subalpine types.

B. Planning Issues

The EIS/RMP addresses the management of all Bureau of Land Management
administered resources and lands within the planning area. However, primary
focus is on the resolution of issues which have been identified through the
public participation process. Five planning issues have been identified and
analyzed: Special Resource Protection Measures. This issue addressed the
special protections above and beyond normal multiple use management conveyed
upon certain resources through special legislation, regulation, policy,
special agreement, and/or management concern. Lands Actions. This issue
addresses the concerns of the disposal of public Tands that meet Federal Land
Policy Management Act (FLPMA) criteria and other multiple use management
considerations for disposal, and the designation of major corridors as
jdentified by the Western Regional Corridor Study (1980). Forage
Management/Land Treatment. This issue addresses the concerns of the balanced
management of the forage resource to provide for soil and watershed
stabilization, the provision of forage for wildlife, and for livestock. Also
of concern in this jssue is implementation of land treatments (vegetation
treatments and facilities) to meet specific forage management objectives.
Minerals. This issue addresses the concerns of the revision of existing oil
and gas leasing categories to reflect updated resource information. Also
addressed are the concerns of the application of the coal screening process
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which includes 1) the call for coal resource information, 2) the application
of coal unsuitability criteria, 3) the application of multiple resource
considerations, and 4) surface owner consultations to lands determined to have
coal resource development potential. Forestry. This issue has been
identified for the Cedar and Beaver planning units only and addresses the
concerns of managing the woodlands resource for the sustained production of
fuelwood, posts and poles, and Christmas trees (existing management programs
in the Garfield and Antimony units would be continued).

C. Alternatives Considered in the Draft

Four alternatives were considered in detail in the Draft. Within each
alternative, a complete resource management plan which prescribes the
management of both issue and nonissue associated resources was analayzed.
While the resolution of conflicts was the primary focus of the alternatives,
providing overall programmatic guidance was also of major concern. The four
alternatives considered in detail in the DEIS are briefly described below:

1.  Continuation of Present Management Alternative (No Action)

The No Action Alternative addresses the continuation of existing
management practices at current levels and intensities. No maragement actions
or changes designed specifically to resolve planning issues are proposed under
this alternative.

2. Planning Alternative

The Planning Alternative represents a middle-of-the-road approach to
resolving the five planning issues. In situations where existing management
practices are inadequate, prescriptions are presented for the modification of
such practices. Some aspects of this alternative stress development, such as
the designation of major corridors, the determination of additional lands as
being available for further consideration for coal leasing, and the proposal
for several thousand acres of land treatments. Other aspects of the
alternative stress resource protection, such as placing additional acreage
under protective 011 and gas leasing categories and stipulations, the adoption
of visual resource management objectives, and the possible adjustment of
grazing uses to estimated grazing capacity on intensive management allotments

as indicated by monitoring studies.

3. Production Alternative

The Production Alternative is oriented toward resolving the planning
issues and managing the public Tands resources to favor the production of
commodity goods. Special resources are provided protection to the extent of
the Taw. AT1 discretionary actions would enhance commodity production.
Examples are the proposal of approximately 43,700 acres of lands for disposal,
designation of major corridors, the proposal to treat 736,000 acres for forage
production, the recategorization of nearly all lands into 0il and gas leasing
Category 1 - the least restrictive category, etc.

5.2



4. Protection Alternative

The Protection Alternative emphasizes the improvement or maintenance of
important and sensitive environmental values. Proposals under this
alternative would modify present management practices to place highest
priority on protecting key wildlife and riparian/fisheries habitats, and
associated noncommodity values. A1l discretionary actions stress
environmental protection.

The Planning Alternative was tentatively selected in the Draft, subject to
public review and comment, as the Preferred Alternative. The proposed action
for the rangeland management, however, was the Continuation of Present
Management - No Action Alternative (as required by policy).

IT. PUBLIC INPUT

A. Public Comments and Responses

Over 200 public comments in 20 comment letters were received on the
Draft. Topics addressed in these comments covered nearly the full range of
subjects discussed in the EIS as well as the planning process in general.
Responses to these comments have been formulated and constitute a major
portion of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). In addition to
written input on the Draft, there were three formal opportunities to present
oral comments at open houses held in Panguitch, Utah (June 26, 1984), Beaver,
Utah (June 27, 1984), and Cedar City, Utah (June 28, 1984),

B. Effects of Comments on the Plan

Comments on the Draft have affected the Proposed Plan in several ways:
They have pointed out where errors were made in the analysis. An example of
this is where the Draft cited nearly 83,000 acres of Crucial Deer Winter
Range, but only proposed to provide seasonal protections for oil, gas, and

geothermal leasing on 68,000 acres. This disparity was caused by mapping and
acreage tabulation errors which resulted in an over-accounting of CDWR by
approximately 21,000 acres. These errors have been corrected in the proposed

plan.

Another example of modification of the planning in response to comments is
in the Soil, Water, and Air Program. Several commentors pointed out that
there appeared to be insufficient data on hand to make specific decisions
abou* watershed management at this point in time. The proposals made in the
draft have, therefore, been modified so that management decisions will be
formulated through the process of more detailed activity land planning and
that the RMP provides direction in the development of such activity plans.

Additionally, proposals in the Draft in such areas as corridor designation
and ORV management have been modified in response to comments. In summary,
the public has had a significant effect on the form and content of the
proposed RMP when compared with the Preferred Alternative presented in the

Draft.
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C. Opportunities for Further Public Involvement

There are a number of additional points in which public involvement in the
CBGA RMP takes place. First, there is a thirty-day review period for this
document before any decisions can be implemented. A protest may be lodged
with the Director of the BLM during this period against any decision in the
plan by, "Any person who participated in the planning process and has an
interest which is or may be adversely affected by approval . . . of a resource
management plan . . ." (43 CFR 1610.5.2[a]).

The more detailed activity plans that will be developed under the
direction of the RMP will also provide opportunity for public participation.

Finally, periodic reviews of the RMP through the Plan Monitoring and
Evaluation process will provide for public input on the continued utility of
the plan, continued consistency with officially approved plans of State,
local, and other other federal agencies, changes in planning issues, and
progress toward plan objectives. :

I1I. MAJOR ACTIONS

There are management prescriptions for every resource program in the
planning area. Some of these, such as for Fire Management and Cultural
Resources Management, are essentially to continue with existing management.
In some cases, such as with off-road vehicle and Visual Resource Management,
formal management prescriptions will be implemented for the first time. In
most other resource programs, management prescriptions represent adjustments
or revisions of existing management practices to resolve identified problems.
Summaries of the major actions in these programs are as follows:

Lands - A total of 37,000 acres of public lands would be proposed for
disposal through sales, exchanges, selections, etc. One hundred and ten miles
of corridors will be designated in two separate corridors for power

transmission lines.

