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IN REP1.I’ REFF:R ‘IO: 

_ :..I Unite-d: States Department of the Interior 

,.j ‘, ,i ;, ;y _’ 
.:.. j : j . L, _ : .’ :_,IJUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

SALT LAKE DISTRICT OFFICE 1610 (U-020) 
2370 South 2300 West 

Salt Lake City, Utah 84119 

Dear Public Land User: 

Enclosed is the proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Pony Express Resource Area. The 
Salt Lake 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. 

This Proposed RMP are designed to be used in conjunction with the Draft 
RMP/EIS published in May 1988. This document contains the proposed plan along 
with revisions and corrections pertaining to the Draft RMP/EIS, public 
comments received, and BLM's responses to these comments. 

The State Director shall approve the RMP no sooner than 30 days after the 
Environmental Protection Agency has published notice of receipt of the Final 
EIS in the Federal Register. Persons desiring to protest proposed decisions 
in this document must submit written protests to the Director, Bureau of Land 
Management (Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 18 and C 
Streets, NW, Washington, D.C. 20240) within 30 days of the filing of the 
document with the Environmental Protection Agency. All protests must be 
received within the time limit allowed and must conform to the requirements of 
43 CFR 1610.52. The Final Resource Management Plan will be completed with a 
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 
implementation and monitoring phases of the plan and develop activity plans in 
specific programs. 

Sincerely yours, 

Deane H. Zelw 
District Manager 



PROPOSED 
PONY EXPRESS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

AND 

FIPJAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Prepared by 
Department of the Interior 

Bureau of Land Management 
Salt Lake District 

State Director 
Utah State Office 

Abstract: This Proposed Resource Management Plan and Environmental impact 
Statement, when combined with the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, describe 
and analyze four alternatives for management of public lands and resources in the 
Pony Express Resource Area. The proposed plan is patterned after alternative 2. 
It focuses on resolviing three planning issues but also addresses all resource programs. When the 
Resource Management Plan becomes final, it will provide a comprehensive management frame- 
work for the public lands and resources in the Pony Express Resource Area. 

For more information contact: Dennis Oaks, Team Leader 
Salt Lake District Office 
2370 South 2300 West 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84119 
(801) 524-6767 

Protests on the Draft RMP/EIS are due 30 days after the filing of this document 
with the EPA. 
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HOW TO USE 

THIS DOCUMENT 

This document consists of three sections: the 
Summary, the Proposed Resource Management 
Plan (RMP), and the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS). It is intended that this document 
be used together with the Draft RMP/EIS. 

The Summary reviews the development of this 
document and the previously published Draft 
RMP/EIS. TheSummaryalso highlights the major 
actions found in the Proposed RMP portion of 
this document. 

The Proposed RMP includes the decisions which 
would be required for each resource program. 
The maps represent the proposed decisions. Any 
differences between the preferred alternative in 
the Draft RMP/EIS and the Proposed Plan are 
noted. 

The Final Environmental Impact Statement in- 
cludes public comments and responses, and 
revisions and corrections of the Draft RMP/EIS. 
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Summary 

Introduction 

The following summalry briefly reviews the devel- 
opment of this document and its companion 
volume, the Draft Pony Express Resource Man- 
agement Plan and Environmental Impact State- 
ment. The information presented in this document 
is organized in two sections, the Proposed Re- 
source Management f>lan and the Final Environ- 
mental Impact Staternent. The purpose of this 
organization is to focus attention on the man- 
agement decisions that are being proposed for 
the Resource Area. In response to both public 
comments and intennal review, changes have 
been made and noted. 

Issues 

Three major issues were addressed in the Pony 
Express Resource Management Plan. These is- 
sues were identified based on recommendations 
from the public, BLM resource specialists and 
managers, and other governmental agencies. The 
issues identify which counties are affected. 

Issue 1: Landownership Adjustments 
(Tooele and Utah Counties) 

Adjustments in landownership are appropriate in 
parts of the Resource Area to achieve more 
efficient management and utilization of public 
resources. A demand exists for certain public 
lands to be made iavailable for disposal or 
exchange. 

Needed decisions include: 

l What public lands should be retained in 
public ownership? 

l What public lands should be disposed? 

l Where is access needed to improve re- 
source management? 

Issue 2: Off-Road Vehicle Use (Tooele 
and Utah Counties) 

The public lands in the PERA provide an op- 
portunity for off-road vehicle (ORV) use for in- 
dividuals and organized groups. The Resource 
Area is becoming mo,re popular with ORV users. 
BLM must analyze the demand for ORV use in 
relation to its accessibility and its effects on the 
land and other resource values. Appropriate levels 
of motorized recreation use in known or potential 
conflict areas must b’e determined. 

Needed decisions include: 

l What portions of the Resource Area should 
be designated as closed, limited, or open to 
ORV use? 

Issue 3: Vegetation Management in 
Utah County 

As a result of a suit filed in Federal court in 1973 by 
the Natural Resources Defense Council, et al, 
BLM must site-specifically analyze the impacts of 
livestock grazing on public lands. A Grazing 
Environmental Impact Statement was prepared 
for Tooele County and a small portion of Utah 
County in 1983. This RMP/EIS meets the court 
requirement for analysis of livestock grazing in 
the remainder of Utah County. 

Needed decisions include: 

l How should the grazing allotments be 
managed? 

l How should forage be distributed? 

The following topic has been identified as a 
management concern for the Pony Express Re- 
source Area: 

Mineral Development (Tooele and Utah 
Counties) 

It is BLM’s continuing mineral resource policy to 
“foster and encourage...the orderly and econom- 
ic development of domestic mineral resources.” 
Opportunities exist within the PERA to develop 
minerals under the principles of balanced, 
multiple-use management while protecting other 
resources. 

Needed decisions include: 

l Which areas skould be open for mineral 
exploration and development? 

l Which areas should be withdrawn from 
mineral entry, or can impacts be mitigated 
by other, less restrictive means? 

l How should the area be categorized for 
mineral leasing? 

Alternatives Considered in the Draft 
RMP/ElS 

Four alternatives were considered in detail in the 
Draft RMP/EIS. Within each alternative, a com- 
plete resource management plan which described 
both issues and non-issue related resource pro- 
grams was analyzed. The four alternatives are 
briefly described below. 

3 



SUMMARY 

Alternative 1 

This alternative described the current managment 
in the Resource Area. Since it did not include any 
changes in current management, it was identified 
as the “no action” alternative. 

Alternative 2 

This alternative provided for development of re- 
sources while protecting or enhancing environ- 
mental values. This alternative was identified as 
BLM’s preferred alternative in the Draft RMP/EIS. 
It resolved issues in the most balanced manner. 

Alternative 3 

This alternative gave priority to resource use and 

commodity production (mineral development, live- 
stock grazing, motorized recreation, etc.). Other 
resources would be protected to the extent re- 
quired by laws, executive orders, and other 
mandates. 

Alternative 4 

This alternative gave priority to protection or 
enhancement of environmental values (e.g. wild- 
life, watershed, aesthetics, non-motorized recre- 
ation). Resource use and commodity production 
would be allowed to the extent they would be 
compatible with the nondevelopment uses. 

4 



Proposed Porny Express 
Resource Management: Plan 

Introduction 

This plan contains the proposed decisions for 
management of public lands in the Pony Express 
Resource Area. Changes between the preferred 
alternative of the Draft RMP and the Proposed 
Plan are noted. A rationale for each proposed 
decision is also provided. This plan does not 
contain information on environmental consequen- 
ces. This information is found in the Draft 
RMP/EIS, with changes as noted. 

Lands Program 

Proposed Decision 1 

Identify lands as follows: 

Unavailable for disposal or other 
Acres 

adjustment 441,820 
Available for exchange only 1,581,962 
Disposal 8,924 

A total of 47 tracts would be available for disposal. 
These are listed in Table 1 and 2 and shown in 
Figure 1. All parcels would be managed for 
disposal under all available authorities except 
tracts 13,69, and 70, which would not be available 
for Section 203 sales. 

Fourteen parcels would be available for disposal 
subject to certain restrictions on persons or pur- 
poses under which a disposal would occur. Table 
3 identifies these parcels and applicable 
limitations. 

Rationale 

In Section 203 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976, Congress has allowed 
the disposal of public land when such tract, 
because of its location or other characteristics, is 
difficult and uneconomical to manage as part of 
the public lands and is not suitable ,for manage- 
ment by another Federal department or agency. 

Forty-four tracts meet the criteria for disposal 
under all available authorities (see Table 2) in- 
cluding Section 203 sales. These include one 
tract (4A) added to the identified disposal areas. 
This 65-acre tract was not included in the Draft 
RMP/EIS. No significant environmental conse- 
quences would result if tract 4A were disposed. 
The remaining three tracts could be disposed 
under all available authorities except 203 sales. 

Tracts that may be suitable for management by 
another Federal agency and otherwise meet the 
disposal criteria have been separately identified 

and will be disposed of only after the adjoining 
Federal agency has indicated a lack of interest in 
them. Tracts that may be suitable for manage- 
ment by another Federal agency but otherwise do 
not meet the disposal criteria will be retained by 
BLM if the adjoining Federal agency is not in- 
terested in acquiring them. 

Four tracts were dropped from the preferred al- 
ternative in the Draft RMP/EIS based upon new 
information received from the State of Utah (see 
Comment Letter 22). Tracts 36 and 37 contain 
important sage grouse habitat. Tracts 94 and 95 
contain high priority big game habitat and crucial 
deer winter range, respectively. 

Proposed Decision 2 

A total of 441,820 acres of public lands are not 
available for disposal or any other transfer from 
Federal ownership and BLM management. These 
lands are identified in Table 4and shown in Figure 
2. BLM must amend the RMP before any of the 
areas could be disposed, transferred to another 
agency, or exchanged. 

Rationale 

These lands have high public value and include 
critical or crucial wildlife habitats, wilderness 
study areas, existing and proposed Areas of 
Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs), signif- 
icant water resources, recreation areas, highly 
scenic areas, and areas with facilities and improve- 
ments. A complete description of the areas is 
found in Appendix 2 of the Draft RMPIEIS. 

Proposed Decision 3 

The remaining public lands (1581,962 acres) in 
the Pony Express Resource Area (including revo- 
ked withdrawals returned to BLM administration) 
are available for exchange. 

In order to be considered, exchanges of public 
land in the Pony Express Resource Area must 
accomplish one or more of the following criteria: 

(1) Increase public ownership wjthin thoseareas 
of public land which are not available for disposal 
or any other transfer from Federal ownership and 
BLM management (see Table 4 and Figure 2). 

(2) Result in a net gain of significant resource 
values on public land such as important wildlife 
habitat, cultural sites, riparian zones, live water, 
and threatened and endangered species. 

(3) Improve the accessibility of the public lands. 

(4) Contribute toward more efficient manage- 
ment of public lands through consolidation of 



PROPOSED RMP 

Table 1 

Parcel 
No. 

2. 

4. 

4A. 

6. 

8. 

11. 

13. 

14. 

17. 

20. 

21. 

LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR DISPOSAL 

Legal Description Acres 

T. lS., R. 19W., 
Sectiion 3, Lots 1 & 2 81.2 

T. 9s.; R. 19W., 
Sectiion 10, SGW%SW%NE% 

T. 8S., R. 19W., 
Secti:on 9, ESE$E+SW%, ESESESW$EGW% 
Sectiion IO, WkW%W%SW%, E&SW%NW%SW%, EkW$SW%SW%, 

w$E:sw%sw%, SE%SE%SW%SW% 

T. IOS.,, R. 19W., 
Sectiion 3, NSSW% of Lot 2 

T. 6S., R. 18W., 
Sect:ion 7, SE%NE% 
Sect:ion 8 S+N%s, NE%NE% 
Sectiion 9: W$dW% 

T. lS., R. 13W., 
Sect-ion 13, E$SE%, E+W$SE% 
Sect.ion 24, NSN$NE% 

T. 3S., R. 8W., 
Sect!on 22, NW%NW%SE% 

T. 6S., R. 8W., Section 34, NE%NE%, N+ 

T. 6S., R. 7W., 
Section 3, S&NS, SE% 
Section 4, SEINE% 
Section 10, NE%NE% 

T. lS., R. 6W., 
Secidon 29, SW%SW% 

T. 2S., R. 6W., 
Section 7, Lot 6 
Section 18, Lot 11 

5.0 

65.0 

5.0 

40.0 
200.0 

80.0 
3m 

160.0 

10.0 

360.0 

320.0 
40.0 
40.0 

4uK-u 

40.0 

37.3 
26.8 
5x-r 



PROPOSED RMP 

Table 1, continued 
Parcel 
No. 

22. 

26A. 

29. 

31. 

35. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

49. 

51. 

52. 

Legal Description Acres 

T. 2S., R. 6W., 
Section 14, NEGWG 40.0 

T. 8S., R. 5W., 
Section 19, Lot 3: E$NEk 

T. 6S., R. 5W., 
Section 27, NEkSWk 

T. 6S., R. 5W., 
Section 5, NEkSW%, SW&NW%, W%W&, NW%SEk 
Section 6, E%SW%, SEk 

T. 4S., R. 5W., 
Se&ion 31, Lots 3 & 4: SEti, E&SW& 
Section 32, SW&SW% 

T. 6S., R. 4W., 
Sedion 10, Lots 3, 9 & 10 

T. 9S., R. 4W.g 
Sedion 15, NWGWG 

T. 9S., R. 4W., 
Section 2'1, NGWk, SEkNWk 

T. 9S., R. 4W., 
Section 21, E%E% 

T. 8S., R. 3W., 
Section 25, SW%SWk 

T. 8S., R. 3W., 
Section 9, Lots 5-7 

T. 6S., R. 3W., 
Section 35, Lot 4 

5.0 

40.0 

200.0 
240.0 
440 

315.0 
40.0 

3m 

117.9 

40.0 

120.0 

160.0 

40.0 

81.1 

15.9 



PROPOSED RMP 

Parcel 
No. Legal Oescription 

Table 1, continued 

53. All public lands within these sections. 

69. 

70. 

71. T. lOS., R. 2W., 

72. 

73. 

T. VS.!, R. 3W., 
Section 31, Lots l-26 

T. 6S.!, R. 3W., 
Section 4, Lots 1-4, 7-12 
Section 5, Lots 1, 3-5, 7, lo-21 
Section 6, Lots 1, 4-7, 17-25 
Section 7, Lots l-4, 8, 11-16, 20 
Section 8, Lots 2, 7, 10-12, 14-17 
Section 9, Lots 2-7, 9-21 
Secition 16, Parts of Lots 3, 8 & 18 
Section 17, Parts of Lots l-4, 6-8, 10, 11, 13: W&SW%, Sw%NW% 
Section 20, Parts of Lots 1-16: W$W4 
Section 21, Parts of Lots 2, 4, 6-16 

T. 6S., R. 2W., 
Section 7, NE%NW%, N+NE%, NSSkNE% 

T. 4S., R. lW., 
Section 19, Lot 20 
Sec,tion 20, NW%SW% 
Section 29 N$SWb 
Section 30' Lots?-FNF%W bk 9 , 2 23 ES 

T. 4S., R. 2W., 
Se&ion 25, Lots 1, 4-6: N4SW%, NW%, NW%SE% 
Section 26, Lots 5-7 
Section 29, Lo,t 3 
Section 33, NW%NW% 

Al'l public lands within the township. 

T. IOS., R. 3W., 
Sections 1, 12, 13, 24-26, 

All public lands within these sections. 

T. 7S., R. lW., 
Section 28 

T. 7S., R. lW., 
Section 26, N$NW%, NW%NE% 

Approx. 800.0 

Approx. 100.0 
m 

Acres 

243.6 

203.2 
42.2 

142.8 
221.5 

16.1 
74.4 
77.0 

349.0 
444.0 
214.0 

27R7I-B 

100.0 

39.7 
40.0 

160.0 
138.9 

385.1 
71.7 
52.6 
40.0 

9x-T 

640.0 

120.0 



PROPOSED RIVIP 
Table 1, continued 

Parcel 
No. 

74. 

Legal Description 

T. 7S., R. lW., 
Section 17, NE%SE% 

Acres 

40.0 

75. T. 7S., R. lW., 
Section 6, SE%SW% 40.0 

40.0 

76. T. 6S., R. lW., 
Section 25, SW%NW% 

77. ,T. 6S., R. lW., 
Section 20, SW&NW% 

T. 5S., R. lW., 
Section 29 SE%SE% 

40.0 

78. 

40.0 

79. T. 4S., R. lE., 
Section 15, Lots 3 & 4 14.2 

80. T. 8S., R. lE., 
Section 15, NW% 160.0 

81. T. 9S., R. lE., 
Section 8, EkSE%NW% 20.0 

82. T. 9S., R. IE., 
Section 22 Approx. 5.0 

83. T. 9S., R. 1E. 
Section 27, EGW%SW%, SE%SW%, NE%SE%, &SE% 
Section 34, N+NE%, W&SW%NE%, WSEGW%NE% 

180.0 
110.0 
T?!mli 

92. T. lOS., R. 3E., 
Section 1, Lot 1 

T. lOS., R. 6E., 
Section 34, SW%SE% 

8.7 

40.0 

37.4 

98. 

101. T. llS., R. 7E., 
Section 27, Lot 3 



PROPOSED RMP 

Parcel 
No. 

102. 