Minerals - Revised oil and gas leasing categories will be applied to the
planning area in the following categories:

Open with Standard Stipulations (Category 1) - 915,900 acres
Open with Special Stipulations (Category 2) - 145,100 acres
Open with No Surface Occupancy (Category 3) 10,400 acres
Not Open to Leasing (Category 4) - 0 acres

These leasing categories will also be extended to geothermal leasing which
has not been under the leasing category system.

The application of the coal screening process resulted in a finding of
3,900 acres as unsuitable for surface mining and 37,000 acres as available for
further consideration for leasing for underground mining. Approximately
33,100 acres would be available for further leasing consideration for surface
mining. Prior to any leasing, Coal Unsuitability Criteria 16 and 19 must be
applied which could reduce the acreage actually available for leasing.
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Off-road Vehicles - ORV designations will be applied to federal surface in
the planning area as follows:

Open - 1,023,700
Limited (seasonal) - 47,700

Wildlife - Seven habitat management plans will be developed to improve
327,000 acres of mule deer habitat, 4,000 acres of elk habitat, 142,800 acres
~of antelope habitat, and 23 acres of riparian habitat.

Watershed - Watershed management plans will be developed for each planning
unit to assess the utility of existing data, determine areas of significant
erosion, determine surface and groundwater quality problems and needs,
identify data needs, and prioritize individual problem areas for corrective

actions.

Forestry - Sustained harvest limits will be established at between 3,750
and 6,000 cords per year (depending on conversion of woodlands to grassland
types for livestock grazing) and will be augmented by the development of
improved access both to and within the stands. Commercial harvesting will be
limited to salvage operations within the Cedar and Beaver planning units.

Rangeland Management - Intensive management will be implemented on 75
allotments with identified significant management problems. Currently
adequate management will be maintained on 41 allotments. Current custodial
management will be maintained on 57 allotments. Specific treatments,
facilities, and developments will be determined through the development of
Allotment Management Plans or other formal grazing agreements.

Visual Resources - VRM classes will be established and applied to federal
lands as follows:

VRM Class II - 68,600
VRM Class III - 102,400
VRM Class IV - 900,400

For the reader's convenience, this document is organized in two distinct

parts. Part I contains the Proposed Resource Management Plan. Part II
contains the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
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Part | - Cedar/Beaver/Garfield/Antimony Resource

Management Plan

l. Introduction
A. Organization of the Plan

This plan contains the objectives and land use decisions on all public
lands within the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, Antimony Planning Area. It
describes the general terms of implementation, prioritization, monitoring, and
evaluation. It describes how each resource will be managed and the
anticipated costs of implementing each program over a 20-year time frame. The
plan does not present information on environmental consequences or
interactions between management prescriptions. This information is available
in Part II, Final Environmental Impact Statement.

The Resource Management Plan is presented in the section, Program
Directives. Each of the basic resource programs are discussed in terms of
Objectives, Management Actions and Priorities, Rationale, Decision
Implementation, Support Needs and Program Coordination, Plan Monitoring, and
Cost Estimation. At the end of each program discussion, a program decision
and monitoring matrix summary is provided for easy reference to program
monitoring and evaluation.

The types of information found under each of the headings include:

Objectives: Provides overall resource program directives and planned
results to be achieved during the plan life.

Management Actions and Priorities: Describes a set of related decisions
and conditions which define the combination of allowable resource uses and
general management priorities to be followed in managing the various
public land resources in a specific portion of the planning area.
Priorities describe the relative importance of each planning decision.

Rationale: Provides the reasons for implementing or selecting the
management actions or a specific course of action followed in the RMP.

Decision Implementation: Describes when management actions take effect
and what additional activity or project planning is required before
on-the-ground actions can be implemented.

Support Needs and Program Coordinatiun: Identifies actions or additional
planning required from other resource programs which would be required to
meet program objectives. Examples of support needs include cadasdral
survey, realty actions, access development, etc. Program coordination
identifies the interactions between different resource programs required
to implement decisions affecting the same geographic area.

Plan Monitoring and Program Evaluation (Matrix): Identifies individual
decisions to be implemented, the standards for assessment, the method of
assessment, and intervals of monitoring required to evaluate each
individual program's progress toward achieving management objectives.

1
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Cost Estimation: Provides an estimate of work month and capital outlay
{(in current year dollars) required to meet management objectives for a

20-year period.

B. Planning Horlzon

The management decisions identified in the proposed plan will remain in
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completed. The RMP is considered invalid when:

(1) Maintenance and amendments are inadequate to keep the plan current

with changing circumstances, resource conditions, or policies; and

(2) New data, new or revised policy, changes in resource status are

identified, affecting two or more of the planning issues or a majority of

the pian.

C. Pian Monitoring

The impiementation of the CBGA-RMP will be monitored during the life of
the plan to ensure that management actions are meeting program objectives.
Formal monitoring of resource programs is identified in the section on Program
Direction.

Management actions arising from RMP decisions will be monitored to ensure
consistency with the intent of the plan. Formal plan monitoring will be
performed by the District Office at intervals of y ars. These reviews will:
(1) assess the progress of plan impiementation and determine if management
act1ons are resu]t1ng in satisfactory progress toward ach1ev1ng objectives,

(2) evaiuate the plan to see if it is still consistent with the plans and

policies of State or local government other Federal agencies, and Indian
tribes, insofar as practicabie, and (3) ascertain whether new data are
available that would require alteration of the plan.

As part of the monitoring review, the government entities mentioned above
will be provided the opportunity to evaiuate the pian and advise the District
Manager of its consistency with their officially approved resource management
related plans and policies. Authorized advisory groups will aiso be consulted
during the review in order to secure their input.

Upon completion of a periodic monitoring review or in the event that
modifying the plan becomes necessary, the Cedar City District Manager will
determine what, if any, changes are necssary to ensure that the management
actions of the plan are consistent with its objectives. If the District
Manager finds that a plan amendment is necessary, an environmental analysis of
the proposed change will be conducted and a recommendation on the amendment
will be made to the State Director. If the amendment is approved, it may be

implemented 30 days after notice in the Federal Register.