Table 1,continued 

Legal Description 

T. llS., R. 8E., 
Section 6, SW%NW% 

105. T. llS., R. 9E., 
Section 30, NW%SE% 

107. T. lS., R. lE., 
Section 24, NE%SE%, E+EQlW%SE% 

108. T. lS., R. lE., 
Section 13, NQiW%SW% 

109. T. lS., R. lE., 
Section 24, SW%SW%NE%, All Public Land 
in the NW%SW%NE%, W%W&NW%SE%, NE%SW%, NW%SE%SW% 

GRAND TOTAL E 
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PROPOSED RMP 

TABLE 2 
AVAILABLE DISPOSAL AUTHORITIES 

AND SURFACE-USE ASSUMPTIONS 
FOR DISPOSAL PARCELS 

PART 1: AVAILABLE DISPOSAL AUTHORITIES 

MANAGE FOR DISPOSAL 
UNDER ALL AVAILABLE 
AUTHORITIES, INCLUDING 
FLPMA SEC. 203 SALES 
BY PARCEL NUMBER' 

2 
4 
4a 

i 
11 

14 
17 
20 
2'1 
22 
26a 
29 

;A 
43 
44 
45 
46 
49 
51 
52 
53 

MANAGE FOR DISPOSAL 
UNDER ALL AVAILABLE 
AUTHORITIES EXCEPT 
FLPMA SEC. 203 SALES 
BY PARCEL NUMBER 

13 

69 
70 

71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 

11 



PROPOSED RMP 

TABLE 2 (Continued) 
AVAILABLE DISPOSAL AUTHORITIES 

AND SURFACE-USE ASSUMPTIONS 
FOR DISPOSAL PARCELS 

PART 1: AVAILABLE DISPOSAL AUTHORITIES 

MANAGE FOR DISPOSAL 
UNDER ALL AVAILABLE 
AUTHOR ITIES, INCLUDING 
FLPMA SEC. 203 SALES 
BY PARCEL NUMBER 

82 
83 
92 
98 

101 
102 
'1 05 
107 
108 
109 

MANAGE FOR DISPOSAL 
UNDER ALL AVAILABLE 
AUTHOR IT1 ES EXCEPT 
FLPMA SEC. 203 SALES 
BY PARCEL NUMBER 

12 



4a 

8 

14 

35 

TABLE 2 
AVAILABLE DISPOSAL AUTHORITIES 

AND SURFACE-USE ASSUMPTIONS 
FOR DISPOSAL PARCELS 

PART 2: SURFACE - USE ASSUMPTIONS 
BY PARCEL NUMBER 

MO 
MINERAL COMMUNITY/ SURFACE 

AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT PUBLIC PURPOSE CHANGE 

52 
53 

7'1 

2 
4 

4a 
6 

;'3 13 

17 
20 
21 
22 

26a 26a 
35 

43 43 
44 44 

45 
46 
49 
51 
52 

69 
70 

72 72 
73 
74 

:i 
77 
78 
79 

83 83 
92 
98 

13 



TABLE 2 (Continued) 
AVAILABLE DISPOSAL AUTHORITIES 

AND SURFACE-USE ASSUMPTIONS 
FOR DISPOSAL PARCELS 

PART 2: SURFACE - USE .ASSUMPTIONS 
BY PARCEL NUMBER 

NO 
MINERAL COMMUNITY/ SURFACE 

AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT PUBLIC PURPOSE CHANGE 

101 101 
102 

105 105 
107 
108 
109 

Parcel 

2 

4 

6 

8 

13 

26a 

53 

69 

70 

71 

98 

'I 07 

108 

109 

TABLE 3 
PARCELS AVAILABLE FOR DISPOSAL 

SUBJECT TO LIMITATIONS 
ON 

PERSONS AND/OR PURPOSES 

Persons To Purposes For 

Wendover City Landfill 

Tooele County Landfill 

Tooele County Landfill 

Adjacent Landowner Any 

Iosepa Historical Association Historic Site 

Tooele County Landfill 

Adjacent Landowners or Any 
Mining Claimants 

City of Cedar Fort Watershed and Recreation 

Dept. of Defense Military Reservation 

Adjacent Landowners or Any 
Mining Claimants 

Forest Service National Forest Land 

Salt Lake City or Forest Service Municipal Watershed 

Salt Lake City or Forest Service Municipal Watershed 

Salt Lake City or Forest Service Municipal Watershed 

14 



TABLE 4 

LANDS NOT AVAILABLE FOR OWNERSHIP ADJUSTMENT 

11 

2; 

31 

4; 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8: 

9; 

10. 

11; 

12; 

13; 

14; 

Area -- 

Bonneville Salt Flats 

Deep Creek Area 

Knol Is Area 

Acreage 

30,680 acres 

28,260 acres 

36,160 acres 

Ceda,r Mountains Area 74,680 acres 

Duguay/Riverbed 132,000 acres 

Simpson Springs 640 acres 

Simpson Mt./Onaqui Mt./Big Hollow 114,560 acres 

White Rocks 640 acres 

Salt: Mountain 6,480 acres 

Horseshoe Springs 760 acres 

North Stansbury Mountains 12;OOO acres 

Rush Lake Area 1,120 acres 

Clover Reservoir Area 1,280 acres 

Ophir Canyon Area 2,560 acres 

TOTAL 441,820 acres 



ownership. 

(5) Remove from Federal ownership public lands 
which have lost all significant public values due to 
on site or adjacent uses. 

Land exchanges will continue to be analyzed on a 
case-by-case basis. Resource values may be 
incorporated into the fair market value of the land. 

Rationalle 

Exchanges would allow the readjustment of owner- 
ship patterns without a net loss of Federal owner- 
ship or natural resource values if they are accom- 
plished under the criteria: listed above. The criteria, 
as stated in the proposed decision, represent 
overwhelming factors in each exchang’e proposal. 
Current BLM policy favors large exchanges that 
result in a significant benefit to the public. 

Proposed Decision 4 

Military exercises are discouraged because they 
tend to preclude multipINs use activitiesand public 
access. Military activities that result in significant, 
adverse, long-term impacts or public safety haz- 
ards would not be allowed. 

BLM will continue to approve military requests for 
casual use for which n13 formal authorization is 
required. Examples of these types of requests are 
temporary placement elf communication equip- 
ment along existing roads, search and rescue 
training involving helicopters and foot patrols, 
and temporary observation posts. 

BLM will continue to consider requests for long- 
term military uses involving construction or de- 
velopment of facilities. These uses are appropri- 
ately authorized under 43 CFR 2800 and include 
radar or microwave communications sites, and 
linear facilities, such as roads, power lines, and 
communication lines. 

For requests made by the Utah National Guard, 
BLM can issue a permil. under 43 CFR 2920. For 
uses such as a bivouac of troops and off-road 
travel, requests would be considered through the 
environmental assessment process to determine 
the significance of impacts. Public land will not be 
made available for inappropriate uses such as 
storage or use of hazardous materials (munitions, 
fuel, chemicals, etc.) and live artillery firing. 

Rationale 

BLM is mandated to manage the public land for 
multiple resource uses. Some military uses direct- 
lyconflict with this mandate, while others such as 
casual use can be permitted without affecting 
other interests. The environmental assessment 

PROPOSED RMP 

process will determine the potential significance 
of impacts from military proposals in cases where 
the conflicts cannot be immediately ascertained. 

Proposed Decision 5 

In the Pony Express Resource Area, BLM with- 
drawals will continue for public water reserves 
and powersites. BLM will also continue to pursue 
withdrawal action on 30,682 acres within the 
Bonneville Salt Flats, and 709 acres at Simpson 
Springs Recreation Area (see Figure 3). If not 
designated wilderness by Congress, the North 
Deep Creek Mountains will be evaluated for 
possible withdrawal action. 

Revocation action will be pursued for the Federal 
Aviation Agency’s withdrawal of 339 acres of 
public land in Tooele County, subject to FAA’s 
request for relinquishment. Following revocation, 
the agency’s two navigation sites would be autho- 
rized by rights-of-hay. 

Rationale 

The proposed withdrawals would help protect 
several valuable resources in the PERA, including 
rare and unique geologic resources on the Bonne- 
ville Salt Flats, important recreation and cultural 
values at Simpson Springs, and water sources. 

If the North Deep Creek Mountains are not desig- 
nated as a wilderness area by Congress, this area 
should be reviewed to determine whether any of 
the resources present should be protected by a 
withdrawal. 

Authorization of FAA’s navigation sites by rights- 
of-way would reserve the land necessary for 
operation of facilities and would not encumber 
any unneeded land. 

Proposed Decision 6 

Acquisition of private lands will be subject to the 
same criteria as those discussed under Proposed 
Decision 3. 

BLM will pursueacquisition of the following lands 
in the vicinity of Rush Lake (also see Figure 4). 

T. 4S., R. 5W. 
Section 27, Lots 6, 9, 10 and 13 (155 acres) 
Section 34, S%SE%, NE%SE%, (120 acres) 
Section 35, W%W%, NE%SW% (200 acres) 

T. 5S., R. 5W. 
Section 2, W%NW% ( 80 acres) 
Section.3, E%,E%W (480 acres) 

Rationale 

BLM periodically has a need to acquire lands Or 
interests in other lands. Use of the criteria Will 
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allow BLM to acquire lands to increase its man- 
agement efficiency and administration of lands 
with high public values. 

Acquisition of the lands identified at Rush Lake 
would consolidate ownership and allow BLM to 
better implement its [management objectives for 
these areas. 

Proposed Decision 7 

BLM will acquire and/or legalize access to the 
following areas (also see Figure 4). 

Area Preliminary Route Identified 

Barlow Creek 

Clifton Flat 

Rocky Canyon 

Farnsworth Peak 

Onaqui Mountains 

Sheep Rock/ T. 9 S., R. 7 W. 
Simpson Mountains Sections 7, 16, 19, and 30 (through) 

Knolls Recreation T. 1 S., R. 13 W. 
Area Sections 14 and 23 

West Mountain T. 9 S., R. 1 E. 
Section 14, NW% 

Kyune/Reservation 
Ridge 

Tooele County 

Broad Canyon 
(East side of 
Stansbury Mtns.) 

T. 5 S., Ft. 7 W. 
Sections 31 and 32 (through) 

T. 6 S., R. 7 W. 
Section 6 (through) 

T. 6 S., R. 17 W. 
Sections 16 and 17 (through) 

T. a s., R. ia w. 
Sections 23 and 24 (through) 

T. 13 S., R. 19 W. 
Section 22 (through) 

T. 2 S., R. 4 W. 
Swtions 13 and 14 (through) 

T. 6 S., R. 6 W. 
Swtion 16 (through) 

T. 7 S., R. 6 W. 
Section 2 (through) 

T. 6 S., R. 7 W. 
Sections 35 and 36 (through) 

T. 9 S.. R. 6 W. 
Sections 32-34 and 36 (through) 

T. 10 S., R. 7 W. 
Sections 5, 17, 16, and 20 (through) 

T. 11 S., R. 9 E. 
Section 23, 
Section 26, (through) 
Section 35 

T. 2 S.. R. 6 W. 
Section 7-9 (through) 

Bates Canyon 

Stansbury Island 
gravel pit 

Salt Mountain Area 
(West side of 
Stansbury Mountains) 

T. 2 S., R. 4 W. 
Sections 25 and 26 (through) 

T. 1 N.. R. 6 W. 
Section 26 

T. 2 S., R. 7 W. 
Section 31 

T. 2 S., R. 6 W. 
Sections 25 and 35 

T. 3 S., R. 7 W. 
Section 7 

T. 3 S., R. 6 W. 
Sections 1. 2. and 12 

Rationale 

Access is a vital part of BLM’s multiple use man- 
agement scheme. This decision will allow BLM to 
obtain access over existing roads to areas of 
important resourcevaluesand/or developed facili- 
ties. The routes identified above are preliminary. 
BLM will conduct a route analysis to determine if 
an acceptable route across public land is avail- 
able. If an acceptable route across public land is 
available, access across public land will not be 
required. 

Minerals Program 

Proposed Decision 1 

BLM will continue to process applications for the 
removal of common variety mineral materials, 
including sand and gravel, on a case-by-case 
basis as regulated under 43 CFR 3600. Stipula- 
tions to protect surface values will be required 
based on review of each proposal. 

Rationale 

This is BLM’s current policy for managing com- 
mon variety minerals in the Pony Express Re- 
source Area and was part of the Features Com- 
mon to All Alternatives section in the Draft 
RMP/EIS. 

Proposed Decision 2 

Categorize the Federal mineral estate in the Pony 
Express Resource Area for fluid mineral leasing 
as follows: 

Category 1 (open) 
Category 2 (open with special 

stipulations) 

Acres 
1,750,735 

245,857 
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Category 3 (no surface occupancy) 77,003 
Category 4 (closed) 0 

Table 5 describes the areas and/or resources 
included in the fluid mineral leasing categories. 
These areas are shown in Figure 5. 

The following special stipulations used in Cat- 
egory 2 are in addition to the lease terms and 
standard stipulations, a.nd are necessary to pro- 
tect specific resource values on the lease area: 

(1) In order to protect crucial mule deer winter 
range, exploration, drilling and other develop- 
ment activity will be allowed only from April 16 to 
November30 and not allowed from December 1 to 
April 15. This limitation does not apply to mainte- 
nance and operation of producing wells. This 
stipulation affects 64,353 acres. 

Specific exceptions may begranted by BLM if the 
proposed activity will not seriously disturb wild- 
life habitat values being protected. This determin- 
ation will be made by a BLM wildlife biologist in 
coordination with the UDWR and, if appropriate, 
the USFWS. Such a determination may result if 
unseasonably warm weather accounts for the 
lack of use of mule deer winter range. Therefore, 
the lack of mule deer present on the traditional 
winter range would allow for such disturbing 
activities for fluid mineral leasing and 
exploration. 

(2) In order to protect crucial raptor nesting 
sites, exploration, drilling and other development 
activity within 0.5 mile radius of the sites will be 
allowed from July 16 to February 28, and not 
allowed from March I through July 15. This 
limitation does not apply to maintenance and 
operation of producing wells. This stipulation 
affects 79,300 acres. 

Specific exceptions may be granted by the BLM if 
the proposed activity will not seriously disturb 
wildlife habitat values being protected. This deter- 
mination will be made by a BLM wildlife biologist 
in coordination with tile UDWR and, if appro- 
priate, the USFWS. Such a determination may 
be made if raptor nest in question is not active at 
the time of proposed ac:tivity. Quite often raptors 
will have alternate nesting sites available. If a 
raptor pair is using .sLlch an alternative site, it 
would be necessary to protect the inactive nest 
from disturbing activitiesforfluid mineral leasing 
and exploration. However, it should be noted that 
all eagle nests, active or inactive, are protected by 
the Eagle Act and musi: be left intact and cannot 
be removed from their original location. 

(3) In orderto protect crucial sage grouse breed- 

PROPOSED RMP 

ing complexes, exploration, drilling and otherde- 
velopment activity within 0.5 mile radius of the 
complexes will be allowed from June 16 to March 
14 and not allowed from March 15 through June 
15. This limitation does not apply to maintenance 
and operation of producing wells. Thisstipulation 
affects 16,900 acres. 

Specific exceptions may be granted by the BLM if 
the proposed activity will not seriously disturb 
wildlife habitat values being protected. This deter- 
mination will be made by a BLM wildlife biologist 
in coordination with the UDWR and, if appropri- 
ate, the USFWS. Such a determination may result 
if the sage grouse complex has remained inactive 
over a period of years and it is determined by the 
BLM and DWR that the population no longer used 
the complex and no longer requires protection 
from disturbing activities for fluid mineral leasing 
and exploration. 

(4) h-r order to protect visual resources in VRM 
Class II and III areas, activities in these areas will 
be located and designed in a way to meet Class II 
and III management criteria. This limitation does 
not apply to maintenance and operation of pro- 
ducing wells. If the lessee can demonstrate that 
operations can take place without impact to the 
resource being protected, an exemption to this 
stipulation may be granted, if approved in writing 
by the authorized officer in consultation with the 
District’sVRM specialist. For Class II areasexemp- 
tions may be granted whereby changes due to the 
proposed action repeat the basic elements of 
form, line, color; and texture found in the pre- 
dominant natural features of the characteristic 
landscape. For Class II I areas exemptions may be 
granted whereby changes due to the proposed 
action repeat the basic elements found in the 
predominant natural features of the characteristic 
landscape. This may be achieved through reclama- 
tion, topographicorvegetativescreening, construc- 
tion practices and use of non-reflective paints 
which blend into the viewscape for buildings, 
tanks, and pipelines. 

(5) In order to protect riparian/wetland habitat 
and municipal and non-municipal watershed 
areas, no occupancy or other surface disturb- 
ance will be allowed within 1,200feet of live water 
or within 1,200 feet of wetlands as defined by 
USFWS in “Classification of Wetlands and Deep 
Water Habitats of the United States,” 1979, page 
3. This limitation does not apply to maintenance 
and operation of producing wells. If the lessee 
can demonstrate that operations can take place 
without impact to the resource being protected, 
an exemption to this stipulation may be granted, if 
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TABLE 5 
Fluid Mineral Leasing Categories 

- Elk Crucial Winter Range 
Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 

t.5 mi.) 
Raptor Nest Sites (.5 mi.) 
VRM Class III 
Riparian/Wetland Habitat 

(1200 feet) 
Watershed 
Tooele County 
Mule Deer Crucial Winter Range 
Elk Crucial Winter Range 
Elk Calving 
Pronghorn Fawning 
Riparian/Wetland Areas 

(1200 feet) 
Sage Grouse Strutting Gr,ounds 

I.5 mi.) 
Mule Deer Fawning 
Crucial Deer Summer Range 
Bald Eagle Roosts 
Raptor Nest Sites f.5 mi.) 
VRM Class II 
VRM Class III 
Deep Creek Mountains 

without Wilderness 
Stansbury Mountains 

without Wilderness 
Bonneville Salt Flats 
Simpson S rings Campground 
Wendover icinity e 
Terra Vicinity 
Middle Canyon 
Ophir Canyon 

1 

: 

2,320 
5,860 

580 

4 2,120 
5 12,440 
6 5,347 6,228 

320 

7 
8 
9 

10 

62,033 
6,930 

825 
9,965 

44,288 

11 16,320 

12 3,530 
13 1,660 
14,15 15,188 
16 77,180 
17 8,720 

5 130,837 
32,863 

28,260 

10,000 

30,203 
2,173 

324 
280 
112 
124 

GRAND TOTALS 1,732,095 245,857 77,003 0 

Cat. 2 
AREAS Reference 

Code* Cat. 1 Cat. 2 Cat. 3 Cat. 4 
Utah County 
Mule Deer Crucial Winter Range 

*Applies only to lands designated in Category 2 
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TABLE 5 (Continued) 
Fluid Mineral Leasing Categories 

REFERENCE CODES 
( ) No activity from December 1 to April 15. 
(:) No activity from November 1 to April 15. 
(3) No activity within .5 mile from March 15 to June 30. 
(4) No activity within .5 mile from February 1 to July 15. 
(5) No degradation of scenic values. 
(6) No activity within 1,200 feet of water. 
(7) No activity from December 1 to April 30. 
(8) No activity from December 1 to April 30. 
(9) No activity from May 1 to June 30. 

(10) No activity from May 1 to July 31. 
(11) No activity from March 1 to April 30. 
(12) No activity from May 16 to July 15. 
(13) No activity from May 16 to October 31. 
(14) No activity from November 1 to March 31. 
(15) No activity from November 1 to March 31. 

Oquirrh Mountains only - No occupancy on slopes greater than 30%. 
(16) No activity February 1 to August 15. 
(17) No degradation of scenic values. 
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approved in writing by the authorized officer in 
consultation with the district’s watershed special- 
ist. For example, exemptions may be allowed 
where the riparian zone or the hydrologic in- 
fluence area of phrea.tophytes exists less than 
1,200 feet from live water. 

(6) In order to protect crucial antelope fawning 
areas, exploration, drilling and other develop- 
ment activity will be allowed only from July 2 to 
April 14 and not allowed from April 15 to July 1. 
This limitation does no.t apply to maintenance and 
operation of producing wells. Specific exceptions 
may be granted by the BLM if the proposed 
activity will not seriously disturb wildlife habitat 
values being protected. This determination will be 
made by a BLM wildlife biologist in coordination 
with the UDWR and, ii: appropriate, the USFWS. 
Such a determination may result if fawning is 
completed early and the fawning area isabandon- 
ed earlier to allow for disturbing activities for fluid 
mineral leasing and exploration to start earlier 
than July 1. This stipulation affects 9,965 acres. 

(7) In order to proteci crucial mule deer fawning 
areas, exploration, drilling and other develop- 
ment activity will be allowed only from August 1 to 
April 14 and not allowed from April 15 to July 31. 
This limitation does not apply to maintenance and 
operation of producing wells. Specific exceptions 
may be granted by the BLM if the proposed 
activity will not seriously disturb wildlife habitat 
values being protected.Thisdetermination will be 
made by a BLM wildlife biologist in coordination 
with the UDWR and, if appropriate, the USFS. 
Such a determination may result i.f fawning is 
completed early and the fawning area is abandon- 
ed earlier to allow for disturbing activities for fluid 
mineral leasing and exploration to start earlier 
than July 31. This stipulation affect 3,530 acres. 