Changes in the plan may take the form of maintenance actions or pian
amendments. Maintenance actions respond to minor data changes. Such
maintenance is limited to further refining or documenting a previously



approved decision incorporated in the plan. Maintenance actions do not
require the formal public involvement and interagency coordination process
undertaken for plan amendments. A plan amendment may be initiated because of
the need to consider monitoring findings, new data, new or revised policy, a
change in circumstances, or a proposed action that may result in a change in
the scope of resource uses or a change in the terms, conditions and decisions
of the approved plan.

D. Plan Implementation

A record of decision will be issued following publication of the FEIS and
the proposed RMP. The record of decision will contain decisions on all the
land use recommendations proposed in the FEIS. The record of decision will be
the approval authority for implementing the land use allocations, objectives,
and actions contained in the proposed RMP. However, additional activity plans
and environmental assessments will be required prior to conducting many site
specific actions.

Implementation of many actions will be tied to the budget and funding
allocations through the Annual Work Planning process. Completion of these
projects will be dependent on receiving adequate funding allocations. Many
funding decisions are made outside of the planning system and affect the
achievement of program objectives and implementation of management actions.




Il. Program Directives

A, Lands

1. Objectives

The objectives of the lands program are to provide more effective public
land management and to improve land use, productivity and utility through: a)

accommodation of community expansion and economic development needs; b)
improved land ownership patterns; and c¢) providing for the authorization of

legitimate uses of public lands by processing use authorization such as
rights-of-way, leases, permits, and State land selections in response to

demonstrated public needs.

2. Management Actions and Priorities

The major management decisions in the lands program are:

(a) Land Disposal

(1) Make available for disposal over the life of the plan,
approximately 37,000 acres of public land described in Lands Table 1 and Lands
Map 1. These lands will be classified for disposal by:

(a) Analyzing each proposed disposal to determine
what effects the porposed action will have on the social, economical, and
resource values.

(b) Establishing the fair market value through
appraisal.



(c) Public notification of the details of the
'proposed disposal for public comment.

(2) Develop a disposal plan which identifies a preferred
annual rate of lands availability, method of priority establishment, and means
of coordinating disposal program with adjacent planning units.

(3) Assure that no major investments, such as seedings,
fences, roads, etc., will be made on land identified for disposal.

(b) Corridor Designation

(1) Designate two corridors for power transmission lines
covering approximately 110 miles, one mile in width, as identifed in Lands Map
2. These corridors were identified and analyzed for the Intermountain Power
Project (USDI, BLM. IPP Volumes II and III Project Alternatives, Appendices
and References, 1979.) under the titles of IPP Southern California System
Preferred Route, IPP Utah System Preferred Route, and IPP Utah System
Alternative Route. These corridors were analyzed for establishment of power
transmission lines and are designated for that purpose. Any use authorization
other than for electrical transmission lines will require a separate analysis.

(2) Encourage, to the maximum extent practicable, the
location of new major rights-of-way within designated corridors.

(3) A regional or state-wide study and analysis will be

made of corridor needs and additional corridor designations made based on that
analysis. Any additional corridor designations, identified as a result of
this study, would require a planning amendment.

(4) Attach the following stipulations to rights-of-way for
electrical transmission lines located within these corridors on lands
administered by BLM.

1. Blasting and other surface disturbances would be prohibited within
500 feet of all live springs, reservoirs or water wells.

2. During critical periods, transmission line construction would cease
in deer, sage grouse, and bald eagle habitat along the transmission
lines. Table Lands-2 lists habitat areas and crucial periods.

3. Following the advice of a qualified wildlife biologist as designated
by the appropriate federal official, roads, railroads, towers, and
other ground disturbing activities would be located 200 yards from
identified active dens, burrows, nests, or roosting sites to protect
the species listed below:
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SPECIES, HABITAT, AND PERIODS OF CONCERN

Crucial Transmission
Species Concern Periods Line Segment Milepost
Deer Crucial Jan 1 - Apr. 30 Sigurd to Paragonah 68-75
Winter
Range
Utah Town Year Long Sigurd to Paragonah 66-70
Prairie Dog Sites
Sage Grouse Strutting Mar 15 - May 1 Sigurd to Paragonah 68-71
Grounds
Bald & Winter Feb 15 - Jun 30 Paragonah to St. George  3-7
Golden Roost
Eagle Sites

4, Use helicopters to erect towers and string conductors in areas
designated by the appropriate federal official, where access across
the terrain or management constraints precludes standard construction
methods.

5. The applicant would prepare photographic simulations of areas in
which facilities are proposed within foreground-middleground areas of
high scenic value or high sensitivity. Using the simulation as a
guide, the applicant would design and locate structures to blend into
the existing environment. Affected government agencies would
evaluate and approve measures before construction is begun.

6. Transmission lines would be maintained and repaired to specifications
established by the authorized officer.

7. A1l existing improvements along transmission systems would be
protected and damage would be repaired.

8. A1l public land survey‘monuments, private property corners, and
forest boundary monuments would be located, marked, and protected in
place. In the event of destruction, they would be replaced.

9. Clearing would be restricted to the minimum necessary.

10. Scalping of top soil would not be permitted along the transmission

line. Dozer, blade, or ripper-equipped tracked vehicles would not be
allowed except for access road construction.

The applicant shall conduct surveys of the grant area to determine if

any threatened or endangered species (flora and fauna) are present.
If such species are found the applicant shall comply with the
provisions of the Endangered Species Act (PL-97-304) including
consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service. The applicant will



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

take no action that will in any way destroy or adversely modify the
critical habitat of any federally listed threatened or endangered

species.

A plan of operation would be prepared covering the construction of
all project facilities in cooperation with the appropriate federal
agencies. The applicant would provide funding to the appropriate

federal agencies for administration of construction activities.

Material borrow areas would be restored when possible to blend with
adjacent terrain.

Along transmission lines, removal of trees would be Timited to those
closer than 20 feet to an electrical power conductor. Whenever
possible, clearing of trees creating a hazard would be done after
conductor installation to minimize tree removal.

Appropriate road signs for public safety purposes would be provided
during construction, such as "Caution Heavy Truck Traffic" or "Be
Prepared to Stop," where considered necessary.

A1l rivers, streams, and washes would be crossed at existing roads or
bridges, except at locations designated by the appropriate federal
official. The applicant would be required to install culverts or
bridges at points where new permanent access roads would cross live
streams. Where streams are crossed by temporary roads, dirt fills or
culverts would be placed and removed upon completion of the project.
Any construction activity in a perennial stream would be prohibited
unless specifically allowed by the appropriate federal official. All
stream channels and washes would be returned to their natural state.

Vegetation which has been cleared due to construction or other
activity associated with this project would be re-established (to the
extent practical) where designated by the appropriate federal
official. Vegetation cleared during construction would be shredded

and left as mulch.

The applicant would prepare a screening plan to minimize visual
impacts from structures. The plan must be submitted in writing to
the appropriate federal official, to obtain approval before starting
construction.

A1l trash, packing material, and other refuse would be removed from
construction areas on federal land and placed in approved sanitary
landfills.

Nonspecular conductors and compatible insulators would be installed
on transmission line systems where required by the authorized
officer.



21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

Note:

Access roads on federal lands blocked as the result of construction
of project components would be rerouted or rebuilt. Cattle guards or
gates would be provided along the new access roads as directed by the
appropriate federal official.

Intensive archaeological surveys and clearance would be required for
all project sites (as specified in BLM Manual 8111.14) prior to new
construction. Properties eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places would be identified in consultation with
the appropriate State Historic Preservation Officer as specified in
36 CFR 800.4-and 36 CFR 63. Wherever possible, sites would be
avoided. Where avoidance is not possible, mitigation of adverse
effects to sites eligible for the National Register would be
undertaken in compliance with 36 CFR 800. Sites discovered during
construction or other activities authorized by BLM would be evaluated
and managed as specified in 36 CFR 800.

The applicant would provide funding for a qualified paleontologist
who would be approved by the appropriate federal official. The
paleontologist would conduct an intensive survey of all areas to be
disturbed which are identified by the appropriate federal official as
having high potential for paleontological resources. An approved
paleontologist would be available, as needed, during surface
disturbance. If the paleontologist determines that paleontological
values would be disturbed, construction would be halted until

appropriate action could be taken.

In cooperation with the appropriate federal official, a fire control
plan would be prepared. Internal combustion engines would be
equipped with approved exhaust mufflers or spark arrestors.

Travel would be restricted to right-of-way and existing public
roads. Cross-country motor vehicle travel would be restricted on
lands within the limited categories.

A1l Tow voltage power transmission lines would be designed to prevent
electrocution of raptors.

Transmission line construction would not be allowed when in conflict
with existing mining and drilling operations.

Water bars would be constructed on permanent access roads to
adequately divert runoff to natural drainages. Location of water
bars would be determined by the appropriate federal official.
Roadside drainage ditches would be constructed on access roads to
reduce water flow and velocity. Drain ditches would be dug at
intervals determined by the federal authorizing officer. Roads would
be "out-sloped" as much as possible. Berms would be removed.

Stipulations 1-28 were tiered to a list of stipulations found in

IPP EIS (1979) and represent a partial 1ist of those stipulations which
would be applied to corridors in CBGA.



c. Use Authorization

(1) Process applications for use authorizations such as
rights-of-way, leases, and permits on a case-by-case basis.

(2) Provide timely response to applications for use
authorizations and State selections in accordance with current procedures and
policies.

c. Priority. The priority of management actions in the lands
program is subject to change dependent on demonstrated public demands and
needs. Therefore, the management action priorities will be established by
demonstrated public demands and needs as determined by the authorized
officer.

3. Rationale

a. Land Disposal. Lands identified for disposal are generally
lands that are believed to be needed for community expansion or the lands are
difficult and uneconomical to manage by a Federal agency.

The lands that are considered difficult and uneconomical to manage are
characterized by isolation from large blocks of public land and Tack legal
and/or physical access. The resource values on these lands are not great
enough to justify the cost of acquiring access. Because of their isolation,
unauthorized land uses frequently occur. Their disposal would integrate them
into adjoining private land uses where they could be more economically
developed and utilized and would promote a more unified land ownership

pattern.

b. Corridors. The purpose of corridor designation is to

identify areas of preferred locations for future major right-of-way grants, to
expedite the process of issuing authorization for these grants, and to avoid

the proliferation of rights-of-way.

¢c. Use Authorizations. Use authorizations, State selections,

and exchanges are based on expressed needs of individulas and user groups.
Since it is difficult to anticipate what these needs might be, they are

addressed on a case-by-case basis when the need is expressed.

4. Plan Implementation

Implementation of decisions directing the lands program commences upon
approval of the plan. A list of lands identified for eventual disposal,
corridor designations, and continuation of use authorizations would become
effective upon plan approval. Development of a lands disposal pian would be
the responsibility of the area lands specialist and would be assigned through
the AWP process and completed within one year of RMP approval. Corridor
designation is based upon the analysis made in the Environmental Impact
Statement for the IPP project (Volumes II and III, Project Alternatives,



Appendices, and References) and any use authorizations for electrical power
transmission lines within the designated corridors is cont1ngent upon the
analysis made in the IPP EIS, and stipulations required in this plan would be
attached to right-of-way grants when issued.

-Clerical

-Cadastral Survey
-iLand Appraisais
-Mineral Examinations

-Site Resource Evaluations for Affected Resources
b. Program Coordination. Program coordination between the
lands program and other programs will be administered as follows:

(1) Land Disposal. The normal NEPA (Env1ronmenta1

,,,,,,,,,,,,, Y o PR LY -

Assessments) and Land Report process will provide for input and coordination
with other programs.

(2) Corridor Designation. Program coordination will be
achieved through the normal NEPA and land report process.

V0 U N DY R U . Sy 2nin  ThAa A MEDA muviaAamAace 0 1

{2) Use Authorization. The normal NEPA process will
provide for input and coordination with other programs.

10
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6. Lands RMP Monitoring and Evaluation

Management Action to
be Implemented

Standard for Assessment

Method of Assessment

Interval of Assessment

1.

Land Disposal
Identify for disposal
37,000 acres

Develop disposal plan

Implement Disposal Plan

. Corridor Designation

Designate 2 corridors
based on IPP Environmental
analysis with applicable

stipulations and condi-
tions.

37,000 acres listed and:
described.

N/A

Activity plan has been
written:

AWP and end of year report

Rate of disposal availa-
bility described in plan.

Prioritization structure
developed in plan.