(8) In order to protect crucial elk calving areas, 
exploration, drilling and other development activ- 
ity will be allowed only from July 1 to April 30 and 
not allowed from May.1 to June 30. This limitation 
does not apply to maintenance and operation of 
producing wells. Specific exceptions may be 
granted by the BLM if the proposed activity will 
not seriously disturb wildlife habitat values being 
protected. This determination will be made by a 
BLM wildlife biologist in coordination with the 
UDWR and, if appropriate, the USFWS. Such a 
determination may result if calving is completed 
early and the calving area is abandoned earlier to 
allow for disturbing activities for fluid mineral 
leasing and exploraticln to start earlier than June 
30. This stipulation affects 825 acres. 

(9) In order to protect crucial elk winter range, 
exploration, drilling and other development activ- 
ity will be allbwed only from May 1 to November 
30 and not allowed from December 1 to April 30. 
This limitation does not apply to maintenanceand 
operatioln of producing wells. Specificexceptions 
may be granted by the BLM if the proposed 
activity ‘will not seriously disturb wildlife habitat 
values being protected. Thisdetermination will be 
made by a BLM wildlife biologist in coordination 
with the UDWR and, if appropriate, the USFWS. 
Such a determination may result if unseasonably 
warm weather accounts for the lack of use of elk 
winter range. Therefore, the lack of elk present on 
the traditional winter range would allow for such 
disturbing activities for fluid mineral leasing and 
exploration. This stipulation affects 12,790 acres. 

(10) In order to protect bald eagle roost sites, 
exploration, drilling and other development activ- 
ity within .5 mile radius of the sites will be allowed 
only from March 16 to November 14 and not 
allowed from November 15 to March 15. This 
limitation does not apply to maintenance and 
operation of producing wells. Specific exceptions 
may be granted by the BLM if the proposed 
activity will not seriously disturb wildlife habitat 
values being protected. Thisdetermination will be 
made by a BLM wildlife biologist in coordination 
with the UDWR and the USFWS. Such a determin- 
ation may result if the roost site no longer exists or 
other roost sites are found to have taken over in 
importance to the bald eagles present to allow for 
disturbilig activities for fluid mineral leasing and 
exploration. This stipulation affects 15,188 acres. 

Due to the West Desert Pumping Project and 
Am&x Corporation’s evaporation ponds, major 
areas of public land will be subject to intermittent 
flooding. Therefore, all leasing of both solid and 
fluid minerals will be subject to these rights-of- 
way as delineated on the Master Title, Plats. 
Lessees should be aware that exploration and 
development may include specific mitigation to 
protect the project’s integrity. This mitigation 
could greatly increase the lessee’s cost. 

Rationale 

To be consistent with the national energy policy, 
the Pony Express Resource Area has been cate- 
gorized so that the Federal mineral estate in the 
area will be in the least restrictive category which 
would adequately protect the resources. Areas 
containing the most valuable, rare, and/or unique 
resource values were placed in more restrictive 
categories, where conflicts could be mitigated by 
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using special stipulations and/or allowing no 
surface occupancy. 
The acreages listed above for each category 
differs from those ave’rages stated in the pre- 
ferred alternative of the Draft RMP/EIS due to 
calculation errors. It further differs as the result of 
the change of 28,600 acres near the Bonneville 
Salt Flatsfrom Category3 (nosurfaceoccupancy) 
to Category 2 (open with special stipulations). 
VRM Class III can beadequately protected with a 
Category 2 fluid mineral designation. 

Proposed Decision 3 

The closure of 104,814 acres of Federal mineral 
estate within the Bonneville Salt Flat Recreation 
Area (see Figure 3) will continue until further 
studies clearly indicate that the closure could be 
modified without disrupting the natural hydrolog- 
ic pattern of the entire basin north of l-80. Once 
definitive information is available, BLM will re- 
evaluate the existing acrivities (including existing 
leases) on and adjacent to the Salt Flats, including 
recreation and minerals. Future activities to be 
allowed will be based on the results of that 
evaluation. 

This closure affects further mineral leasing for 
potash, salts, and other similar brines. This clo- 
sure does not affect existing leases, including 
Reilly’s leases, so long as they remain in effect 
and all lease requirements are met. 

Rationale 

The purpose of this closure is to protect the 
Bonneville Salt Flats from possible damage that 
could resultfrom extraction of brines.Theclosure 
will protect the area until sufficient scientific 
information is available to determine whether the 
closure area should remain the same, or be 
expanded, reduced, or eliminated. 

Leases held by Reilly Tar and Chemica 
with the closure area are valid existing 
are not affected by the closure. 

Proposed Decision 4 

Company 
eases that 

Applications to remove other types ( 1 leasable 
minerals, such as pho!;phate, tar sanas, and oil 
shale will continue to be processed on a case-by- 
case basis. Stipulation:; to protect important sur- 
face values will be required based on review of 
each proposal. Coal exploration and develop- 
ment, if any, would be regulated under 43 CFR 
3400. 

Rationale 

This procedure has worked satisfactorily in the 
past and is appropriate for future actions. Devel- 

opment of these minerals has been minimal to 
date and known reserves of these minerals are 
small in the Pony Express Resource Area. 

Proposed Decision 5 

Approximately 89,840 acres would be withdrawn 
from locatable mineral entry for protection of the 
Knolls off-road vehicle area which is planned to 
be developed for recreation use. See Figure 3. As 
previously mentioned, BLM would continue to 
pursue mineral withdrawals for the Bonneville 
Salt Flats and Simpson Springs. 

Rationale 

The Knolls area possesses unique territorial char- 
acter which complements the recreation and 
visual programs. Sand dunes are found through- 
out the area which provide excellent visual and 
recreational settings. The area is located along 
the l-80 travel corridor, which thousands of 
vehicles pass through yearly. Visual sensitivity is 
expected to grow higher in the future where the 
public will oppose adjacent visual intrusions. 
Currently the visual resource management class 
is IV which requires that management activities 
minimize the impacts through careful location, 
minimal disturbances and repetition of the basic 
elements. With visual sensitivity becomming more 
of an issue, VRM classification will be reevaluated 
at a higher (VRM II I) level. Visual aesthetics are an 
issue to many user public and traveling tourists. 

Health and safety of recreation users is one of the 
main objectives of BLM’s recreation program. 
With the proposed delineation of the Knolls Spe- 
cial Recreation Management Area, safety is a 
primary concern for current and future uses. Off- 
road vehicles dominate the setting which offers 
excellent opportunities to recreationists. With- 
drawing the area from mineral entry would help 
protect and perpetuate this recreational setting. 
This would minimize potential injury to users 
from surface disturbances or equipment. 

The Simpson Springs recreation area isadevelop- 
ed recreation site with running water, camp units 
and vault toilets. The area supports a variety of 
recreational activities: camping, sightseeing, his- 
torical interpretation, off-road vehicle riding, hik- 
ing, hunting, exploring and scouting activities. 
Safety and visual qualities are primary objectives 
in the recreation program for this site. Mineral 
withdrawal would facilitate these objectives and 
complement quality recreational experiences of 
the user public. This withdrawal proposal stems 
from prior decisions in the Tooele County MFP 
(1984) and is proposed to be carried on through 
this RMP. 
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The Bonneville Salt Flats are a historical and 
Unique geological phenomenon that support rec- 
reational and visual programs. The area has 
witnessed millions of visits over the past decade 
from traveling tourists. ‘f’ears of high-speed auto- 
mobile racing and commercial filming have also 
occurred. Protection of the fragile and diminish- 
ing salt crust (halite crystal) is essential to future 
protection of the salt. Mineral withdrawal of the 
30,203 acre Special Recreation Management Area 
and Areaof Critical Environmental Concern would 
strengthen current management objectives. This 
withdrawal proposal stems from prior decisions 
in the Tooele County MFP (1984) and is proposed 
to be carried on through this RMP. 

Hazardous Waste Management 

Proposed Decision 1 

BLM will evaluate the known or unknown existing 
hazardous waste sites and take necessary actions 
as required by law. BLNI will not authorize place- 
ment or processing of hazardous wastes on public 
lands. As unknown existing sites are identified 
and accidental or intentional dumping or spills 
occur, BLM will respond as required by law and 
pursue clean-up by the responsible party. Public 
health and safety and the environment will con- 
tinue to be BLM’s priority in this program. 

Rationale 

It is BLM policy that no further authorizations will 
be made for the treatment, storage or disposal of 
hazardous waste on public lands. Public lands 
may be made available for such uses but only 
after such lands are transferred from public own- 
ership. This policy is supported by three Federal 
laws: Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
as amended (RCRA), (Comprehensive Environ- 
mental Response Compensation and L.iability Act 
as amended (CERCLA) and the Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA). 

Soil, Water, and Air Program 

Proposed Decision 1 

Soil, water, and air resources will continue to be 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis. Evaluations 
will consider the impacts of any proposed pro- 
jects to soil, water, and air resources in the 
affected area. Stipulations will be attached as 
appropriate to ensure compatibility of projects 
with soil, water, and air resource management 
and compliance with applicable Federal and State 
soil, water or air implementation plans. 

Soil will be managed to maintain productivity and 
tolerable erosion levels. 

PROPOSED RMP 

Water quality will be maintained or improved in 
accordance with State and Federal standards, 
including consultation with State agencies on 
proposed projects that may significantly affect 
water quality. 

Rationale 

The Clean Water Act, the Soil Conservation Act, 
and the Clean Air Act set objectives for these 
resources and give requirements to be met. BLM 
is required by law to comply with these acts. 

Proposed Decision 2 

BLM will acquire and protect water rights for use 
on public land and maintain them in cooperation 
with the State Water Engineer. Existing water 
rights will be evaluated to determine whether they 
are adequate in quantity and location to meet 
resource management requirements. Water rights 
records will be placed in a computer program for 
rapid access and update. Future resource man- 
agement requirements may result in the need to 
change existing water rights and acquire addi- 
tional water rights. Private water rights and water 
right applications on public lands will be evaluated 
to assure that necessary water is available for 
public use. 

Rationale 

Water rights are required by the State for any and 
all uses of water except for Public Water Reserve 
107 waters. Generally, water demand exceeds 
supply and creates conflict between users. Water 
rights allow proper development and use of the 
water resource by water right holders. 

Proposed Decision 3 

BLM will monitor selected perennial streams for 
water quality trend to insure that management 
activities on public lands comply with existing 
State water quality standards. BLM management 
activities will be coordinated with the Utah State 
Water Engineer, the Utah Division of Environ- 
mental Health, and the U.S. Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency for proper water management. 

Rationale 

Perennial streams are important water sources 
for wildlife, livestock, aquatic habitat, agricultural 
and domestic use. Water quality suitable to such 
uses needs to be maintained to ensure that these 
water squrces continue to be available in the 
future. Executive Order 12088, Federal Compli- 
ance with Pollution Control Standards, dated 
October 24, 1978, directed that all Federal agen- 
cies comply with local standards and limitations 
relating to water quality. 
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Proposed Decision 4 

Areas of erosion on pIJbliC land will be identified 
and evaluated to meet the following objectives: 

0 Identify erosion source(s) on public land. 

0 Evaluate improvement potential and priori- 
tize areas for improvement. 

0 ldentify methods which will maintain or 
improve water and vegetative resources 
while providing for livestock and wildlife. 

l ldentify and implement management prac- 
tices which will reduce oreliminateerosion 
that accelerates soil loss over that occurr- 
ing naturally. 

l Monitor vegetation and water conditions 
on the watershed. 

Rationale 

In several drainage areas that are generally within 
a slight to moderate erosion condition class, 
erosion could accelerate if preventative and correc- 
tive actions are not taken. BLM is mandated by 
numerous laws including FLPMA, the Clean Water 
Act, and the Soil Conservation Act (1935) to 
maintain or improve the overall watershed quality 
including the water alid vegetative resources. 

Proposed Decision 5 

BLM will manage riparian areas, wetlands, and 
other water sources for multiple use purposes 
such as wildlife, range, watershed and recreation. 
These areas will be managed to meet the following 
objectives: 

* Each area will be identified and classified 
for present condition. 

0 Management intensity levels will be deter- 
mined and objectives developed for each 
area based on desired condition. 

@ The areas will be prioritized for funding 
and preparaticln of activity plans. These 
could include watershed, allotment, habi- 
tat and multiple resource management 
plans. 

o Blm will seek cooperative efforts with ad- 
joining landowners and other resource 
management agencies. 

Rationale 

Riparian areas are an important resource for 
many land use acti,vities. As a consequence, 
riparian areas become highly controversial, re- 
quiring intensive management. BLM is mandated 

by Executive Order 11990 and manual require- 
ments to manage these areas for multiple use 
while providing for protection and improvement 
of the areas. 

Proposed Decision 6 

Management actions within floodplains and wet- 
lands will include measures to preserve, protect, 
and if necessary, restore their natural functions 
(as required by Executive Orders 11988 and 
11990). Management techniques will be used to 
minimize the degradation of stream banksand the 
loss of riparian vegetation. Bridges, culverts, and 
fences and/or other necessary structures will be 
designed and installed to meet and maintain 
management objectives. 

BLM will manage the portions of Rush Lake 
occurring on public land as a wetland over the 
long term. 

Rationale 

Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, Floodplain 
Management;require that floodplains and flood 
hazards be considered in all public land manage- 
ment. Appropriate management actions to re- 
duce loss of life and property are required. Rec- 
ords verify that Rush Lake periodically fluctuates 
from being a sizable lake to being almost dry. 
Such fluctuations have occurred over a period as 
short as four years. 

Proposed Decision 7 

Air quality will be maintained or improved in ac- 
cordance with State and Federal standards, in- 
cluding consultation with State agencies on pro- 
posed projects that may significantly affect air 
quality. Management actions on public land will 
be designed to protect against significant air 
quality deterioration. 

Close coordination will be maintained with the 
State in the development or modification of air 
quality implementation plans to assure that BLM 
management options such as prescribed fire and 
smoke management are maintained. Coordina- 
tion with the State will be continued on appropri- 
ate air quality classifications whenever BLM- 
managed areas of special concern (e.g. ACECs, 
wilderness study areas, and scenic areas) have 
been identified as significant features or 
characters. 

Rationale 

The Clean Air Act outlines the objectives and 
requirements that BLM must follow when manag- 
ing public lands. This decision helps BLM meet 
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these requirements. 

Range Program 

Proposed Decision 1 

Total forage use by grazing users on public land 
in Tooele County will continue to be: 

Cattle 39,173 AUMs 
Sheep 67,001 AU MS 
Domestic Horses 125 AUMs 
Wild Horses 1,560 AUMs 
Mule Deer 29,853 AUMs 
Elk 470 AUMs 
Antelope 1,518 AUMs 
Bighorn Sheep 298 AUMs 

This distribution of AlJMs will continue until and 
unless reduced by disposal of lands as shown in 
Proposed Decision 1 under the Lands Program. 

Rationale 

These forage allocaticlns are based upon the best 
data available for each allotment. They allow the 
maximum use within carrying capacity for each 
kind of livestock, wild horses, and affected wildlife 
species. These allocations, together with the 
appropriate seasons-of-use, activity plans, and 
range improvements, will help improve theoverall 
condition of the vegetative resource. 

Proposed Decision 2 

BLM will prepare Allotment Management Plans 
(AMPS) forthe remaining I category allotments in 
Tooele County as shown in Table 6 by 1991. 
AMPS for M allotments will not be completed until 
after 1991. 

Rationale 

Grazing use in allotments can be improved with 
development of plans including goals and objec- 
tives. The intensity and level of detail for the AMPS 
will vary depending on the nature of conflicts. 
Most funding for rangeland improvements will be 
spent on allotments with AMPS. Future levels of 
funding and manpower may require some adjust- 
ments in the priority list and schedule. 

Proposed Decision 3 

Categorize the twelve allotments in Utah County 
in the Custodial (C) category. Allotments in this 
management category have limited or no poten- 
tial for improvement or return on investment. 
Present management is satisfactory or the most 
logical practice for the resource involved. Permit- 
tees will be encouraged to invest in rangeland 
improvement projects. The allotments will be 

TABLE 6 

ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN PRIORITIES 
For 

CATEGORY I ALLOTMENTS 

Priority Allotments 

1 ................................... 
2 .................................... 

43 
.................................... 
.................................... 

65 
... ..a .............................. 
.................................... 

; 
.................................... 
.................................... 

9 .................................... 

1’: 
................................... 
................................... 

1”: 
................................... 
................................... 

14 ................................... 

Skunk Ridge - Completed 1984 
Broad Canyon - 1986 
South Clover - Completed 1985 
West Ibapah - Transferred to Ely, NV 
South Skull Valley - Completed 1985 
Onasui Mountain East - Completed 1985 
Onaqui Mountain West - Completed 1985 
Skull Valley - Completed 1985 
Ophir - 1989 
Ibapah - Completed 1985 
Ochre - 1987 
Government Creek - 1986 Draft 
Saint John - 1988 Draft 
Mercur Canyon/West Ophi r - 1989 
Hill Spring - Completed 1985 
Overland Canyon - 1988 
Clifton Flat - 1989 
Indian Springs - 1987 
Aragoni te - 1988 
North Cedar Mountain - 1990 
North Puddle - 1990 
Soldier Canyon - 1991 
Rush Lake - 1989 
Salt Mountain - 1986 Draft 

15 . . ..*.*....*...*...*............... 
16 . . . . . ..*........*..........*....... 
17 
II ................................... 

:i 

................................... 

................................... 
on 
L” ................................... 

i: 

................................... 

................................... 

‘23 ................................... 
24 ................. .., ................ 
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monitored approximately once every 10 years to 
assure that resource deterioration is not 
occurring. 

Rationale 

The twelve allotments are placed in the C category 
for the following reasons: 

a a lack of major conflicts, 

0 many of the allotments are in good to 
excellent condition and present manage- 
ment is satisfactory, 

l potential for range improvements is very 
limited, and 

0 cost effectiveness of projects would be low 
due to small amclunts of BLM land. 

Proposed Decision 4 

BLM will authorize livestock forage use as shown 
in Table 7 on six allotments. Grazing permits on 
six small, isolated allotments with minimal or no 
actual livestock use will be cancelled. These 
allotments are Iso-tract Cook, Iso-tract Ludlow, 
Iso-tract Willis, Cherry Creek, Scofield, and 
Genola Hill. Mule deer and elk use will continue at 
current levels as determined by BLM and UDWR. 
No seasons-of-use for livestock will be changed. 
Total forage distribution on public land in Utah 
County would be as follows: 

Cattle 
Sheep 
Mule Deer 
Elk 
Moose 
Total 

Rationale 

495 AUMs 
1,820 AUMs 

236 AUMs 
14 AUMs 
50 AUMs 

2,615 AUMs 

Approximately 78 percent of public lands grazed 
in Utah County are in either a late seral stage or 
are at the potential natural community. Use at the 
current allocation would maintain this condition 
on allotmentswheregrazing will not beeliminated 
(also see Table 7). 

The six allotments proposed to be eliminated are 
small and isolated with minimal to no actual live- 
stock use. Elimination of these allotments will 
result in more effective management of the overall 
grazing program in Utah County because man- 
power and financial resources can be concentrat- 
ed in more critical areas. 

Wild Horse Program 

Proposed Decision 1 

BLM will continue to manage the herd size of the 
Cedar Mountain Wild Horse Unit at 85 animals 
(1,020 AUMs) and the Onaqui Mountain Unit at 45 
animals (540 AUMs). 

Rationale 

Herd Unit Management Plans have been develop- 
ed for these horse herds. This decision meets the 
objectives as outlined in the plans. 

Wildlife and Fisheries Program 

Proposed Decision 1 

BLM will develop and implement Habitat Man- 
agement Plans (HMPs) or other more specific 
wildife activity plans to protect, improve and 
maintain all important wildlife habitat. The HMPs 
will be prepared cooperatively with UDWR to 
assure that the State’s wildlife management objec- 
tives are met. 

All important public land habitat areas within the 
Pony Express Resource Area will be covered by 
such a plan. These areas are: 

(1) Stansbury/Onaqui WHA. BLM will revise the 
existing Stansbury Mountain HMP to include all 
important public land habitat within the Stansbury 
and Onaqui Mountains. Interstate 80 and the 
Lookout Pass roads will form the north and south 
boundaries, respectively. The Skull Valley road 
will be the west boundary, and the Grantsville 
road and foothills of the Stansbury and Onaqui 
Mountains will be the east boundary. 

(2) Horseshoe Springs WHA. This WHA will 
consist of the spring/riparian/mud flat area in 
northern Skull Valley between Interstate 80 and 
losepa. It will extend west from the Skull Valley 
road to the edge of the mud flat. 

(3) Puddle Valley WHA. BLM will revise the 
existing Puddle Valley HMP to include all impor- 
tant public land habitat north of l-80 and between 
the Great Salt Lake on the east and the mud flats 
on the west. 

(4) SimpsodSheeprock WHA. This WHA will 
include Simpson, Sheeprock, Dugway and Davis 
Mountains and connecting valleys. Judd/Aspen, 
Indian and Sheeprock Creeks and riparian areas 
are also within this WHA. It is bound on the north 
and west by the military reservation, on the south 
by the Resource Area boundary, and on the east 
by the Vernon Division/Wasatch National Forest. 
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TABLE 7 

FORAGE DISTRIBUTION BY ALLOTMENT 

UTAH COUNTY 

Allotment 
Livestock Use (AUM's) 

Cattle Sheep Total 
B' Game Use (AUM's) 

De:: Elk Moose TOTAL 

Cherry Creek 

Scofield 

West Mountain 

Lake Mountain NE 

Lake Mountain Davis 

Lake Mountain Smith 

Lake Mountain 
Monte Vista 

Chipman 

Iso-tract Wi lles 

Iso-tract Cook 

Iso-tract Ludlow 

Genola Hill 

* 

* 

178 710 888 

-- 445 445 

-- 348 348 

-- 41 41 

317 -- 317 

-- 276 276 

* 

* 

* 

* 

23 14 50 87 

1 1 

103 103 

29 29 

16 16 

19 19 

25 25 

19 

TOTAL 495 1,820 2,315 236 

19 

14 50 300 

GRAND TOTAL - 2,615 AUMs 

*Part or all of these grazing allotments would be eliminated. 
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(5) 7%lfic R/A W/fA, This WHA encompasses 
the East Tintic Mountains. The boundaries follow 
the Resource Area boundaries on the south and 
east, Twelve Mile Pasz; road on the north, and the 
Tintic foothills on the west. 

(6) Gold Hill WHA. ElLM will revise the existing 
Deep Creek Mountain HMP to inclucle the former 
Gold Hill Planning Unit. It is bounded by the 
military reservation or1 the north and east and by 
the Resource Area boundary on the south and 
west. Rocky Canyon Creek/riparian area will also 
be contained within the WHA. 

HA. This WHA will con- 
sist of the Oquirrh Mountains and foothills. 

(8) Cedar Mountaias WHA. This WHA will in- 
clude the Cedar Mountains, the portion of Skull 
Valley not included in another WHA, and the 
valley west of the Cedar Mountains. The military 
reservation forms the west and south boundary, 
l-80 forrns the north boundary, and Skull Valley 
road and the mud flats form the east boundary. 

(9) Stansbury Islana’ and Silver Island WHAs 
(tentative). HMPs may be written for these areas if 
important wildlife values are found. 

HMPs will be done based upon the annual work 
plan and the area manager’s decision. Only one 
possible HMP is anticipated in Utah County. 
Lands around Utah Lake presently withdrawn by 
the Bureau of Reclamation may be returned to 
BLM. An HMP covering some or all of these 
wetland-related lands may subsequently be 
prepared. 

RatiotMe 

It is BLM policy to develop comprehensive activity 
plans that state the management objectives and 
the steps necessary to accomplish these objec- 
tives for a given resource within a certain area. 
Once signed, the HMPs will guide the wildlife 
program within the area in an orderly and econom- 
ic fashion. 

Proposed Decision 2 

BLM will continue to work cooperatively with 
UDWR to reintroduce bighorn sheep into the 
Deep Creek and Stansbury Mountains. To date 16 
animals have been reintroduced to the Deep 
Creek Mountains. It is estimated that 85 animals 
could eventually inhabit public lands in theTooele 
County portion of the Deep Creek Mountains, and 
120 animals could eventually inhabit public and 
Forest Service lands in the Stansbury Mountains. 
At maximum population the bighorn sheep would 
require 298 AUMs annually. 

These reintroductions shall be implemented in- 
crementally with monitoring until UDWR herd 
objectives are met or carrying capacity is reached, 
whichever occurs first. Additional specifics for 
implementation shall be developed through the 
HMP process. 

Rationale 

It is BLM policy to cooperate with State wildlife 
agencies where possible to reintroduce native 
species into historic ranges. There have been no 
conflicts with the bighorn sheep reintroduction 
effort to date and none are expected. 

Proposed Decision 3 

BLM will continue to monitor the reintroduced 
herd of antelope (150 animals) in southern Rush 
Valley, Tooele County, to determine if the herd 
conflicts with any other uses. If monitoringshows 
that major conflicts exist, close coordination with 
all affected parties will be undertaken to resolve 
the problems. 

Rationale 

Although no conflicts have been identified to 
date, BLM will continue to monitor the herd’s 
interaction with other resources and uses. 

Proposed Decision 4 

BLM will agree to future reintroductions of big 
game species on the public lands within the Re- 
source Area if the following criteria are met: 

e BLM policy requirements as stated in man- 
ual 6820 must be followed. 

8 The species to be established must meet 
the definition of a reestablishment (rein- 
troduction) as defined in manual section 
6820.05~. 

* The reintroduction must be approved or 
sponsored by the Utah Division of Wildlife 
Resources (UDWR). 

l A,n Environmental Assessment (EA) and 
Habitat Management Plan (HMP) must 
determine: 

(1) that the reintroduction will not negatively 
affect any native endangered, threatened or sensi- 
tive species, either plant or animal; (2) that land 
use conflicts which cannot or have not been 
resolved will not result from the reintroduction. In 
cases where the release may be for greater benefit 
than the competing use, the release may take 
precedence. Forage allocation for the proposed 
population will be based upon availability of 
forage not used by livestock due to the difference 
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in food preferences, and UDWR will seek agree- 
ment with adjoining landowners; and (3) what 
studies are necessary to monitor the 
reintroduction. 

l Effective quarantine procedures must be 
implemented to insure that the release 
stock is disease-free. 

Following the completion of the HMP, a Coopera- 
tive Agreement between BLM and UDWR must be 
prepared to authorize the big game 
reintroduction. 

The above procedure applies only to big game 
species. Federally-threatened, endangered, and 
sensitive species will be subject to similar pro- 
cedures but will be PlandIed on a case-by-case 
basis. Fisheries and upland game species are not 
affected by this decision but must meet the 
criteria outlined in tl-le Master Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) between UDWR and the 
BLM. 

The recent introduction of Rocky Mountain elk 
onto the Goshute lrldian Reservation was not 
coordinated through BLM. No forage has been 
allocated in the Deep Creek Mountains for elk; 
however, it is likely that these animals will summer 
and potentially become established on BLM lands. 
Conflicts could arise between livestock, bighorn 
sheep, and elk. Conflict resolution will be coordi- 
nated through all affected parties. 

Rationale 

It is BLM policy to cooperate with State wildlife 
agencies, where possible, to reintroduce native 
species into historic ranges. The Master MOIJ 
between the BLM and UDWR also calls for this 
cooperation. The above criteria meet the Master 
MOU and BLM manual requirements for the 
reintroduction of big game species. 

No BLM lands were included in the elk transplant 
area. The elk herd will be observed in the coming 
years to see if they utilize public lands and if a 
trend develops. If conflicts arise, a planning 
amendment will be required to determine if chang- 
es in folrage allocation are needed and/or desired. 

Proposed Decision 5 

BLM will continue to encourage UDWR’s pro- 
posed reintroduction/transplants of upland game 
birds (chukar partridge, sage grouse, sharp-tailed 
grouse, ring-necked pheasants, etc.) onto suita- 
ble habitat within the IResource Area. Specifics for 
implementing any such proposed reintroduction/ 
transplants shall be developed in the HMP for the 
habitat area. 

Rationale 

It is BLM policy to cooperate with State wildlife 
agencies, where possible, to reintroduce/trans- 
plant desirable upland game birds with the Re- 
source Area so long as such reintroductions are 
compatible with other resource needs. The Master 
MOU between BLM and UDWR also calls for 
cooperation between the agencies. 

Proposed Decision 6 

BLM proposes to cooperate fully with peregrine 
falcon reintroductions into the Timpie Springs 
and Blue Lakeareas. Surfacedisturbing activities 
on public lands adjacent to these reintroduction 
sites will not be permitted to disturb birds or 
destroy important habitat. BLM will deve.lop spe- 
cifics for further management actions in the HMP 
for the habitat area. 

Ratiotnale 

It is BLM policy to cooperate with State wildlife 
agencies, where possible, to reintroduce native 
species into historic ranges. The Endangered 
Species Act prohibits Federal agencies from tak- 
ing any action that is likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of the Federally endangered 
peregrine falcon. Theact further requires Federal 
agencies to carry out programs to conserve threat- 
ened and endangered species and restore the 
species to a non-endangered status. 

Proposed Decision 7 

BLM will protect important wildlife habitat values 
from disturbing activities by restricting seismic 
work, well development, new road construction, 
rights-of-way, organized recreational activities, 
military exercises, and other disturbing activities 
excluding maintenance activities in the following 
areas during the stated time periods: 

(1) within mule deer winter range December 1 to 
April 15. 

(2) within 0.5 mile of active raptor nest sites 
March I to July 15. 

(3) within 0.5 mile of sage grouse strutting 
grounds (leks) and crucial sage grouse nesting 
habitat between February 15 and June 15 each 
year and within winter crucial habitat areas De- 
cember 1 through March 1. 

(4) within 1200 feet of riparian habitats. 

(5) within bighorn sheep crucial winter and 
lambing areas. Once these ranges have been 
established by the reintroduced animals, appro- 
priate dates and crucial habitats will be delineated. 
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(6) within antelope fawning areas April 15 to 
July 1. 

(7) within crucial mule deer summer/fawning 
habitats April 15 to July :31. 

(8) within crucial elk winter range December 1 
to April 30 and calving areas May 1 to June 30. 

(9) within waterfowl habitat, i.e. marsh and wet- 
land areas. 
(10) within 5 mile of bald eagle roost sites 
between November 15 arld March 15. 

Specific exceptions may be granted by BLM if the 
proposed activity will not seriously disturb the 
wildlife habitat values being protected. 

Rationale 

Implementation of the above measures will pro- 
vide necessary protection of key wildlife habitats 
in the Resource Area. The:se measures will provide 
adequate protection for important breeding, winter- 
ing, watering, and feeding habitatsfora variety of 
wildlife species, as well as preventing unneces- 
sary degradation of the environment. 

These measures also co,mply with mandates as 
outlined in Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, and FLPMA 
(Section 103). 

Proposed Decision 8 

BLM will improve, maintain and expand those 
areas suitable for waterfclwl and shorebird habitat. 
Measures could include (1) implementation of 
appropriate marsh and wetland maintenance and 
protection through grazing systems, use restric- 
tions, and fencing if appropriate; (2) expansion 
through appropriate land and water right acquisi- 
tions, habitat management plan development and 
implementation; (3) waterfowl improvement 
through construction of new reservoirs and modi- 
fication of suitable range or watershed reservoir 
projects, vegetation plantings, protected nesting 
area construction; and (4) open water and loaf- 
ing area construction through such measures as 
pothole blasting and dike construction. 

Rationale 

Improving habitats for waterfowl and shorebirds 
also improves watershed condition, water quality, 
increases recreation opportunities, and improves 
vegetation condition in !general. The habitat im- 
provement activities are consistent with BLM’s 
multiple use management policy. 

Proposed Decision 9 

BLM will use cooperative management plans to 
provide an opportunity for wildlife habitat devel- 
opment and improvement. Habitat could be ex- 
panded on public lands by converting isolated 
tracts of rangeland within pheasant range to 
cropland or irrigated pasture. Cooperative agree- 
ments between BLM, UDWR and a lessee who 
farms the land work effectively. Under such an 
agreement, the lessee would employ farming 
practices which provide pheasant habitat and 
allow public hunting in exchangeforfarm produc- 
tion values received on the harvested portion. 
Only areas with suitable soil and adequate water 
near existing agricultural areas should be 
considered. 

Rationale 

Cooperative management plans for wildlife habi- 
tat have worked well for the Salt Lake District in 
the past. These types of agreements benefit 
wildlife, the public and the private landowner with 
little or no conflict or controversy. 

Proposed Decision 10 

All threatened and endangered species are pro- 
vided for under the Endangered Species Act; 
however, due to the unusual resource that exists 
within the Resource Area, additional measures 
will be made to improve and encourage the 
propagation of these important species. These 
measures include: 

0 maintenance and improvement of bald ea- 
gle roosting and winter high uses areas, 
installation of natural and artificial roosts 
to replace dead trees, maintenance of prey 
base habitat, i.e. ,jackrabbit populations. 

l protection and improvement of peregrine 
falcon historic eyres and habitat. 

BLM will also protect candidate species during 
critical nesting periods. These species include 
ferruginous hawks and swainson’s hawks. 

Rationale 

The Endangered Species Act prohibits Federal 
agencies from taking action that is likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of any threat- 
ened or endangered species or to adversely 
modify critical habitat. The act further requires 
Federal agencies to carry out programs to COn- 
serve threatened and endangered species and to 
restore such species to a non-endangered status. 
The above decision is in compliance with these 
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regulations. 

Proposed Decision 11 

Rangeland watering facilities will allow for wild- 
life use. When possible, overflow ponds at water 
developments will be at least 100 yards from live- 
stock watering sources to allow for a cleaner 
water source for wildlife. Location of future water 
developments should minimize conflicts between 
livestock and wildlife. 

All livestock fencing projects will allow for move- 
ment of wildlife. Design and specifications will be 
dictated by terrain, kind of livestock and species 
to be managed. 

Rationale 

It is BLM policy to facilitate wildlife use when 
designing and building improvements. 

Proposed Decision 12 

BLM will improve crucial habitats of present 
wildlife populations where condition and trend 
indicatea decline of clesirable plant communities. 
An appropriate wildlife habitat study will be con- 
ducted to determine .the condition of these areas. 
This information will help guide BLM in planning 
improvement projects. Some of the crucial habi- 
tats that warrant further study include: 

(1) crucial mule deer winter range, 

(2) crucial mule deer summer/fawning range, 

(3) sage grouse crucial strutting and associated 
nesting habitat, 

(4) sage grouse crucial winter range, 

(5) antelope fawning areas, and 

(6) bighorn sheep ranges. 

On these ranges, grazing use will be reviewed for 
opportunities to reduce conflicts between live- 
stock and wildlife, e.g., domestic and bighorn 
sheep would be incompatible as disease trans- 
mission potential is high. Change of livestock 
kind could help improve riparian areas when 
coupled with other measures. 

Vegetation treatmentssuch as burning, chaining, 
reseeding and all other manipulations within 
crucial ranges of wildlife species will be designed 
to maintain habitat for those wildlife species most 
threatened by the practice. 

Rationale 

Crucial habitats are the limiting factor in the main- 
tenance of most wildlife species. It is important to 
the species’ survival that these habitats remain or 

are improved to be in good condition. When 
wildlife crucial habitats are improved, other multi- 
ple use resource values may also be improved. 
Habitat improvements can improve watershed 
condition by decreasing erosion. Stream condi- 
tion can be improved by improving riparian habi- 
tat condition. These improvements increase po- 
tential recreation use. 

Recreation Program 

Proposed Decision 1 

Manage the following areas as Special Recreation 
Management Areas (RMAs): 

(1) Bonneville Salt Flats Special RMA, 30,203 
acres 

(2) Pony Express Route Special RMA, 21,120 
acres. 

(3) North Deep Creek Special RMA, 24,960 
acres. 

(4) PaYSon ~otocross Track Special RMA, 100 
acres. 
(5) Knolls Special RMA, 37,760 acres. 

These areas are shown in Figure 6. The remainder 
of the Pony Express Resource Area would be 
managed as an Extensive Recreation Manage- 
ment Area (ERMA). 

Rationale 

The purpose of RMAs is to establish a basis for 
determining priority for management and fund- 
ing, and to delineate units that will require activity 
planning. The above SRMAs are all areas where a 
commitment has been made, within the parame- 
ters of multiple use, toprovide specific recreation 
activity and experience opportunities on asustain- 
ed yield basis. These areas require a higher level 
of recreation investment and/or management than 
the ERMA requires. The ERMA possessesseveral 
other management objectives outside of recrea- 
tional use. This extensive area provides unstruc- 
tured types of recreational activities. 

Proposed Decision 2 

Designate all public land in the Resource Area as 
either open, closed, or limited for off-road vehicle 
use as follows: 

Open to ORV use 
Limited for ORV use 
Closed to ORV use 

Acres 
1,669,267 

363,439 
0 

Also see Table 8 and Figure 7 for specific re- 
source values and areas designated. 
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TABLE 8 

Off-Road Vehicle Designations 

AREAS Open Limited Closed 
(Acres) 

Utah County 
Mule DeerTrucial Winter Range 
Elk Crucial Winter Range 
Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 

t.5 rnd. radius) 
Riparian/Wetland 

(1200 feet) 

280' 
1,920' 

340' 

I,4473 

Tooele County 
Mule Deerzcial Winter Range 
Mule Deer Fawning 
Riparian Wetland Areas 
Bald Eagle Roosts 
Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 

(.5 mi.) 
Antelope Habitat (Puddle Valley) 
Elk Calving 
Critical Watershed 
Simpson Springs Campground 
No. Deep Creek Mountains 
Stansbury Mountains 
Antelope Fawning 
Mule Deer Crucial Summer Range 

45,7475 
1,070' 

43,4086 
13,575' 
10,314' 

192,8547 
6524 

34,9044 
404 

28,2608 
10,0002 

9,755' 
1,540' 

GRAND TOTALS 1,669,267 363,439 0 

1 
2 

Seasonal limitation for or anized, permitted ORV events. 
Seasonal limitation for al ORV activity. 9 

3 No organized, permitted ORV events within 1,200 feet. 
4 Limited to existing roads and trails. 
5 Stansbury Mountains: Limited to existing roads and trails 

seasonally. 
Onaqui Mountains: Limited to existing roads and trails 
yearlong. Closed seasonally to organized permitted 
events 'in Deep Creek Mountains. 