Coordinating with adjacent
planning units establish-
ed in plan. ’

Availability rate, disposal
prioritization, and coordin-
ation in effect.

AWP and end of year report

Map and environmental analysis N/A
developed depicting designated
corridors & stipulations, and

conditions clearly identified for
specific line segments or envir-

onmental hazards.

N/A

N/A

Annual

N/A
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6. Lands RMP Monitoring and Evaluation (Continued)

Management Action to
be Implemented

Standard for Assessment

Method of Assessment

n

2. Corridor Designation

(Continued)

mmmmmmmm madav DNLIc +A 1A
EKILUUIG\JC a juil NUWS Ly U~
cate within designated cor-
ridors to the maximum ex-
tent practicable.

LoaiL

Conduct a regional or state-

wide study and analysis of

corridor needs and base
additional corridor desig-
nations on that analysis.
3. Use Authorizations
Process use authoriza-

tion applications on a
case-by-case basis.

Process use authoriza-
tlon appllcatlons on a

a-ir\v\ DNt : nliratinne ava
rflajwvi AuUn Ilbuh Vilio QU C
proved for locat1o within
designated corridors.

2]
‘Clj

Applications are being
processed and no signifi-
cant backlogs are develop-

o
D

esources are
provided adequate
t

Use Authorization applica-
tions are processed in

accordance with current

cedures and policies.

alo P
LR v

Case load review, AWP and
progress report,

Case load review AWP and
progress report.

Annual

Annual
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7. Lands Program Estimated Costs

Measurement Years Total
Planned Action Units 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 Costs
Disposal Plan Each (1) $2,800 (WMC) -0- -0- -0- $ 2,800
(1) Units
(1) wM
Disposal of Lands Acres (37,000) 9,200 acres 9,200 acres 9,200 acres 9,200 acres
20 WM=$56,000 20 WM=$56,000 20 WM=$56,000 20 WM=$56,000 224,000
Other Costs Other Costs Other Costs Other costs
$4,500 $4,500 $4,500 $4,500 18,000
Corridor Designations Each (2) -0- -0- -0- -0- -0~
Use Authorization Case (500) 125 cases 125 cases 125 cases 125 cases
& Compliance 70 WM=$196,000 70 WM=$196,000 70 WM=$196,000 70 WM=$196,000 70 WM=$196,000 $784,000
5 Year Total Costs $1,010,000
18, 000
$1,028, 800

*WM costs based on $2,800/WM




TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION

LANDS TABLE 1

LANDS AVAILABLE FOR DISPOSAL

SUBDIVISION

ACRES

DISPOSAL
CRITERIA

T26S R10W 13
25

R 30

1278 RO 21
28

33

34

35

R7W 35

R8W 4

T28s R6W 29

T29S R1O4 10
15

19
20

22

RIW 10

R7W 18

R8UW 14

T30S R10W 1

R1W 5

R12W 10

E1/2NW1/4,NE1/4SW1/4,L0TS 1 THRU 4
E1/2W1/2 NW1/4NW1/4
E1/2NW1/4,51/25K1/4
NE1/8,N1/2SE1/4,SW1/ASE1/4,E1/2W1/2
W1/2SE/14,L071,2,3,6

W1/2

S1/2SE1/4

W1/2NW1/4

LOTS 6 & 7

LOTS 1,2,3,4
SE1/4NW1/4,E1/25H1/4,5H1/45H1/4
ALL

SW1/4,NW1/4NW1/4
W1/2NE1/4,NE1/4SE 1/4

SW1/45W1/4

W1/2NW1/4
S1/2NW1/4,NW1/4SW1/4,SW1/4NE1/4
E1/2

ALL

NE1/4

ALL

ALL

LOTS 182,NW1/4NE1/4,NE1/4NW1/4
NW1/4SE 1/4

SW1/4SE1/4SE1/45H1/4

E1/2NW1/4

LOT 4

NE 1/4SW1/4

SE1/4NE1/4
N1/25W1/4,S1/2NW1/4,L0T 3,4
ALL

$1/2

N1/2

E1/2NE1/4,SE1/4,SE 1/4SH1/4,L0T 4
$1/2

N1/2

ALL

N1/2SW1/8,N1/2SE 1/4

ALL

160
320
640
160
640
640
160

DISPOSAL CRITERIA

DISPOSAL CRITERIA 1 CONSISTS OF LANDS DIFFICULT AND UNECONOMICAL TO MANAGE AS PART

OF THE PUBLIC LANDS.

DISPOSAL CRITERIA 2 CONSISTS OF LANDS WHICH WOULD SERVE AN IMPORTANT PUBLIC OBJECTIVE.
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LANDS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

DI SPOSAL
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION  SUBDIVISION ACRES  CRITERIA
T31S  R12W 18 NE1/4NE1/4,51/2 ' 352 1
19 W1/2 385 1
30 LOTI 56 1
31 LOT 1 56 1
RIBW 1 LOTS4, 5,12 137 1
13 E1/2 640 1
20 E1/2 320 1
21 E1/2 320 1
28 N1/2,SW1/4 480 1
29  EV/2 320 1
31 ALL 619 1
33 NW1/4 160 1
R5W 8 N1/2NE1/4,NE1/4NW1/4 120 1
1325  RI2W 7 LOT 1 57 1
R13W 14 ALL 640 1
23 E/12,NW1/4 480 1
26 E1/2 320 1
30 E1/2W1/2,L0TS1 THRU 4 283 1
31 E1/2,E1/2W1/2,L0TS1 THRU4 603 1
35 EV/2 320 1
7 LOTS1 THRU 4,E1/2SW1/4.SE1/4NW1/4 240 ]
R14d 12 EV/2 328 1
14 NI/2 320 1 |
20 N1/251/2,S1/25W1/4,SW1/4SE1/4 280 1 f
21 SE1/4SW1/4 40 1
22 NW1/4 160 1
24 ALL 644 1
29 W1/2 320 ]
R6W 27 NE1/4NW1/4 40 1
R8W 31 Wi/ 321 1
34 S1/2,S1/2N1/2 ,NW1/4NW1/4 520 1
130 22 NEV/4 160 ]
7335 RI12W 6 SW1/4SW1/4 52 1
7 E1/2 320 ]
R13W 35  NWI/4,NWI/ANE1/4,N1/25W1/4,SW1/4SW1/4 320 1
R144 24 N1/2 320 1
25  SW1/4,W1/2SE1/4 240 1
28 N1/2 320 1
29  NE1/4NW1/4 40 1
34 NV/2 320 1
6 SW1/4SW1/4 38 ]

e e e e e o o e e e B R e B e NN E eSS SS—eeee oS A sam eSS es e s mas

DISPOSAL CRITERIA
DISPOSAL CRITERIA 1 CONSISTS OF LANDS DIFFICULT AND UNECONOMICAL TO MANAGE AS PART

OF THE PUBLIC LANDS.
DISPOSAL CRITERIA 2 CONSISTS OF LANDS WHICH WOULD SERVE AN IMPORTANT PUBLIC OBJECTIVE.
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LANDS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