6 Rush Lake and Horseshoe Springs: Closed seasonally. 
No activity within 1,200 feet of other riparian areas. 

7 C'losed .to organized, permitted events year-round. 
8 Limited to designated roads and trails. 
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Rationale 

ORV designations are intended to protect the 
resources of the public lands, to provide the 
safety of all users of those land, and to minimize 
conflicts among the various uses of those lands. 
Limiting ORVs establishes controls to govern the 
use and operation of off-road vehicles in riparian/ 
wetland areas, crucial wildlife habitats, developed 
recreation sites, watersheds, scenic areas, or 
areas of potential safety hazards. 

Visual Resource Management 

Proposed Decision 1 

Designate visual resource management (VRM) 
classes within the Resource Area as follows (also 
see Figure 8): 

Class I 0 acres 
Class II 70,520 acres 
Class III 133,600 acres 
Class IV 1,827,126 acres 
Rehabilitation Areas 1,460 acres 

Rationale 

The VRM classes provide managers with objec- 
tives that can be applied to actions taking place 
on the public lands, Land use proposals are 
reviewed to determine whether visual impacts can 
be adequately mitigated to meet the objectives of 
the VRM classes. 

Cultural Resource Program 

Proposed Decision 1 

Cultural resources (which include historic and 
prehistoric sites, artifacts, structures or locales) 
will continue to be inventoried and evaluated on a 
case-by-case basis. Such evaluation will consider 
the impacts of any proposed project to cultural 
resources in the affected area. Stipulations will be 
attached as appropriate to assure compatibility of 
projects with management objectives for cultural 
resources. 

For existing cultural properties, a determination 
of significance will be made prior to any project 
being implemented (this may include re-recorda- 
tion and/or testing of a site). In project areas 
where resource knowledge is limited or unknown, 
both examinations of existing data and field 
inventories will be done to identify the resources 
and evaluate the significance of each (whether 
they meet the criteria of eligibility of the National 
Historic Prservation Act for nomination to the 
National Register of Historic Places). In all cases, 
new sites will be recorded using Intermountain 

Antiquities Computer System (IMACs) forms, 
and include maps and photo documentation. 

Prior to the implementation of any activity plan or 
project that may adversely affect any cultural 
resources, the Utah State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), and if necessary, the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), will be 
consulted in the determination of effect upon the 
property. Appropriate mitigation measures would 
be undertaken for any sites.determined to be 
adversely affected by the proposed project or 
plan. These measures may include, but are not 
limited to, the following: 

(1) Adjusting of the project boundaries to avoid 
impacting the sites. 

(2) Adopting methods or techniques that would 
minimize disturbance to the site and its environ- 
mental setting. 

(3) Additional testing and evaluation of the site. 

(4) Removing and relocating the cultural prop- 
erty to another appropriate location after docu- 
mentation of the property and the development of 
a management plan to maintain the historic value 
of the property. 

(5) Excavating archeological properties with a 
goal of recovering the research values of the 
properties. 

The inventory or mitigation will be directed by 
BLM cultural resource specialists or through 
contracts with individuals or institutions meeting 
professional standards. 

Rationale 

Federal law requires that we consider the effect of 
all BLM proposed, funded or licensed undertak- 
ings upon cultural resources. Regulation and 
policy have been developed to guide such 
activities. 

Proposed Decision 2 

As time and funding allow, BLM will evaluate all 
recorded sites on public lands within the Re- 
source Area and assign them to one of three man- 
agement categories, indicating availability for: 

(1) immediate scientific research, 

(2) recreation use/interpretation, or 

(3) conservation for future use. 

Rationale 

BLM has developed management categories to 
enable the manager to better manage cultural re- 
source properties. As cultural resource proper- 
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ties are identified and evaluated, current BLM 
POliCy requires that tliley be assigned to a 
category. 

Proposed Decision 3 

A monitoring plan will b,e developed for the Re- 
source Area. This plan will present a systematic 
scheme for examining significant sites over time 
to determine the causal ;agent and whether there 
is any deterioration of the sites. Steps may then be 
taken to protect the sites being damaged. 

All sites newly recorded on public lands within the 
Resource Area will be evaluated and assigned to 
one of the three management categories listed 
above. If warranted, they will also be included on 
the list of sites covered by the monitoring plan. 

Rationale 

Federal laws, regulation and policy require that 
we protect significant cultural resources (i.e. 
those which are eligible ior potentially eligible for 
inclusion on the National Register of Historic 
Places). A monitoring plan will provide BLM with 
asystematic method of checking on those signifi- 
cant sites in the Resource Area which require 
protection. BLM will then monitor any deterior- 
ation (whether human or natural causes) and de- 
velop methods to counter or halt such 
deterioration. 

Proposed Decision 41 

Following completion and management accept- 
ance of the BLM study elf predictive modeling in 
archaeological survey work, a predictive model of 
archaeological site locations shall be developed 
to provide the basis for the protection of cultural 
resources in the Pony Express Resource Area. 
The goal of the model is to identify and evaluate 
those natural environmental and physiographic 
variables by which the probability of archaeologi- 
cal site occurrence and density can be predicted. 

If the probabilityforthe occurrence of archaelogi- 
cal sites is predicted to be low for a particular 
area, an archaeological clearance may be granted 
based upon inventories done in the past. At least 
25 percent of all projects in these areas will have 
some survey to test and refine the predictive 
model. 

If the model predicts a high probability of finding 
sites within an area, acultural resource clearance 
shall be made for all surface disturbing actions on 
public lands using standlard BLM procedures. 

The model will be examined at least once every 
two years for validity and refinement. New data 
will be added and assessed at that time. 

Rationale 

As the public lands managed by the Salt Lake 
Districtarequiteextensive, it isextremelydifficult 
to comply with existing laws and regulations to 
identify and protect significant cultural re- 
sources. A predictive model would provideastatistical- 
ly valid method for aiding in the determination of 
which areas would require cultural inventory 
prior to project development. 

Proposed Decision 5 

Efforts will be undertaken on a regularand system- 
atic basis to educate the public on the values of 
preserving their historic and prehistoric heritage. 
These efforts will include informing the public of 
archaelogical data collection needs and methods 
and the Federal laws which protect cultural re- 
sources. These efforts will include, but not be 
limited to, working with the public schools to 
enhance their curriculum, providing training to 
local school teachers, providing training to mem- 
bers of the Utah State-wide Archaeological Soci- 
ety (USAS), and working with students and faculty 
from interested colleges and universities. 

Rationale 

Vandalism and inadvertent destruction of cultural 
resources on public lands is agrowing problem in 
Utah and theentire western United States. Educa- 
tion seems to be the best method to decrease site 
damage. As people acquire knowledge of the 
values of archeological resources, they acquire a 
sense of ownership of the resource which results 
in a desire to protect it. Those who wish to profit 
from such vandalism may be deterred by know- 
ledge of the laws which protect the sites. Over 80 
percent of Utah’s population is within the Salt 
Lake District. Through our educational efforts, 
BLM is in a position to have a positive effect upon 
cultural resource protection throughout the state. 

Proposed Decision 6 

A sensitivity map will be developed for the Re- 
source Area which will depict the geological 
formations and areas with known potential to 
contain important paleontological resources. 
Should a proposed surface-disturbing project be 
within an area of high sensitivity for palentolog- 
gical resources, the State paleontologist will be 
consulted prior to the issuance of a decision. 

Rationale 

The State of Utah has a wealth of significant 
paleontological resources. This map would allow 
resource specialist to better consider potential 
impacts. 
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Areas of Criticial Environmental 
Concern 

Proposed Decision 1 

Approximately 30,203 acres of the Bonneville Salt 
Flats in Tooele County will continue to be manag- 
ed as an ACEC. The following areas also would be 
designated as ACECs: 

Horseshoe Springs(760 acres) 

Norfh Sfansbury MOlJtlfi3if?S( 10,000 acres). 

This area would be designated as an ACEC only if 
Congress does not clesignate the area for 
wilderness. 

Norfh Deep Creek Mountains(28,260 acres). This 
area would be designated as an ACEC only if 
Congress does not designate the area for 
wilderness. 

Figure 5 shows the proposed ACECs and the 
Bonneville Salt Flats ACEC. Table 9 shows the 
management prescriptions for each area. 
Rationale 

The Deep Creek Mountains are a unique “island 
ecosystem” within the Ejasin and Range Province. 
The special worth of these mountains rests on 
many outstanding features, including scenic, re- 
creation, watershed, bristlecone pine, cultural/ 
historical values, and bighorn sheep. These moun- 
tains are being evaluated for possible inclusion in 
the National Wilderness System. 

The unique character of the Deep Creek Moun- 
tains compared to all others in the PERA makes 
them of regional importance. The extensive num- 
ber of sensitive resources present satisfy the 
relevance criterion and justify the need for special 
management to protect against irreparable dam- 
age. If the Deep Creek Nlountains are not designat- 
ed as wilderness, BLM feels that the area has 
sufficiently important quality to be recommended 
for ACEC designation. 

The unique saline plains of the Bonneville Salt 
Flats (BSF) have been intensively managed for 
the past few decades for high speed automobile 
testing and racing. A Recreation Area Manage- 
ment Plan was completed in 1977 and revised in 
1985. In 1985, 30,203 acres of the BSF were also 
designated as an ACEC to perpetuate and protect 
the valuesand resources of the area. Objectives of 
the plan are to (a) preserve the unique visual, 
historic and geological resources, (b) minimize 
and manage mineral uses and other surface 
disturbing activities to avoid resource damage, 
(c) coordinate management of the BSF ACEC 

with other landowners and (d) recognize and 
manage racing and filming activities on the Salt 
Flats. 

The BSF contain three “relevant” resources. 

The salt’s potential for land speed racing was 
recognized ,in 1896 and has become known as the 
“world’sfastest mile.“Thousandsof records have 
been set there. 

Unique vistas are offered by the contrast between 
the white salt flats and a distant blue horizon 
broken only by various mountains. The BSF are 
rated as a Class A Scenic Quality Unit. The VRM 
resources were designated Class II. 

The BSFare a unique area, directed by geophysi- 
cal processes that are highly sensitive to interrup- 
tion by human activity. The area is estimated to 
have once covered 96,000 acres of crystalline salt, 
but presently covers about 30,000 acres. 

Because of their sensitivity and unique character, 
the BSFareanationallyand internationallysignif- 
icant resource and meet importance and rele- 
vance criteria for an ACEC. 

The southern part of the Stansbury Mountains 
has been designated as a U.S Forest Service wil- 
derness area (Deseret Peak Wilderness). The 
northern portion, comprised of 10,480 acres of 
contiguous public land, is being evaluated for 
possible wilderness designation. The main values 
found in the range are remoteness, watershed, 
varied topography, scenic quality, geologic val- 
ues, and vegetative diversity. 

If the northern portion of the Stansbury Moun- 
tains is not designated as wilderness, BLM feels 
that the area has sufficiently important qualities 
to be recommended for ACEC designation. 

Horseshoe Springs is located in the north end of 
Skull Valley about seven miles south of U.S. 
Interstate 80. The springs are comprised of several 
interconnected ponds and channeled streams 
that cumulatively provide several acres of water 
area and adjacent wetland habitat. 

The Horseshoe Springs area has potential for 
ACEC management to recognize and protect 
unique springs and wetlands. The Horseshoe 
Springs wetland complex covers a significant 
amount of acreage and is unique to an otherwise 
dry region. The springs are warm enough to 
remain open throughout the winter months. This 
makes the springs complex very valuable as a 
winter water source. The area is a popular recrea- 
tion site for off-road vehicle use, birdwatching, 
hunting, fishing, and camping. The springs and 
wetland complex area are a concentrated nesting 
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Lands 

Minerals 

Soil, Water, Air 

Range 

TABLE 9 
MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTION 

FOR 
AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

NORTH DEEP CREEK MOUNTAINS NORTH STANSBURY MOUNTAINS 

Unavailable for ownership 
adjustments. 
Evaluation for possible 
withdrawal action. 

Unavailable for ownership Unavailable for ownership 
adjustments. adjustment. 

Fluid mineral leasing 
category 3. 
(No surface occupancy) 

Same as North Deep Creek 
Mountains. 

Soil managed to maintain 
productivity and tolerable 
erosion levels. 
Water ouality will be 
maintained or improved. 
Manage riparian, wetlands and 
other water sources for 
multiple, purpose uses. 
Air quality maintained or 
improved, coordination with 
State on air quality, 
classification for special 
concerns such as an ACEC. 

Same as North Deep Creek 
Mountains. 

'HORSESHOE SPRINGS 

Fluid mineral leasing 
Category 2. 
(Special stipulations) 

Same as Deep Creek Mountains. % 
Manage wetlands for multiple-use. 0 

Intensive management of 
riparian habitat, 

B 

Preserve and protect wetlands. it 
Water right acquisition. u 

m 

Continue grazing at active 
preference levels on Ibapah, 
Overland Canyon, and Sixmile 
Allotments. 

Continue grazing at active Wetland protection through 
preference levels on grazing systems use restrictions 
Stansbury Mountain, and fencing if appropriate. 
Stansbury Broad Canyon, 
Lone Rock, Timpe NW 
Grantsville, Salt Mountain 
Allotments. 



. ..* *..r ^ C. wilalire & risheries 

Recreation 

% 

Visual Resources 

Forestry 

Transportation 
& Utility Corridors 

TABLE 9 (Continued) 
MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTION 

FOR 
AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

NORTH DEEP CREEK MOUNTA-INS 

Continue to cooperate with 
UDWR to reintroduce bighorn 
sheep. 
Continue to provide forage 
for bighorn sheep and 
mule deer. 
Improve crucial habitats 
for wildlife. 
Seasonal closures for crucial 
habitats. 

Cooperate with UDWR to 
reintroduce bighorn sheep. 
Improve crucial habitats 
for wildlife. 
Seasonal closures for 
crucial habitats. 
Reviseiexpand present hlP. 

North Deep Creek Special 
Management Areas. 
Limited off-road vehicle 
designation. 

Limited off-road vehicle 
designation. 

Surrounding foothills Class III. Surrounding foothills 
Mountain area Class II. Class III. 

No harvest of saw timber or 
pinyon pine except for 
management purposes. 

Avoidance area for VRM Class II 
and Class III. 
Slopes greater than 30%. 
Rights-of-way on ridge tops and 
narrow drainages. 

NORTH STANSBURY MOUNTAINS 

Mountain ridgetop areas 
Class II. 

No harvest of saw timber 
or pinyon pine except for 
management purposes. 

Same as North Deep Creek 
Mountains. 

HORSESHOE SPRINGS 

Seasonai ciosures for cruciai 
habitats. 
Prepare HMP. 
Protect historical range for 
peregrine falcon reintroduction. 
Improve, maintain, and expand 
those areas suitable for waterfowl 
and shorebird habitat. 

- - 
Limited off-road designations. Limited off-road designations. 
No organized recreational No organized recreational H H 
activities within waterfowl activities within waterfowl 
habitat. habitat. 

g g 
;El ;El 

Class IV 

N/A 

Not within 1,200 feet of 
riparian habitat. 
Not within waterfowl habitat. 



and feeding area for ducks and other species of 
birds. The area is a historic use area for the 
endangered peregrine falcon and with reintroduc- 
tion likely would be used again. 

The importance and sensitivity of the spring 
complex warrant ACE:C designation. 

Forestry Program 

Proposed Decision 1 

No harvest of saw timber for commercial or 
individual use shall not be allowed anywhere on 
public land within thle Pony Express Resource 
Area except for maintenance practices such as 
thinning, disease control, wildlife improvements, 
and watershed enhancement. 

The harvest of pinyon pine for use as Christmas 
trees, either commercially or individually, shall be 
at the discretion of the Authorized Officer. These 
stands will be managed as outlined in the Utah 
Supplemental Guidance: Management of Wood- 
land Resources. 

No wood products of any kind may be harvested 
from public land withiin the areas recommended 
for designation as wilderness. This decision will 
not prohibit thinning of trees for management 
purposes, i.e., habitat: improvement, watershed, 
or riparian zone protection, as approved by the 
State Director on a case-by-case basis. 

Harvest of firewood, fence posts and Christmas 
trees shall not be authorized in crucial deer winter 
range dlJring the period of December 1 to April 30. 

All other areas of juniper forest on public land 
within the Pony Express Resource Area shall 
remain open to harvesting of firewood, fence 
posts, Christmas trees or any other juniper pro- 
ducts as defined in the Tooele County Woodland 
Management Plan and the Utah Supplemental 
Guidance: Management of Woodland Resources. 

Rationale 

Limited amounts and inaccessibility of saw tim- 
ber in the Resource Area make it uneconomical 
for commercial or individual harvest. The use of 
pinyon pine for Christmas trees must be limited in 
order to manage the small areas of pinyon pine for 
continued productivity in the Resource Area. 

It is BLM policy that no woodland harvests occur 
in WSAs. 

In order to protect deer during the crucial winter- 
ing period, some areas will be closed to woodland 
products harvest. 

The majority of the Resource Area is open to 
woodland products lharvest as outlined in the 

PROPOSED RMP 

Tooele County Woodland Management Plan. 

Transportation and Utility 
Corridors 

Proposed Decision 1 

Transportation and Utility corridors over public 
land are not designated under FLPMA Section 
503 because land ownership patterns make cor- 
ridor designations impractical. Future proposals 
for major, rights-of-way such as pipelines, large 
powerlines and permanent improved roads will, 
to the extent practical, utilize identified corridors 
and rights-of-way as shown in Figure 10. Other- 
wise, a planning amendment and appropriate 
environmental analysis will be required. Pro- 
posals that are not considered major may be sited 
outside existing corridors and rights-of-way after 
demonstrating that locating within a corridor or 
right-of-way is not viable. In all cases, the utiliza- 
tion of rights-of-way in common shall be con- 
sidered whenever possible. Rights-of-way, 
whether within or outside a corridor, will avoid 
the following areas to the maximum extent 
possible: 

(1) lands within 0.5 mile of sage grouse strutting 
grounds if the disturbance would adversely im- 
pact the effectiveness of the lek. 

(2) lands within 1200 feet of riparian/aquatic 
habitats. 

(3) lands within VRM Class II and III areas. 

(4) lands within WSAs. 

(5) lands where an above-ground right-of-way 
would be an obvious visual or physical intrusion 
such as ridge tops or narrow drainages. 

(6) lands with slopes greater than 30 percent. 

(7) lands with known or suspected hazardous 
materials. 

In addition, construction activities would not be 
allowed within the crucial seasons and habitats 
for mule deer, elk, pronghorn, bald eagles, and 
other raptors. 

Exceptions may be permitted based on considera- 
tion of the following criteria: 

a type and need for facility proposed and 
economic impact of facility, 

0 conflicts with other resource values and 
uses, and 

a availability of alternative routes and/or miti- 
gation measures. 
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Rationale 

Section 503 of the Federal Land Policy and Man- 
agement Act of 1976 states, 
“In order to minimize adverse environmental im- 
pacts and the proliferation of separate rights-of- 
way, the utilization of rights-of-way in common 
shall be required to the extent practical...” BLM’s 
intention is to make every reasonable effort when 
considering right-of-way proposals.to avoid envi- 
ronmentallysensitiveareas and to meet the needs 
of the local populace aiid other users. 