DISPOSAL
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION SUBDIVISION ACRES  CRITERIA
T33S R15W 19 NE1/4NET/4 40 1
31 SE1/4NE1/4,NE1/4SE1/4 80 1
34 SE1/4NEV/4 40 1
R5W 25 SW1/4NW1/4,W1/2SW1/4 120 1
26 SE1/4SE1/4,SE1/4NW1/4 80 1
35 E1/2E1/2 160 1
R8W 3 N1/2 321 1
4 SE1/4,SE1/4NEN/4 200 1
9 NE1/4,N1/2SE1/4,NET1/4SW1/4,SE1/45E1/4 320 1
RIW 14 NET1/4NE1/4,SW1/4NE1/4,SE 1/4NW1/4 115 1
15 LOT 5 10 1
22 LOTS 1 AND 2 59 1
23 NW1/4NW1/4,SWT/4NW1/4,SE1/4NET/4 NW1/4SW1/4 73 1
31 W1/2SW1/4 61 1
1345 RIOW 1 LOTS 1 THRU 4,S1/2NW1/4,W1/2SE1/4 297 1
12 NW1/4NW1/4 40 1
24 SE1/4,51/2NEV/4 240 1
25 E1/2 320 1
R1W 10 E1/2,E1/2W1/2 480 1
15 SW1/4,W1/2SE1/4,N1/2NE1/4,SW1/ANET/4 360 1
22 NW1/4,NE1/4,SE1/4 480 1
23 SW1/4 160 1
3] N1/2SE1/4,NE1/4SH1/4,L0T3 160 1
R13wW 10 EV/2 320 ]
16 W1/2NE1/4,SE1/4SE1/4 120 1
17 SE1/4 160 1
4 ALL 640 1
7 W1/2NW1/4 50 1
9 ALL 640 1
R14W 1" SE1/4 160 1
14 S1/2,NE1/4 480 1
18 NW1/4,W1/2NET/4,N1/2SW1/4,NH1/4SE1/4 363 1
3 ALL 637 1
4 Wl/2 317 1
7 Wi/2 322 1
R15W 1 SE1/4,W1/2NE1/4,SE1/4NW1/4,51/25W1/4,NET1/45W1/4 400 1
12 ALL 640 1
17 NW1/4NW1/4 160 1
7 S1/2NE1/4 80 1
R2W 2 N1/2NW1/4 80 1
N1/2S1/2 160 1
22 4 1

DISPOSAL CRITERIA
DISPOSAL CRITERIA 1 CONSISTS OF LANDS DIFFICULT AND UNECONOMICAL TO MANAGE AS PART

OF THE PUBLIC LANDS.
DISPOSAL CRITERIA 2 CONSISTS OF LANDS WHICH WOULD SERVE AN IMPORTANT PUBLIC OBJECTIVE.
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LANDS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

DI SPOSAL
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION  SUBDIVISION ACRES  CRITERIA
T34S  RS5W 1M E1/2NE1/4,51/251/2 240 1

22 W1/2NE1/4SE1/4 20 1
27 E1/2NEV/4 : 80 1
ROW 35  SE1/4,E1/2SW1/4,S1/2NEV/4 320 1
T35S  RIOW 13 NE1/4NW1/4 40 1
15 W1/25W1/4 80 1
19 NW1/4SW1/4 40 ]
21 NW1/4SE1/4,SE1/4NE1/4 80 1
22 Wiy/aWy/2 160 1
24 NE1/4SW1/4 40 1
27 NW1/4NW1/4 40 1
33 W1/2 319 1
R1TW 24  NE1/4SE1/4 40 1
25  NE1/4SW1/4,L0T 6 82 1
34 SW1/4sw1/4 40 1
R124 19 NEV/4 160 1
20  NE1/4NE1/4 40 1
22 S1/2 160 ]
R15W 31 SW1/4SE1/4 40 1
ROW 12 E1/2NW1/4,SW1/4NW1/4,N1/2SH1/4 200 1
23 SW1/4sW1/4 40 1
T35S 26 W1/2SW1/4 80 1
29  SE1/4SE1/4 40 1
T365 RIOW 21  SW1/4NE1/4 40 1
W1/2NW1/4,NE1/4SW1/4 120 1
4 NW1/4SE 1/4 40 1
R1W 35  LOTS 6,7,N1/2SE1/4 160 ]
36 NW1/4SE1/4 ' 40 1
RIZW 1 NW1/4 ' 45 1
2 NE1/4,E 1/2NW1/4 130 ]
T37S  RIW 1 NW1/4SW1/4 40 1
23 N1/2SE1/4,SW1/4SE1/2 120 1
RIGW 2 E1/2,E1/2W1/2,SW1/4SW1/4 ,NW1/4NW1/4 559 ]
138 RIW 4 LOTS 1 & 2 45 1
R12W 18  NEI/4NE1/4 40 1
R6W 25  S1/2SE1/4, NE1/4SE1/4 , 120 1
TOTAL 37,044

DISPOSAL CRITERIA
DISPOSAL CRITERIA 1 CONSISTS OF LANDS DIFFICULT AND UNECONOMICAL TO MANAGE AS PART

OF THE PUBLIC LANDS.
DISPOSAL CRITERIA 2 CONSISTS OF LANDS WHICH WOULD SERVE AN IMPORTANT PUBLIC OBJECTIVE.
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B. Minerals
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1. Objectives

a. Provide maximum leasing opportunity for oil, gas, and
geothermal exploration and development by utilizing the least restrictive
leasing categories necessary to adequately protect sensitive resources.

b. Make lands available for further coal leasing consideration
as determined by the coal lease screening process which involves: (1) Call
for coal resource information; (2) the application of the coal unsuitability
criteria (43 CFR 3461 and 3420.1-4(e)(2); (3) multiple land-use analysis
(consideration of locally important or unique resource values (43 CFR
3420.1-4(e)(3); and (4) surface owner consultation (43 CFR 3420.1-4(e)(4).

c. Continue to meet public demand for salable and free-use
mineral materials on a case-by-case basis.

d. Prevent unnecessary and undue degradation on lands open for
locatable mineral exploration and development.