Fire Management 

Proposed Decision 1 

All wildfires on public land will receive some level 
of suppression. The authorized officer has the 
responsibility to determine the intensity of the 
suppression effort to meet the overall protection 
objective to put thefireout with minimum suppres- 
sion cost and minimal losses, consistent with 
management objectives. 

All facilities, structures or developments that are 
susceptible to fire darrlage will receive intensive 
suppression. The primary objective with this level 
of suppression is to prevent loss of life, property, 
or unacceptable resource damage. All other pub- 
lic lands in the Resource Area will be considered 
conditional suppression. On these lands the inten- 
sity of suppression actions is not fixed and will 
vary with the conditions occurring at the time of 
start. These conditional suppression areas will be 
managed on a least cos;t plus resource loss basis. 
In theseareas, the full spectrum of intensities is to 
be considered and the determination on which 
intensity level to initiate suppression is based on 
the conditions at the time. 

Objectives for fire management are planned re- 
sults which can more than likely be attained and 
are categorized by vegetation type. Many factors 
influence these objectives including vegetation 
(fuel) type, rate of spread, travel distance involved 
with initial attack, historic fire occurrence, fire 
weather, and availability of fire suppression re- 
sources to name just a few. There are other 
opportunities to lessen the acres burned, but 
budget restraints have limited their implementa- 
tion. They include green stripping, blacklining, 
additional engines at all field stations, and the 
construction of an additional field station in 
southern Skull Valley. BLM will prebare vegeta- 
tion modification plans for Skull Valley and Puddle 
Valley to reduce wildfire and attempt to stop or 
reverse the cheatgrass conversion cycle. 

BLM can, however expect some fire occurrence in 
the Resource Area and, due to current field 
station location and mix of equipment, anticipate 
some loss of vegetation. If the acres identified in 
the objectives are exceeded and resource dam- 
age occurs, the above mentioned methods to 
lessen acres burned may be implemented. 

The following objectives are tied to vegetation 
types per fire occurrence and are common for all 
periods of the year: 

(1) In the desert shrub/saltbush vegetation type 
confine fires to 100 acres. 

(2) In the sagebrush/perennial grass vegetation 
type, including areas of juniper invasion, confine 
fires to 300 acres. 

(3) In the juniper vegetation type, confine fires 
to 200 acres. 

(4) In the annual vegetation type, confine fires 
to 300 acres. 

(5) Under burning conditions which would 
threaten to sterilize soil, confine all fires in all 
vegetation types to 50 acres. 

(6) Where threatened and endangered plants 
are present, design wildfire control msasures to 
protect the species. 

Five additional vegetation types are, not covered 
by these objectives. Fire occurrence within these 
types has been minimal and should be evaluated 
on an individual basis by the resource advisor. 
Objective 5 would still apply to these vegetation 
types. 

Prescribed fire will be used as a resource man- 
agement tool. Figure 11 indicates the fire man- 
agement and use ares in Tooele County. Pre- 
scribed burns within theareas will be used toalter 
vegetation for the benefit of watershed, livetock 
grazing and/or wildlife habitat. The areas select- 
ed for prescribed burning will have the potential 
for natural revegetation. 

Rationale 

BLM policy requires a fire management program 
that identifies conditional suppression areas and 
provides thresholds for allowable burned acre- 
ages for various vegetation types. 

Costs of implementation 

The costs of implementing the proposed RMP 
would generally approximate the current operat- 
ing budget of about $500,000 per year. There 
would, however, be some increased costs aSSOCia- 
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ted with implementation and management of the 
plan. Additional costs from more intensive man- 
agement of some proglrams would occur in the 
following areas: 

(1) Administrative costs of ACECs and special 
recreation management areas. 

(2) Allotment Management Plan (AMP) develop- 
ment, and on-the-ground management. 

(3) Habitat Management Plan (HMP) develop- 
ment and on-the-ground management. 

(4) Design and construction of proposed range, 
wildlife and watershed developments, including 
vegetation and riparian treatments. 

(5) Supervision of livestock useand monitoring 
and evaluation of proposals once they have been 
implemented. 

(6) Implementation and management of ORV 
designations. 

These additional cclsts would total about 
$130,000, bringing the total annual budget re- 
quired to implement and manage the plan to 
about $630,000 in today’s dollars. 
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The Final Environmental 
Impact Statement 

Introduction 

This portion of the document is the Final Environ- 
mental Impact Statement. It contains the com- 
ments on the Draft RMP/EIS and BLM’s re- 
sponses to those comments, It also contains the 
revisions and corrections of the Draft RMP/EIS. 

Consultation and Coordination 

Federal, State, and Local agencies involved in 
preparation of the Proposed RMP through con- 
sultation and coordination are identified on page 
207 of the Draft RMP. 

Coordination in Review of the Draft 
RMP/EIS 

The Draft Pony Express Resource Management 
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement was 
filed with the Environmental Protection Agency 
on May 13, 1988. Its availability and the time and 
place for three public open houses were an- 
nounced in the Federal Register on May 6,1985. A 
news release was also issued to notify interested 
people about the comment period on the Draft 
RMP/EIS. August 15, 1988 was the deadline for 
submission of written comments. The list of 
agencies, organizations, and individuals who re- 
ceived copies of the Draft RMP/EIS is available for 
review at the Salt Lake District Office 

Public open houses were held June 28 at Provo 
and Tooele, and June 29 at Wendover to explain 
the contents of the Draft RMP/EIS and the pro- 
cess for commenting. 

All written comments were reviewed for consider- 
ation in preparation of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS. Those comments which presented new 
data, questioned the facts or analysis presented, 
or raised questions or issues which related direct- 
ly to the scope of the Draft RMP and EIS have 
been given a response. Testimonies or letters 
which were general or simply indicated a pre- 
ference for an alternative have been included in 
this document but were not given a response. 
Comments which were received too late for in- 
clusion in the Final EIS will be given considera- 
tion in the decision-making process 

A30-day protest period will be provided for public 
protests on the Proposed Plan and Final EIS. If no 
protests are received, a formal Record of Decision 

will be issued following completion of the 30-day 
period. 

The Proposed RMP is consistent with the plans 
and policies of Utah County. It may not be 
consistent with some of the plans and policies of 
Tooele County. Areas of inconsistency include 
ORV designations, proposals for ACECS in the 
North Stansbury and North Deep Creek Moun- 
tains, criteria which BLM would follow in doing 
land exchanges, and overlap by a proposed Spe- 
cial Recreation Management Area on 7,700 acres 
designated by the County for possible future 
siting of hazardous waste disposal facilities. 

BLM learned of the County’s concerns after the 
close of the comment period, and therefore, 
sufficient time was not available to resolve the 
concerns without significant delay in completing 
the plan. BLM will work with the Countyto resolve 
inconsistenciesas the plan is implemented, moni- 
tored and maintained. Plan amendments will be 
considered as necessary. 

Comment Letters 

Letters commenting on the Draft RMP/EIS were 
received from the following organizations and 
individuals. (Letters listed in the order they were 
received.) 

Letter 
Number CommentorlSignature 

8 
9 

10 
11 

12 Utah Farm Bureau Federation / Christy 
13 Mr. and Mrs. 8. N. Allen / Allen 
14 Reilly - Wendover / Fendt, Wadsworth 
15 Douglas E. Larson, Calvin E. Olsen / 

16 
17 
18 
19 

20 
21 

U.S. Bureau of Mines / Williams 
State of Utah, Division of State History / 

Powell 
Amax, Magnesium / Brown 
Doyle Berry / Berry 
South Shore Farms / McMullin 
Utah Petrolium Association / Peacock 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service / Ruesink 
Utah Salt Flats Racing Association / West 
Dorothy Wiskowski, Ronald Weber / 

Wiskowski, Weber 
U.S. Geological Survey / Devine 
State of Utah, Division of Environmental 

Health / Reichart 

Larson, Olsen 
Tooele Army Depot / Tateyama 
Tooele County / Pitt 
Utah Wildlife Federation / Sackett 
U.S. Department of Health and Human 

Services / Andlison 
Sierra Club, Utah Chapter / Lukez 
Tooele County Industrial Development 

Corporation / Tate 
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22 

23 
24 
25 
26 

27 
26 

29 

30 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

State of Utah ‘- Office of the Governor / 
Bangerter 

Utah Nature Study Society / Hovingh 
Tooele Couni:y Historical Society / Miller 
Daniel Dreak / Dreak 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency / 

DeSpain 
Newall A. Johnson / Johnson 
Tooele County Wildlife Federation / 

Ekenstam 
Geological Research Service / 

Palmer, Johnston 
National Park Service / Strait 

The following section contains copies of all 
letters received along with the responses to 
comments. 

64 



Comment Letter 1 

United States Department of the lnterlor d l&fir 
BUREAUOFMINES - 

'-s % 
7.0. aox *SW6 

BlnLoMC 20. OLHVErl FEDERAL CEHfeR 
DENVER. COLOLADO 8OP2S 

Intermountain Field Operations Center 

June 10. 1988 

1.1 

Memorandum 

To: Howard Hedrlck. Pony Express Resource Area Manager. Bureau of Land 
Managercent. 2370 South 2300 Nest. Salt Lake City, Utah 84119 

From: Chief. Inter-mountain Field Operations Center 

Subject: Review of Draft Pony Express Resource Management Plan (RI(P) 
/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

As requested, Bureau of Hines personnel have reviewed the subject draft 
resource management plan/environmental impact statement for involvement with 
mineral resources and industry. 

The document. prepared by the Bureau of land Management. Salt Lake City 
District. discusses resource management plans on approximately 2 million acres 
of public land administered by the Bureau of land Management in Tooele. Utah, 
and Salt Lake Counties. 

Blnerals are discussed on pages 72-74 by the categories: fluid, solid leas- 
able, locatable. and salable. Overall, we were pleased to note that mineral 
resources and producing operations are adequately dlscussed. A survey of our 
files. however, indicates that salt resources occur along the southern boundar, 
of the Great Salt Lake, northwest of Stansbury Park, Tooele County, and a 
uranium resource occurs in the West Mountain area, Uta 

?- 
County. We suggest 

these two resources be added to the mineral section of the subject report. 
Thank you for the opportunity to coresent. 

f.cYfjl?i!??ochran 

Response to Letter 1 

1.1 The change you recommended has been made. See Revisions and Corrections 
for page 73. 



2.1 

2.2 

Comment Letter 2 

~e~rrmentofCommun~tyandEconom~cDNelopmenl 
\",I"," " ParuM!a 

-*_I- 
%4x,, hr", -R~G'v& 

,*lm*" %a.Lr~C"r uu"~LIo~-~mJ 

:*ne 20. T9B6 

Hr. John H. Stephenson 
Acting District Manager 
Bureau of Land Uanageraent 
Salt Lake District Office 
2370 Sooth 2300 West 
Salt Lake City. Utah 84119 

RE: Draft Pony Express Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statemen: 
(SAI UTBB0524-070) 

In Reply Please Refer to Case No. 1224 

Dear Mr. Stephenson: 

The staff of the Utah State Hlstorlc Preservation Office appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on the draft verrlon of the Pony Express Resource 
Management Plan and Envlronrnental Impact Statement. Our office offers the 
following coaaaents. 

We note that a sensitivity map has been provided for paleontology. Our office 
feels that a similar sensitivity map. depicting the sensitivity zones for 
cultural resources within the Pony Express Resource Area. might be a good idea 

The preferred alternative, or alternative nuder 2. appears to consider 
cultural resources In an adequate manner. Under this alternative there will 
be a disposal of fifty tracts of land coraprislng 9,OBB acres. Our office Is 
concerned about the appropriate treatment of cultural resources on these 
tracts of land prior to their removal from public ownership. Under 36 CFR 
800.4. the Bureau of Land Management IS responsible for Identifying historic 
properties. and then In assessing the effects of any BLH-sponsored 
undertakings on these historic properties. which Is covered under 36 CFR 
800.5. The deflnltion for an undertaking under 36 CFR 800.2(o) Is -Any 
project, activity or program that can result In changes in the character or 
use of a historic property.' Thts means that any project which Is under the 
direct or indirect jurisdiction of a federal agency that will affect historic 
properties. must consider their effect upon historic properties. Our office 
considers the transfer of public land Into private ownership an undertaklng in 
which any historic properties on those tracts of land could be adversely 
affected. We would hope that the Pony Express Resource Area would consider 
the effects on historic properties for any transfer of public lands. 

.l 

1.2 

Response to Letter 2 

A sensitivity map for cultural Fesources is not proposed. Currently, 
the district archeologist makes a determination of sensitivity based 
upon personal knowledge of the known resources. As mentioned on several 
occasions by the SHPO's staff, this method is not backed by a valid 
statistical sample of the entire Resource Area. 
intend to put such a map on paper. 

Therefore, we do not 
BLM is currently engaged in a study 

of predictive modeling and its applicability on public lands. 
study is completed, the Salt Lake District will follow its 

When this 

recommendations in developing a predictive model for the Pony Express 
Resource Area. 
a formal map. 

Until that time, we believe that it is best not to have 

We agree with your comment that the transfer of public land into private 
ownership is an undertaking as defined by 36 CFR 800. 

As proposed in this document, cultural resource management would be the 
same under all of the alternatives. The management set forth (pages 
50-51 of the Draft RMPKIS) is the same as the procedure now followed, 
and is in compliance with 36 CFR 800. Prior to disposal of any parcels 
of public land. BLM will assess the effects of that action upon any 
cultural resources. In many (most) cases, this will mean that a 
cultural resources inventory will be caapleted as part of the project 
assessment. 
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3.1 

Comment Letter 3 

*#am Mapnerlum 2% N&n *200 well 
a”LLXeC4 Utah&d116 
(yll.5~.2013 
TLX6111e64 AYAX “I 

!une 29. 1988 

:ennis Oaks. Team Leader 
jalt Lake District Office 
2370 South 2300 West 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84119 

‘Rat- Mr. Oaks, ‘Rar Mr. Oaks, 

WX Hagnesfum Is the largest private employer and tax payer in Tooele County. WX Hagnesfum Is the largest private employer and tax payer in Tooele County. 
ie have over 55,000 acres of solar ponds in the Stansbury basin and have just ie have over 55,000 acres of solar ponds in the Stansbury basin and have just 
zcmpleted an additional 60,CxlO acre solar pond operation in the west desert zcmoleted an additional 6O.CxlO acre solar pond operation in the west desert 
-orth of Knolls. Utah. -orih of Knolls. Utah. We.currently employee over 500 employees and contri- We currently employee over 500 employees and contri- 
:ute nearly lOO+ million dollars annually to the Utah economy. :ute nearly lOO+ million dollars annually to the Utah economy. 

:x9X has made a tremendous financial canitment to this area and is extremely :x9X has made a tremendous financial canitment to this area and is extremely 
concerned that the DubliC lands which it presently occupies be managed In a concerned that the DubliC lands which it presently occupies be managed In a 
Tanner consistent with its investment and'the public good. 

de have reviewed the draft P.E.R.W.P./E.I.S. and AMAX Magnesium Corporation 
,44X) would like to submit the following camkents for your consideration In 

!eveloping the final working plan for the Pony Express Resource Area: 

2. 

3.2 

3.3 
I 

_. AJ4aX prefers and strongly recommends the sale-of parcel 10 lands to MX 
as referenced in alternative 3 in Table 2-l and figure 2-17 (Lands 
Identified for Disposal). This parcel as described contains the lands 
covered under the AMAX Magnesium Right-of-way 11154897. We feel the sale 
of these lands to AMAX Magnesium would meet all the criteria of FLPlbA 
Section 203. The sale would most importantly meet the publfc and 
econcmic needs of Tooele County. Sale of the parcel 10 lands to NAX 
would enhance private use and further industrialization of the area in a 
manner consistent with current and future planned uses. We further 
recomnend this concept be adopted in your most preferred alternative 
number two (2). 

Chapter 3 page 73 makes no mention of the AMAX Magnesium Knolls Solar 
Evaporation Ponds System in the Solid Leasable Minerals sectlon. APIRX 
diverts minerals to BLM lands and extracts them. Our current ROY tU54897 
provides for operation of a solar ponds system which deposits minerals on 
these lands,which may very well be utilized by ANAX in future economic 
ventures. We therefore feel AMRX should be listed as an operating entity 
with rights to these solid leasable minerals. Ye also feel AIlAX should 
be listed as a major contributor to the Tooele County econcmy on page 
110. 

3.1 

3.2 

3.3 

Response to Letter 3 

In this case, public objectives as discussed in 203 of FLPMA are being 
met with a right-of-way instead of through land sale. Since this parcel 
is over 2.500 acres in size, the sale would require special 
Congressional approval (Section 203(c) FLPMA). 

According to our proposed plan the public lands in question could be 
dispos 
Lands % 

d of through an exchan e of the criteria outlined in Proposed 
ecision 3 were met. I? an applicant offered lands in an exchange 

which were valuable to BLM programs, BLM could make a determination that 
public interest would be well served by the exchange. 

Your right-of-way U-54897 gives you the right to use the surface for 
evaporation ponds only. Since water from the West Desert Pumping 
Project is being utilized for your operation, any mineral leases would 
be issued by the State of Utah. Your right-of-way does not give Amax 
the right to any Federal subsurface mineral resources (i.e. brines) 
without a mineral lease from BLM. 

Your comment is noted. A change will be made. See Revisions and 
Corrections for page 110. 



3.5 

3.6 

Comment Letter 3 Response Letter 3 

PM&X is concerned with the open designation of Its leased lands for use 
by off road vehicles (Reference Figure 2-12). This designation should 
be changed to a closed designation to protect lives and property and to 
avoid interference with operations at the solar evaporation ponds. Use 
of ORV's is not compatible with the current use of these lands. 

AMRX is concerned about the 'Category 1 - Standard Stipulations* of its 
leased lands and ask that you review this classification to ensure our 
leased lands are adequately protected. Experience and c-n sense tell 
us that mineral exploration and operation within a solar pond system 
would not be caapatible use of the lands. 

AhAX requests that the remainder of the Aw\X ROY 11154897 lands be 
withdrawn along with those proposed in Figure 2-14 (Proposed Mineral 
Hithdrawals) until such time as the BLM decides to sell the lands. The 
remainder of AMRX's leased lands in this area are as canpatible as all 
other lands Identffied for withdrawal in this scenario. Addition Of 
these lands would more accurately reflect the true use of the public 
lands for industrial development. 

The draft P.E.R.M.P./E.I.S. is a very good analysis of the potential uses and 
subsequent effects on a vast. but fragile environment. He feel that with 
adoption of our suggestions and requests, that the plan will successfully meet 
the needs of all those interested in managing the area in a successful manner. 

Sincerely, 

Vice President 
Aw\X Magnesium Corporation 

cc: R. Crosser 
0. Delcour 
J. Todd 
Il. Hi1 klnson 

3.4 

3.5 

3.6 

BLM recognized that ORV use in Tooele County has been growing steadily 
for the past decade. Subseouent growth trends have raised much 
controversy over resource impairments and use conflicts. 

More detailed study on this issue needs to be performed. BLM will be 
conducting an ORV-Designation Planning Amendment to this RMP starting 
this fall. An overall plan on a county-wide basis is scheduled with 
opportunity for full comment and participation by users and affected 
parties. 
issue. 

At that time, BLM would appreciate your comments on the 
Final designations will provide ORV users with areas for use and 

eliminate serious adverse effects or safety concerns through limitations 
or closures of other areas. 

See Decision 2 under the Fluid Minerals Program, Item 6. 

BLM is charged with the responsibility to keep apprised of State and 
local government resource management programs, and assure that 
consideration is given to those state and local plans that are germane 
to the development of land use plans for public lands (Section 20219) 
FLPMAl. 

Tooele County has designated the area of the proposed withdrawal as a 
future industrial development area. BLM will work in support of this 
proposed use and manage the public lands in a manner consistent with 
this designation. 

The lands in your area of concern are currently withdrawn from mining 
claim location. BLM proposes to revoke part or all of that withdrawal 
within the next year. At this point, it does not seem necessary to keep 
the public lands in U-54897 withdrawn. 



Comment Letter 4 Response to Letter 4 

4.1 The multiple-use management decisions included as Appendix 1A of the 
Draft RMP/EIS identify 38,000 acres which have potential for land 3: 
treatment. This includes 3,800 acres in the Government Creek 
allotment. Maintenance of existing land treatments is accomplished 
under BLM's range management program. The availability of funding is z 
critical and projects are prioritized among other projects in the 
Resource Xrea. F 

Grazing systems included in Allotment Management Plans and Multiple-Use 
Management Plans assure proper use and management of the treated areas E 

and the allotment as a whole. Proper management allows for the 
establishment of seeded species within the treated areas and slows the 9 
reinvasion of the less desirable plant species into the treated areas. 
All projects are done with multiple-use consideration to improve 2 
wildlife habitat, watershed conditions and grazing capacity. 

2 

?i 

2 

.,, ,. ,. 



Comment Letter 5 

June 27, 1988 

D.,..abll, s8F ,.rnA Yz,nroPmPn~ ““.-“” -- I_.._ .._.._=_.-_. _- 
salt Lake District Office 
2370 South 2300 West 
Salt Lake City, UT 84119-9908 

Re: Pony Express RRP/EIS 

Dear Gentlepersons: 

Please accept this comment to the Pony ExpreSS RHP/EIS. 

This comment is directed toward the treatment of Parcel 80 and is 
intended to support the recommendation of the preferred 
alternative with respect to that land. 

Parcel 80 has a common boundary on its north side with land Owned 
by South Shore Farms. South Shore Farms is a Utah general 
partnership which is engaged in raising fruit, cherries, peaChe8r 
nectarines, and apples. Parcel 80 is the northwest quarter of 
Section 15, Township 8 South, Range 1 East, SLR. South Shore 
Farms owns about 500 acres of land located in Sections 9 and 10 
just to the north of Section 15. 

South Shore acquired the land it owns in those sections in 1975. 
The South Shore land is located on the shore of Otah Lake. Xucb 
of it was included in the Strawberry Hater Project and was 
irrigated with water delivered through Lateral 34 of the original 
project. 

Because of difficulties in delivering water and also because Of 
the difficulty involved in flood irrigating the land, water cease 
to be delivered to it in the late 1930s and early 1940s. 

The comments which follov are intended to indicate the 
environmental changes which likely will take place if Parcel 80 i 
disposed of by the Onited States. 

South Shore’s land vas used for the grazing of sheep until 1975. 
After purchasing it in 1975, South Shore Paras commenced faming 

.in 1976. Approximately 10,000 fruit trees were planted in 1976 



Comment Letter 5 

Bureau of Land Management 
June 27, 1988 
Page 2 

and planting has continued until about 400 acres have been planted 
with an approximate total of 65,000 trees. 

When work commenced on the land in 1976, there was, other than 
sage brush bUBheS, a single vtllow bush on the 500 acres. 

In trying to recall what bird and animal life inhabited the land 
at the time of its purchase, we can recall a single hen pheasant 
and migratory blue birds and some crows. Ue don’t recall any 
other birds at the time we commenced preparing the land in the 
spring of 1976, though doubtlessly there vere some. Neither do ve 
remember any animals other than cotton tail8 and jack rabbits. 

The orchards that have been planted have attracted birds in 
profusion. From early spring until just before the hunting season 
commences there are mourning doves by the hundreds. They nest in 
the trees and at the edges of the ground cover between the rows of 
trees. The hunting season is well chosen because the doves leave 
in the period just preceding it. 

The pheasant population in the orchard varies. The last five 
years the ground has been covered with snov for significant 
periods of time. During those times hawks take.a heavy toll on 
the pheasants and the pheasant population suffers.. This year 
there are quite a fev birds in evidence. We see marsh hawks, red 
tail hawks and two other varieties of hawks that I am not sure 
of. We see crovs in the spring that nest in the cliffs above the 
orchard, Xestrels are present but their number vary. Western 
TanagerS, Bullock’s orioles , fly catchers, robins, meadow larks, 
shrikes, woodpeckers, chuckars , swallows, night hawks, and owls 
are some of tbe birds which visit the property which vere 
unnoticed before the orchards were planted. 

Skunks are valuable animals to horticultirists. Their population 
varies, two years ago they were plentiful, now they are scarce. 
We sea blow snakes fairly frequently and occasionally see 
rattlesnakes. The skunks and snakes eat mice. 
of horticultiristb. 

nice are enemies 

desert foxes. 
Over the past few years we have seen several 

Until recently a badger lived on the land, he has 
moved to neighboring land. 

We believe that our farming activities have contributed to 
increases in almost all of the above birds and animals except 
perhaps for the rattlesnakes. We have been unable to convince our 
employees of the value of rattlesnakes to the orchard operation. 

Parcel 80 was used for grazing sheep in the past. 
the native grasses are left. 

Very little of 
Some tufts appear under clumps of 



Comment Letter 5 

Bureau of Land Management 
June 27, 1988 
Page 3 

sagebrush. Except where the soil has been protected by sagebrush, 
the top inch or two Inches of loamy top soil has been eroded. 
Exceptwhere protected by sagebrush, the exposed top soil consists 

. . ..___.. mostiy of a fine pebbiy gravei or in som* instances, of an exposmo 
barren clay soil. 

Where we farm, we irrigate with either drip irrigation devices, 
spitters or mini-sprinklers. The way we irrigate taken together 
with the method which we use to plant trees has almost totally 
prevented erosion from water. 

In order to plant trees with a mechanical tree planter, we have 
found it necessary to rip the soil with a ripper attached to-a 
tractor. Our rows of trees are, as much as possible, planted at 
right angles to the slope of the land. Our rows are either 16 or 
18 feet apart. Thus, in a heavy storm or when snow melts rapidly, 
the flow of water is interrupted each 16 or 18 feet and the water 
is caught in the depression caused by the ripping of the soil. 
The result is that the vater maves laterally inthe depression and 
rarely crosses the open area between rows of trees. 

Rorticultirists need a ground cover between rows of treea. Ground 
cover is encouraged by the irrigation of the trees. We have 
observed that, while it is a slow process, the native grasses and 
plants are returning ad ground cover between the rows. Thi6 is 
particularly true of a little plant called filaree. Filarss 
spreads fairly rapidly nov that it is not grazed by sheep. It is 
a favorite food of sheep, high in protein. 

As one would expect, there are considerations vhich would favor 
retention of ownership of Parcel 80. One consideration would be 
the use made of the land by the public. 

South Shore representatives are present on South Shore land every 
week of the year. We observe activities in the vicinity of our 
orchards and we have particulariy observed the activities which 
take place on parcel 80. 

We believe that the annual utilization of parcel(‘80 by members of 
the public would be measured in hours rather than days or veeks. 

We observe a few people on that land on the opening of the hunting 
season for pheasants. The hunters do not stay long, the birds run 
through the sage brush, they don’t fly and the hunters quickly 
realize the futility of hunting there. We doubt that pheasant 
hunters spend a total of 12 hours on that land during the hunting 
season. We have seen an occasional rabbit hunter. We have not 
observed other u8ee being made of the land. 
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In addition to what we perceive ae being enviromental benefit8 Ye 
believe that there are economic benefits to be gained by the 
disposal of Parcel 80 by the Onited States. 

The past 12 years have demonstrated that the cli8atic effect or 
Otah Lake i6 beneficial to the surrounding lands as orchard 
sites. In 12 years, South Shore ?arm has not experienced a 
spring freeze. We doubt that Parcel 80 vi11 be quite a# 
beneficially affected as the land cloeer to the water. A160 
greater elevation increases the coat of pumping water to it. 
still we believe that it is attractive for ume in growing 
cherries, peaches and applea. 

If the preferred alternative ia adopted and if South Shore Farm 
acquires the land, it will be planted into orchard commencing in 
1989. The preparation end planting and subsequent cultivation 
will afford a good deal of employment and will occasion a 
considerable capital investment. 

South Shore Farm presently irrigates the land that it own8 in 
Sections 9 and 10 by pumping from Otah Lake. The water rights are 
represented by 6haree of stock in South Jordan, Bast Jordan and 
Utah 6 Salt Lake Canal Company. Sufficient shares of stock are 
now owned ao a8 to enable South Shore Farm8 to irrigate those 
additional acre‘. 

If Parcel 80 should become available for purchase and if the price 
were reasonable, South Shore Farm would be willing to pirrchase 
the land for cash. We believe that moat of the 160 acre6 could bc 
planted to fruit. That much acreage could make a significant. 
contribution to the fruit production of the State of Otah and 
would significantly benefit the Utah County economy. 

South Shore Farms ha8 a pending application for Parcel 80 under 
the Desert Land Act. We feel that we are entitled to receive. 
title to the land under our pending application. We are willing 
to acquire the land by purchase if the price is reaaonable rather 
than dispute with the Onited Staten concerning our righte under 
our existing application. 

We have and will continue to appreciate the courtesies extended ta 
us by the BLM staff and will observe the events affecting the 
RMP/BIS with interest. 

kobert U. W34ullia 
South Shore Parms 

Response to Letter 5 
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5.1 NM has identified minimal public value associated with Tract 80. We 
agree that the use proposed in your letter would be in the public 
interest because of its economic return. 
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l&l Utah Petroleum Association LoMkdDoL” WUUkO*.BI- SB~~3m-.--,LPJ(EOIY.~PH84,,,-2Z021RON (ax) 3635757 
July 21. 1988 

Jycu- Ifr.Damisaaks 
Tean Leader 
Salt Lske District Office 
EkxeauofLwdManagEnmt 
2370 South 2300 West 
salt Lake city, Utah 64119 

Lkarwr. u&s: 

I~writing~behalfofcheUtahPefl-olaolAssociaticn,uhich 
is astate divisionof theb&yMmm~inGilandGer;Assacieticn 
WfXX). RMJGAi.3 anoilendgas tredeassocieticnwbsenmbrs 
accamt for 90% of the exploraticm end productioo of oil and gee 
in the eight b-33tern states it service.9. 

we appreciate the opportunity to -t al the Draft Envir-tal 
Inpact sta-twdReeuuceMwag-tPl.¶for thePmy 
~ressResourceAreainnorthwestUtah.WhilewebelLevethe 
plsndcesnotposeaserials threettofutureoilaCd activities. 
there are several flaws or deficiencies inthe dmftp fizz which 
rmstherectified inthe fineldoclmenf. 

II First. theplmningducurmtdoeenotcaoplyviththcdirectia~ 
czcntained hSectia11424 of the Smml-tal PlarmineGuidwce 
f~hergywd~~Resances,pH;ticu~lythefl;idmiwal 
1.?hngdirecticn. Inadditimtoidmtify5qlease stipulationa 
wdareas~ethestiprlatiolswouldbe~lied,theplan-t 

6.1 
alsoassess thepotmtialfor fluidndneraloccmrenceus 

i" pr-ee and c1aesmcatial system described in BIB kbnua 
3031. lbthemxe, the resulta of the esses-t of fluidmheral 
potentialshculdbe displayed in the table displeyed fnAppmdix1 
of the Suppl-telChklame. lhePmy Express DraftPW'/EIS does 
mtmxplywiti this directive. 

6.2 

Inadditim, theDai?aElementsof the~FluidMir,erelLeasing 
~l~tal(Xlidwce~esthep~stafftoincludea 
discuesiulof"Datecaremin. tkavailabilitvwdeffectivenees 
of meQsuTes for mitigeting &se iqects al &her reeource 

.values end/or lend wee". llw identification of mitifwth 
'meEeureeutilizedoravaileble toprotect0therres&ceve1ues 

oil .md gas qeratims is of critical h+mrtwce in a lend 
EL docurmt. lhis 5nfcmmtim is pertiaikly inpot-tant 
in light of the fact that the BLl4 irClu%?d a description of 
certain resarrces. such es culturalveluea. wildlife, weterskd. 
visual quality, toma a fev,hichcould be adversely effected 

Response to Letter 6 

6.1 Oil and gas potential was included in the Management Situation Analysis, 
the document which provides a surrmary of background data and current 
conditions. It was not included in the Draft RMP/EIS. Page 73 has been 
changed to reflect oil and gas potential (see Revisions and Corrections 
for page 731. The table on page 121 has also been modified to reflect 
your concerns (see Revisions and Corrections for pages 121 and'122.1 

6.2 Refer to Proposed Mineral Decision 2 in this document, to see what types 
of situations would allow modification to the oil and gas stipulations. 



6.3 

6.4 

6.5 

Comment Letter 6 

by oil and gas activities. Ihe only way to present a true depiction 
of how these resmrces may be inpacted by oil m-d gas activities 
is tOdisCusSmitigati~reaaures available tohelpprotectsuch 
values. 

In order to adequately describe mitigatim treasures utilized 
dlxlngoilmdgaa activities, it isnecessarytoaasess ths 
levels of activities which cmld occur. Since it is inpossible to 
pmdictdatthe future~yholdin tenrrp of oil and- 
operBtims since there has been very little activity to date. we 
recamPndthattheBLMincl~eg~i~~f~~~~~ 
of oil and gas activities. An exaah i 
ndtigatim 
operatims. 

~esahouldbeincludedforaachphaseof 

we object to the Eu4's lack of sufficient justificrtim for the 
designstim of the t4zcth stmsIacy l.tnmtains and North Dee creek 
Mo.mtains Areas ofCxitical&wiroxuentalConcem (ACE). he 
planstates that these areaswlllbedesignatedACD2s only if 
Cmgress fails to designate than wildemess. The BzMMamal, 
Sectim1617,ACEC Identificatim, RraluatimandDasigoatim 
~~,statesthatwhilethereisnosizeliatitatFcnforw 
ACE& it shxldbeheldto thendniaunareaneceasarytoprotect 
lffeand safetyar the resmrcea mtich the designatimis 
based. It also states that the ACEdesignatimismtintended 
to blanket large areaa with specific restrictive stipukims and 
that it ia also not to be used aa a substitute for a suitability 
recamendatim forawildernass studyarea.Zlutrefore,weoppose 
theE!LM's proposal to designate these areasAGEs be-e sufficient 

Amtheritemof cmcern is that the AClXGuidelixea alsodirect 
that the statxsofanyi.n~~lvedminingclaha orFre-FUMAleasea 
~couldaffectoppor~tiestoassureadequateprotecticnor 
mwageaentmtstbewalyzed.NareofChts~-t~is~~ 
intheplwotherthwrhestat-tthattheentireResaace 
Areafsunderofl~~leaee.3hisstst-tiDpliesthatthe 
tw~proposedAC~& are mrrmtly~~leasewhichcmldposea 
serious nmagmt cmflict if a lessee decided to exercise his 
lease rights. lbs mineral potential of these area.9 nust also be 
analyzedanddiscussed in theplanalmgwith ths trade-offs 
betwzenwACEC&signatim and foregomndneralopportuoit~ in 
accordance with this guid3nca. 

6.3 

6.4 

6.5 

Response to Letter 6 

Your comment is noted. See Revisions and Corrections for page 113. 

Natural and cultural resources contained within the North Stansbury and 
Deep Creek Mountains contain special worth, meaning and 
distinctiveness. Appendix 8 in the Draft RMP/EIS states that the Deep 
Creek Mountains are of unioue character when compared to all other 
mountain ranges in the region. The sensitive resources referred to are 
further described in Appendix 2 in the Draft RMP/EIS. The same two 
appendices make reference to the special resources of the North 
Stansbury Mountains. 

The acreage proposed for designation encompasses the important resources 
identified for protection in each range. The 38.260 acres proposed 
between these two areas comprise under 2 percent of the public land of 
the PERA. Also notice in Appendix 8 that thousands of acres of other 
lands with special resources were considered, but they failed to meet 
the importance and relevance criteria and were dismissed as potential 
areas for ACEC designation. 

Specific restrictive stipulations are not intended. As listed in BLM 
Manual 1617 under Basic Concepts of ACEC Designation, activities in 
these areas should be compatible with multiple-use management, but they 
must complement the primary objective of the ACEC. It is true that ACEC 
designation is not intended to be used as a substitute for a wilderness 
suitabilit recommendation. Portions of both WSAs are recommended as 
suitable or wilderness designation in the Draft Statewide Wilderness ? 
EIS. Whether protection is provided to the unioue resources of these 
two areas through wilderness or ACEC designation or both, it is ELM's 
objective to manage them under wise principles of conservation in the 
best interest of all users. 

See Cormnent 22.19. 

There are no oil and gas leases in either the North Stansbury or North 
Deep Creek proposed ACECs. The mineral potential of both areas has 
analyzed in the Utah Wilderness EIS (forthcoming) and both have been 

been 

found to have low potential for any oil and gas deposits. 

> ,,, * I ,,/ ., /,,,,& ,,,,,, /,,> ,,, . , , ,,*,,. ,, 



Comment Letter 6 

Inccnclusicn,whilewe cansqqortths general~eekmt 
philosophy displayed in ths Preferred Altemative, we are unable 
to support ths ACEC proposals. We, we believe- it is 
inperative that the BLM incorporate the Uemges wz have recarmended 
for inclusim in the finalplan.Thesenuiificatims are critically 
c if theFJ.Mis tohave a legal, defenaiblepm 

-Sbw=lY~. 
EA Bzecutive Director 
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Comment Letter 7 Response to Letter 7 

United States Department of the Interior ’ 
FISHANDWILDLlFEsmmvlCE 4 

PISW AND wnDx.Iw -- 
mAxi mxlw OFFIIX T -. 

ml8 NMM-Ilow S"nDIwO 
1746WESTlI?oDswR( 

SALT LAKE CITY. UrAH s41M-611a 

July 22. 1988 

TO: District Manager. Salt Lake District, Bureau of Land Management, Salt 
Lake City, Utah 

FROM: State Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife Enhancement, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service,Salt Lake City, Utah 

Subject: Draft Pony Express Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement 

Our office has reviewed the draft Pony Express Resource Hanagement Plan (Plan) 
and is providing the following comaents: 

Pages 3-6 . Environmental Consequences 

Alternatives 1 through 3 would dispose of various amounts of historical sage 
grouse strutting habitat. Sage grouse numbers in the State of Utah have been 
declining in recent years due to conversion of range land to agriculture. The 
further loss of critical strutting areas would only exacerbate the problem. 
This appears to be in conflict with the statement on page 48 and on page 100 
that disposal of breeding complexes would conflict with sage grouse 
populations and that the Bureau of Land Management will iamrove Crudal 
strutting habitat for the species. A statement on page 196 notes only five 
active strutting grounds are found in the Pony Express Resource Area one 
entirely on National Forest land and two almost entirely on the Richfield 
District. 