2. _ Management Actions and Priorities

The major management decisions for the minerals program are:

a. Apply the revised oil, gas, and geothermal leasing
categories and stipulations as described in Minerals Table 1 and Minerals Map
1. This decision does not apply to geophysical exploration which is
administered under the Notice of Intent Process (43 CFR 3045).

18




b.  The Potential Coal Development Areas within the Kolob,
Alton, and Johns Valley Coal Fields (Minerals Map 2) are suitable for further
leasing consideration as described below:

(1) Based on the coal lease screening process, the
following lands will be considered suitable for further leasing consideration
for underground and surface mining: Kolob Coal Field - 19,788 acres, Alton
Coal Field - 837 acres, and Johns Valley Coal Field - 12,506 acres. An
additional 3,900 acres, identified under criteria numbers 2, 3, 9, 11, 12, and
15 will be considered suitable for further leasing consideration for
underground mining, but will be considered unsuitable for surface mining
(Minerals Table 2 and Minerals Map 2). It should be noted that application of
Unsuitability Criterion 16 (Flood Plains) was not completed, and Criterion 19
(Alluvial Valley Floors) was not applied to any of the potential coal areas.
These criteria will be applied prior to any leasing (see c. below) and could
result in additional acreages considered unsuitable.

(2) Visual resources will be mitigated from surface
disturbances to meet VRM Class II objectives in the foreground visual zone on
2,800 acres within the Kolob Coal Field (Minerals Map 2).

(3) Apply coal unsuitability criteria 16 and 19
(Floodplains and Alluvial Valley Floors, respectively) prior to leasing (43
CFR 3461.4-1).

c. Continue to meet public demand for salable and free-use
mineral material on a case-by-case basis.

d. Prevent undue and unnecessary degradation on lands open for
locatable mineral exploration and development.

3. Rationale

a. Based on updated resource information recent IBLA decisions
on oil and gas leasing categories, and the objectives for management of oil,
gas, and geothermal resource development, the existing oil, gas, and
geothermal categories and stipulations were revised. An interdisciplinary
review revealed disparities between the existing categories and stipulations,
the necessary levels of protection for sensitive resources, and the
opportunity for resource exploration and development. Thus, the categories
and stipulations were revised.

b. The application of the coal screening process provided
indepth consideration for the protection of sensitive resources while
providing lands for further coal lease consideration. It will be necessary to
apply criteria 16 and 19 prior to leasing to avoid carrying any unsuitable
lands through the coal leasing process.

c. There are no significant unresolved issues related to
mineral material disposal. Therefore, continuation of administration of the
program on a case-by-case basis is warranted.
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d. Prevention of undue and unnecessary degradation, as
required by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, is necessary
to protect sensitive resource values while allowing opportunity for locatable
mineral exploration and development.

4. Plan Implementation

a. The oil, gas, and geothermal leasing categories become
effective upon adoption of the plan and after the new category data has been
processed by the Utah State Office, Minerals Adjudication Section. At this
time categories and stipulations will be applied to leases as they are issued
or renewed. On-the-ground implementation of the stipulations and categories
is accomplished through the APD (Application Permit to Drill) process
discussed under Plan Monitoring and Evaluation below.

b. The areas suitable for further coal leasing consideration
will be available for coal tract delineation, and ranking upon adoption of the
plan. Application of coal unsuitability criteria 16 and 19 will be completed
prior to leasing. Resource evaluation, tract delineation and ranking,
environmental analysis, and competitive coal lease offering will be completed
by the Utah State Office Regional Coal Team.

¢c. Management of salable minerals will continue with adoption
of the plan.

d. Management of locatable minerals will continue with
adoption of the plan.

5.  Support and Program Coordination

a. Continued interdisciplinary support from the resource area

staff will be required to ensure on-the-ground implementation of the oil, gas,
and geothermal leasing category system through the APD process. Support needs
include use of archaeology, wildlife, realty, range, and recreation staff
specialists. Additional interdisciplinary coordination will be utilized for
completion of the annual report on the oil, gas, and geothermal categories
discussed under Plan Monitoring and Evaluation.

b. The District Hydrologist and Soil Scientists will be needed
to ensure that the application of coal unsuitability criteria 16 and 19 is
completed.

c. Continued interdisciplinary support will be required to
ensure protection of sensitive resource values from the impacts of mineral
material development through environmental analysis. The support needs
include use of the archaeology, wildlife, realty, range, and recreation staff
specialists at the resource area level.

d. Continued interdisciplinary support will be necessary to
prevent undue and unnecessary degradation through environmental analysis and
compliance examinations.
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6. Minerals Pian Monitoring and Evaluation

MANAGEMENT ACTION TO
BE IMPLEMENTED

STANDARDS AND OBJECTIVES

FOR ASSESSMENT

METHOD OF ASSESSMENT

INTERVAL OF
ASSESSMENT

Apply leasing categories 1) The revised categories and 1) Monitoring of drilling 1) Summary report-
and stipulations to oil, stipulations are attached to activity through the annuatl.
gas, and geothermal leases all new leases. APD process. 2) 5-year review.
as delineated in Minerals Table 1. 2) The minimum necessary re- 2) Summary report
Provide category plats to strictions have been ap- 3) Feedback from industry
USO Minerals Adjudication applied to protect sensi- and pubiic.
Section. tive resources.
3) Maximum opportunity exists

for exploration and de-

velopment.
Make available for fur- 1) Ensure coal screening de- 1) Review of Regional 1) As EISs and
ther leasing considera- cisions are applied during coal EISs. mine plans are
tion the lands found Regional leasing and dur- 2) Mine plan evaluation available for
suitable following the ing mine plan evaluation, 3) Progress reports. review.
coal screening process including unsuitability 2) 5-year review.
(Minerals Table 2, Min- and VRM stipulations. '
erals Map 2). Provide 2) Ensure that Unsuitability
coal screening findings Criteria 16 (Floodplain) and
to USO and Regional coal Criteria 19 (Alluvial Valiey.
team. Floors) are applied prior to

leasing.
Administer salable minerals 1) Meet public demand for sala- 1) Environmental assess- 1) 5-year review.
on a case-by-case basis. ble minerals. ments.

2) Protect sensitive resources 2) Progress reports.

through the environmental 3) Feedback from public.

analysis process. 4) Compliance exams.
Administer locatable mineral Prevent undue and unnecessary 1) Environmental Assess- 1) 5-year review.

degradation on lands open for ments.
locatable mineral exploration 2) Compliiance Exams.
and development 3) Progress reports.

exploration and development
on lands open for mineratl
entry.
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7. Minerals Program Estimated Costs - Twenty Year Funding

PLANNED ACT{ON [-b Years b-10 Years 1i-15 Yyears lo-ZU Years lotal
Application of oil, 1 workmonth (WM) per 20 WM 20 WM 20 WM $224,000
gas, and geothermal APD; 4 APDs per year; $56,000 $56,000 $56,000
leasing category de- 20 WMs per assessment
cisions, including period; $2800 per WM =
monitoring through $56,000.

APD process and
annual report.
Monitoring of Regional Application of Criteria 0 0 0 5,600
coal leasing and mine 16 and 19 if done in-
plan evaluations to house = 2 WMs; $2,800 per
ensure application of workmonth = $5,600.
coal screening deci-
sions. Application of
coal unsuitability
criteria 16 and 19.
Preparation of environ- '3 WMs per year; 15 WMs 15 WM 15 WM 15 WM 168,000
mental assessments and per assessment period; $42,000 $42,000 $42,000
compliance examinations $2,800 per WM; $42,000.
on salable mineral de-
velopment.
Preparation of environ- 2 WMs per year; 10 WMs 10 WM 10 WM 10 WM 112,000
mental assessments and per assessment period; $28,000 $28,000 $28,000
compliance exams on $2800 per WM = $28,000.
locatable mineral ex-
ploration and develop-
ment.
$131,600 $126,000 $126,000 $126,000 509, 600



MINERALS TABLE 1
OIL, GAS, & GEOTHERMAL LEASING CATEGORIES

CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 2 VISUAL RESOURCES CLASS II CEDAR-BEAVER
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
318 1Al 1 280.00
a4 17 250.13
18 124.99
19 160.00
20 400.00
29 410.00
30 400,00
3N 435.42
4 160.00
8 280.00
325 4.5 18 109.26
6 569. 83
7 313.18
5W 12 305.20
13 240.00
33S 8 ‘ 1 280.00
1 80.00
12 640,00
13 326.79
14 360.00
22 200.00
23 642 .41
24 110.00
26 480.00
27 399.79
34 430, 82
34S 8 17 640.00
19 640. 00
20 633.87
21 240.00
3 186.26
31 335.40
4 54 .34
9 640.00
M 21 40,00
22 160. 00
23 480.00

-23-



MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 2 VISUAL RESOURCES CLASS II CEDAR-BEAVER
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
345 MW 24 321.22
25 218.57
26 416,84
27 489,84
28 644,40
33 600.00
355 10u 31 339,48
M 1 440.00
10 139,71
1 600,00
14 200,00
15 160.00
17 560, 00
18 160.00
20 640,00
21 320.00
26 80.00
28 80.00
29 160.00
4 254.87
5 652.40
6 640, 00
7 560,00
8 560,00
9 157.19
365 10W 17 520.00
18 170.00
19 572.62
20 280.00
21 280.00
22 80.00
26 320.00
27 280.00
28 80.00
30 43.21
6 323.68
7 650.08
8 240.00

-24-



MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 2 VISUAL RESOURCES CLASS II CEDAR-BEAVER
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
36S 100 9 80,00
1 1 607.57
12 560,00
13 80.00
23 249.65
24 591.29
25 667.24
26 633,51
27 304.69
33 121.33
34 658.92
35 643,71
37s 1W 10 640.00
n 402.98
12 120,00
15 502.00
17 400,00
19 441,20
20 790.00
21 320.00
22 328.77
29 200.00
3 641.12
30 641,60
3 640.00
4 _ 320,00
8 360.00
9 515.97
12W 24 217.17
' 25 664.16
26 122.28
35 409,65
385 124 1 481.66
10 202.28
N 320.00
12 305.57
3 276.67

~25-



MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

TOTAL 41,132.79
CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 4 RIPARIAN CEDAR-BEAVER
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
27s ™ 23 40.00
24 280,00
25 200.00
35 60.00
oW 34 80.00
35 120. 00
285 W 14 160. 00
295 oM 18 120.00
W 10 40.00
1 160. 00
30S " oW 17 60.00
18 80. 12
20 100.00
21 210.00
6 120,07
7 80.00
8 229,41
9 211.20
™ 1 75.10
12 120.00
13 80.00
9 8 60.00
9 60. 00
315 au 17 147.58
' 20 160. 00
29 160. 00
30 160.00
31  240.00
8 80.00
9 40.00
325 4.5 6 159.39
6 25 140. 00
26 160.00

-26-



MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 4 RIPARIAN CEDAR-BEAVER
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
325 oM 33 100.00
™ 29 40,00
30 100.00
335 W 12 180,22
25 100. 00
26 144,09
27 49,67
345 W 1 20,00
3 223.35
355 W 1 233.50
n 190. 00
14 120.00
15 93.21
365 100 17 80.00
20 80.00
21 240.00
22 80.00
26 320.00
27 280.00
130 33 40,00
378 1 10 160. 00
20 200,00
9 232,81
13 1 90.00
10 100, 00
" 140. 00
12 140,00
13 30.00
14 182.00
4 80.00
TOTAL 8,261.72

-27-



MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY

STIPULATION

RESOURCE
RIPARIAN

PLANNING UNIT
GARFIELD

34s

5

50.00
210.00
60.00
30.00

120,00
140. 88
210.00
20.00
61.60

80.00
161.48

- - = o o - - S S e = = = - = . - ——

CATEGORY

STIPULATION '

RESOURCE
RIPARIAN

1,143.96

PLANNING UNIT

ANTIMONY

-28-

30
31

15

18
19
20
22
25
26
27
28
29
30
33
34

260.40
110.00
40.00
21. 1
111.07
180,00
20.00
324.24
100.00
188.30
150.00
170.00
231.82
220.00
120.87



MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 4 RIPARIAN ANTIMONY
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
315 2W 35 120.00

328 W 18 160. 00 ;
19 10.00
W 13 170.00
14 80. 00
19 210.44