Page 16. Table 1-2. U.S. Fish and Uildlife Service 

The Animal Damage Control program is no longer under the auspices of the U.S. 
Fish and Yildlife Service (Service). It has been transferred to the Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

Due to the general nature of the Plan, the Service will not issue a biological 
opinion on it. When specific actions are contemplated by the Bureau that would 
cause a 'may effect' situation for any listed species. the Bureau should then 
initiate section 7 consultation with this office. An example of such an 
action would be the disposal of puolic land in bald eagle high use areas. or 
within 10 miles of a peregrine falcon nest site. 

Page 41. first paragraph, last two sentences, Lands Actions 

7.1 In the preferred alternative and the Proposed Plan as found in this 
document. BLM will not dispose of any current or historical sage grouse 
strutting habitat in the Resource Area except for Tract 35, which 
contains an abandoned lek. This tract is currently under Desert Land 
Entry application and has already been classified as suitable for such 
use. 

7.2 The correction has been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 
16. When specific actions proposed for the public land result in a "may 
effect" determination for any listed species, BLM will initiate a 
Section 7 consultation with the USFWS. 
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Comment Letter 7 

With the issuance of a federal permit for the FIREX 88 exercise to the National 
Guard which allowed use of hazardous materials (munitions. fuels. chemicals 
etc.). live artillery firing. and use of tracked vehicles on public land, 
these two sentences are no longer correct. 

I Page 48. 2nd column. Wildlife and Fisheries Program 

7.4 
I 

The phrase hi&u&m should be changed to hlstoricnl gyr&. All 
peregrine eyries are historical in character, not historic. 

7.5 
Page 101. Fisheries 

The statement that no streams in Tooele County support populations of fish is 
incorrect. At least 10 streams are known to have fish in them. 

7.6 I Page 101. Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Wildlife Species 

The last paragraph on that page appears to have some missing lines. 

I 
Page 126. Alternative 2. IrrQacts on Uildlife 

7.7 
I 

The Service is opposed to the disposal of tract 84. This tract should be 
retained in Federal ovinership to protect the wetland values'associated with it. 

I 
Utah has experienced a dramatic deciine in wetiands and ali remaining areas 
should receive full protection. 

7.8 

7.9 

Page 190 - ACEC Evaluation Process 

Bald Eagles 

It is incorrectly stated that the bald eagle population is dispersed 
throughout Tooele County. Bald eagles are concentrated in the eastern part of 
the county in Rush and Skull valleys. It is also incorrect to state that all 
known heavy-use areas are on private land. Several mountain roost sites, which 
;;;dvery important for this population, have substantial amounts of public 

. As noted on page 101. several critical roost areas occur in the Oquirrh. 
Tintic. Sheeprock and Stansbury mountains. 

Peregrine falcon 

The statements that public lands are only marginally Involved in the hunting 
range associated with peregrine occupancy of Timpie Springs and that public 
lands have no bearing on the success or failure to establish peregrines at 
that site are both incorrect. Peregrine falcon hunting habitat is defined as 
those areas within 10 miles of the nest site which supply the major portion of 
the food source. Other habitats within 10 to 20 miles of the nest site also 
may be important hunting areas. but they are often so interspersed or 
widespread that it is difficult to specifically delineate them. Section 1221 
of the Rocky Mountain Peregrine Falcon Recovery Plan states that land-use 

7.3 The proposed decision for military activities (see Lands Proposed 
Decision 4) has been changed to delete the reference to the use of 
tracked vehicles on public land. The approval of tracked vehicle use 
will be made on a case-by-case basis and must be consistent with the 
off-road vehicle designations. 

The Utah National Guard did not use hazardous materials or live 
artillery firina on public land for its FireX exercise. o*nnnr.\.l . "yY>su 
Decision 4 reflects BLM's intent to prohibit these uses for future 
military activities. 

7.4 The change has been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 48. 

7.5 See Comment Response 22.28. 

‘.6 The change has been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 101. 

7.7 

7.8 

7.9 

Tract 84 was inadvertently placed on the disposal map and has not been 
identified in any portion of Alternative 2 or the Proposed Plan for 
disposal. See Figure 1 in this document. 

The changes have been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 190. 

The Draft RMP/EIS confused Timpe Springs and Blue Lake. Both areas have 
been identified for present and potential peregrine hack tower sites. 
At Blue Lake there is little public land on the Salt Lake District side 
that would be involved with this reintroduction and subsequent hunting 
ranges. The change has been made as shown in Revisions and Corrections 
for page 190. 

Response to Letter 7 
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I 
practices and development which adversely alter or elimlnate the character of 
the hunting habitat or prey base within 10 miles and fmnedlate habitats within 
1 mile of the nesting site shouid be discouraged. Substantial.nmounts of 
public land would fall within this area. 
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Comment Letter 8 Response to Letter 8 

2g cml~23oou~t 
?dt hh city. Utah WI9 July 26, 19.38 

urn of Utah mlt Flati RrciIl& Anam. hre gra.* OmfQn for the impct thst the 
trLlngc.ffluldtiez-ala will hwe on thormca alto. 'lb ultdetsrlontad thruthm 
,eazn " saina ohrmlcll CuTId on ltd O~tlOll. Wir~&thbSSFbsgrnhali~ 
itadf llkm . Vmdd @ant whv the aI- CaMad O~tiOll. war. *ill thla vat 
perfect of ma-face, b dult amthsr blow with r.61 lemo. for ibid mineral mtr.c- 
UOII? 

By~~oarB-U~~~~tPhfor~BSPinA~tof19n.~~ 
Stat-" &!mls, (1) rintdn ood*tuy in r.Durcm pt+ct1on, (2) pmstlag the 
BS=U~WUdd-tlO~ MMsueat-. (3) pawldlngr-tiovl opportvlu*~ 
ud atha- oom&.iu. Muriur. aa (4) provuq pall0 Jmty. 

Pnl~(,ta*~oo\p~p~tr~rnurd~~~d~~. msemu- 
r*l&t tlm uforta of vn and hl* v&Anm. Yon rwldata ooqaiu the rjcwlty of 

vlelt.arm to Vn salt, tI@mpuhUedesirlag to stopand seer.cin((~&lritla. Pwpla 
fmm sraq at&a la the mien uwl II-V ford@ oouhrlea. At the rwent July 
meet of USPRI ” had gue8ta from Rann. RDwm. cammy, Boutb Afrioa aad PaLad. 
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Ye UL of Jim. no, kqs Of pu to pmtact thlm uniqlm geologlcml tudn from a- 
unction. It~~nradu~lnth*pstbJ~*lntruaionrlthMtl~ti.s~ch" 
patdl nlnll&? url ult pIullncuon. u* -tanor th. n.st,baiBOf salt to texlm 
an u@J =- MU with only pdct~s u&3 l amies Of put g1orlea to realrId um of 
what xu not ODlJ l ktlovl, tut uorld w. 
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540 EAST 500 NORTH . PLEASANT GROVE, UTAH l 64062 
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8.1 Under the preferred alternative and the Proposed Plan, the Bonneville 
Salt Flats ACEC falls under category 3 (No Surface Occupancy) for fluid 
minerals. Fluid minerals include oil and gas, and geothermal 
resources. This stipulation is sufficient pmtection for the Bonneville 
Salt Flats as it relates to fluid mineral leasing. 

This comment refers to fluid mineral leasing but actually addresses 
leasing for extraction of brines. Under the Proposed Plan, the 
Bonneville Salt Flats would continue to be closed for further leasing of 
such minerals. BLM will do everything possible to maintain and protect' 
the BSF. 



Comment Letter 9 

August 3, 1988 

Mr. Howard Hedrick 
Pony Express Resource 

Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
2370 South 2300 West 
Salt Lake City, UT 84119 

RE: Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement on the 
Preliminary Pony Express 
Resource Management Plan 

Dear Mr. Hedrlck: 

The following comments are offered in response to the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement on the preliminary Pony Express 
Resource Management Plan. The comnents focus on the proposed 
right-of-way through the Weber property described on page 53, 
Rocky Canyon, and in fig. 3. 

I 
We oppose the right-of-way on the following basis: 

- The proposed right of way is in total 
conflict with our long-term plan to earn our 
livelihood from the farm. Since purchasing 
this property eight years ago, all of our 
economic resources have gone toward this end. 
The right-of-way would- interfere with the 
plans we have for the land bv llmitina our 

9.1 

I ability to use the impacted area for num&ous 

I 
I 

fenced pasturns and for residential buildings 
that could be enclosed within the same fenced 
yard as the main house. The right-of-way 
therefore will cause serious harm to us. 

- Cur 295 acre parcel is surrounded on 87% of 
9.2 

I 
its perimeter by Bureau of Land Management 

Response to Letter 9 
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9.1 The Draft RMP/EIS and Proposed Plan contain a preliminary identification 
of legal access routes including the route into the Rocky Canyon area. 
Before an easement into each area is obtained, BLM will complete a route 
analysis to determine whether an acceptable route across public land is 
available. If an acceptable route across public land is available, 
access across private land will not be acsuired. 

9.2 See Response 9.1. 
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Comment Letter 9 

Mr. Howard Hedrlck 
August 3, 1988 
Page 2 

ground which contains multiple alternative 
access routes surrounding the property. BLR 
does not need to cross our land in order to 
have the access needed td carry out their 
management activities. 

We feel that the propOsed right-of-way is unjustified and 
unnecessary. The road in question is a private lane through OUT 
property and we will continue to vigorously oppose public 
access. 

We appreciate the opportunity to take part in this public 
process. 

Sincerely, 

Dorothy' Wiskowski 

k!-LcQd~~ la) 
Ronald H. Weber 

DW/ew 
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Comment Letter 10 

. 
li&!l - 

United States Department of the Interior s 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY .I % 

RFSTON. VA 22092 

In Rep1 Refer To: 
WGS-Jail Stop 423 
DES BBl23 

Memorandum 

To: Mr. Howard Hedrick. Bureau of Land Management, 
Salt Lake City, Utah 

From: Assistant Director for Engineering Geology 

Subject: Draft Pony Express Resource Mana ement Plan and Environmental 
Impact Statement, Bureau of Land Rn anagement, Utah 

We have reviewed the statement as requested in your memorandum 1792 (U-020). 
Pony Express RMP. 

Because fairly tar 
statement shoul B 

e exchanges of land are envisioned in the near future, the 
assess the potential for ground-water impacts from use by future 

owners of the land. 

Ok f??zL& 
Ipr’ James F. Devine 

Copy to: District Chief, WRD, Salt Lake City, Utah 

Response to Letter 10 

m 
5 

10.1 The potential for groundwater impacts from land exchanges is difficult 
to analyze because of the number of uses that future owners might have 
for the acouired land. Such uses could include but are not limited to 
agriculture, housing, community development and industry. Each of these 
uses has different requirements for groundwater and/or potential for 
impact to groundwater. Issues concerning both the use of groundwater 
via pumping and other impacts to groundwater are monitored by the Utah 
Department of Water Resources and the Utah Department of Health’s 
Division of Environmental Health, respectively. More site-specific 
information and assessment of potential impacts will be analyzed in 
environmental assessments prior to the land exchanges. 
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Stak of Utah 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
DMSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 

Yc.rnH eaectn 
- sumn Drorr. YD. Y P” &we” b W.U Prnrn cmra 

E--d..- z8st4mu63wn! PO h.2M99 August 3.1988 
XennuI I ukml YLec* uanblllb- 

- ,Wo1~5w611 
.“* “^.....A “m&h.C a.Y, ..“I-“.--.-- 

Pony Express Resource Ana Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
2370 south 2300 west 
Salt lake City, Utah 84 119 

Tltc Utah Bureau of Water Pollution has reviewed the Draft Pony Express Rcsourcc Managemen 
Plan We suppotl the preferred alternative which provides for the dcvelopnent of tcxwccs wbih 
pmtccting or cnbancing cnviroNncntal valuu. 

We ttmmmcd hat war quality monitoring stations which are not located at either existiq 
STOREf or WATsfoRB sites be assigned l SroRET number. We will assist BLM in pssigninl 
S’TOREZT numben to water quality monitoring stations. This process will help expand the existin] 
wstcr qu&ty data has and wilI allow the data to be yocssible to interested agencies o 
individuals. 

When but management practices (BMP’s) ate used to minimii pollution of water g”jY fron 
consauction or mazation activities, WC recommend that they be mortit~d for @ir c wttvcnt% 
The monitoring of BMP effectiveness will provide valuable information when BMP’s M be& 
amsidetcd for similar situations in other ateas. 

We apptwiatc mC ~mtnity to comment on this managetncnt plan and wish to complimen 
ELM on thcii cffom m its preparation. 

G F Don A. Cktler. P.E.. Diictor 
Bureau of Water Pollution Contml 

RDo/dgm 

3981-10 

Response to Letter 11 

11.1 BLM agrees that entering water Quality monitoring stations into these 
programs would be a benefit to this agency and other users. With your 
assistance, BLM will adopt this recommendation as stations are 
established. 

11.2 Monitoring BMPs for effectiveness will help minimize water pollution 
from future projects or activities. BLM will monitor the effectiveness 
of BMPs to the extent that funding and manpower are available. 
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utan Farm Bureau Federation 
5Ym sourn a0 wsr U‘rUXC *IT*. urrln Ytls 

August 6, 1988 

Mr. l&ward Hedrick 
Pony Express Resource Area hknager 
Eturesu of Land hisnagmmt 
2370 South 2300 West 
Salt Lake City. Utah g&119 

Dear Mr. Hedrick: 

Serving as Utah’s largest general farm ani ranch organization, representing 
“early 21.0CQ member families. we present this statement in response to your 
agency’s Draft Pony Express Resource Management Plan and Envlromnental Impact 
statment. 

Generally speaking, your agency has do”.? a camwndable job of proposing a 
msr,ag-“t plan that atta@s to nnintain mrltiple use opportunities for both 
public and private interests. With 7RL of its acreage owned or controlled by 
federal or state goverrwnt (of titch 32% is RIM). this planning area’s 
econanlc future vi11 no dbubt be significantly impacted by the fine1 decisions 
stsrmlng fran your draft. 

We recognize this draft addresses various najor interests such as mineral 
exploratio” and recreatjon activity. These respective l”d”strles clearly 
serve as rmjor sources of revenue for county tax bases which subsequently 
provide for quality education opportunities and other public services. 
However. beGsuse of our strong caml1rm”t to Utah’s most basic 
industry--agriculture--the cannents ve offer here are generally related to 
danestic livestock grazing. We trust that the concerns of these other 
industries mentioned above will be addressed b, respective individuals and/or 
orga”izatlo”s. 

Fran a quantltatlve standpoint. the preferred altewative’s negative impact on 
domstic livestock grazing is “egllgible. as the draft points out. We can 
support the ,065 of L28 ALU’s against the overall planning area’s 108,868 
AiN’s providing rhe l timlnation of such AIM’s is acceptable to the livestock 
operators associated with than. C&alitatively. h-ever. the draft does tend 
to suggest that proposed wildlife naruganent objectives have the potential of 
inposing future problems (and 1” sane cases have) for various livestock 
operat2o”s. We arc concerned that in the long run, further reductions in 
donestic livestock AIM’s could result. For instance. the recent l xpansio” of 
antelope “unbers by 150 in Rush Valley has created undue pressure on livestock 
operators in that area. l-his is not o”ly a problem because of the increased 
canpetitio” it has created for plbllc land forage. hrt also due to the heavy 
burdens it has placed on private lands in the vicinity of these transplants. 

This arguaent is further substantiated by the fact that suitability of the 
present plant cannmity caspositlon of the area has “of been determined for 

Response to Letter 12 

12.1 The loss of 428 AUMs indicated in the RMP should be 384 AUMs (see 
Revisions and Corrections for page 1271. While the overall impact is 
negligible, ELM is aware that the impact on fndivfdual operators will be 
greater. BLM has made careful consideration of each disposal tract 
affecting livestock use in an attempt to minimize the adverse impacts. 
Coordination with operators has taken place and will continue in an 
attempt to obtain agreement on these livestock use changes. 

Some adverse decisions may be needed to improve land management, comply 
with existing Bureau of Reclamation withdrawals, and implement other 
lands related actions. Impacts to individuals will be considered 
closely prior to final decisions. 

12-2 Forage allocations and/or maximum numbers are included in BLM's 
decisions to reintroduce big game wildlife fnto new areas. In Tooele 
County, bighorn sheep are limited to 205 animals or 298 AUMs (see page 
45 of the Draft RMP/EISI and antelope to 150 animals (see page 46 of the 
Draft RMP/EISl. Present information indicates that the reintroduction 
of bighorn and antelope would be compatible with the existing levels of 
lfvestock use. 

BLM is currently unaware of any pressure the antelope in the Rush Valley 
area have caused on livestock use. 

The antelope reintroduction was intentionally done in an area away from 
private crop and pasture land to avoid depradation problems. If such 
problems occur UDUR has agreed to resolve them with the private 
landowner. 

If future conflicts occur with either of these reintroductions, study of 
the specific problems would determine the proper action. Changes to the 
maximum numbers of reintroduced animals could occur only after an 
environmental assessment of the increase or decrease was prepared and an 
amendment to the RMP was completed. This would also be the case for any 
future reintroductions in Utah County. 

12.3 It is correct that suitability of present plant composition has not been 
determined in the Rfverbed and Snake Valley portions of the Uest Desert 
antelope herd unit or the Puddle Valley herd unit; however. at this time 
the BLM is unaware of any pressure antelope have made on livestock use. 
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I 
antelope populations. According to page 99 of the draft, suttabillty of 
Present plant ccmpositlon has also not been determined in the Riverbed and 
Snake Valley portions of the West Desert Antelope herd unif nor the Puddle 
Valley herd untt vhere 70 and 72 antelope were transplanted in 1975 and 1979. 
respectively. 

I 

Moreover, ve suggest that any cowlderatians of further expansion of elk 

12.4 nunbers in the Heaston elk herd unit 4 also include agreannts vith private 
land amers associated with this area and not just BIAI. UIXJR. and the Forest 
Service as page 99 of the draft points out. 

The recent introduction of elk onfo the Goshute Indian Reservation is another 
concern Ye have. Where forage allocation has not been assessed in the Deep 

12.5 

12.6 

12.8 I with interpretive nanagaent of proposed A&Z’s ha-not been favorhble in 
other wrts of the state. We have reservations about these three ACEC’s frm 

12.9 

Creek Lbuntains for elk, as -&ge 47 in the draft recognizes. migratory 
exosnsion of this herd will undoubtedlv create uroblems for livestock 
pt.mittees. We strongly urge BLM fo &nit to help mitigate this potential 
problan. 

The reintroduction of bighorn sheep into the Deep Creek and Stansbury 
Mxntains is an issue to which fhe draft does not give clear direction. In 
one stroke the draft SfrCSses that big RamC use vould t-s rraM&?d at current 
lC4els. In another stroke. hu.#ever, ih; draft lends its support fo the 
exmnsion of binhorn sheer, nunbers fran 16 ti 85 in the Deep Creek Mountains 
&I fran 0 to l!!O aninals’in rhe Stansbury Mountains. Page‘45 points auf 
that bighorn end livestock forage appear to be noncanpetetive here. And yet 
page L8 points out that grazing use could be changed to allar for reduced 
conflict of livestock class and vildlife since disease transmission potential 
is high. It appears that the resolution of this conflict would take place 
strictly a.t the expense of da-nestle livestock producers vhich we strongly 
oppo*=. 

I We support your -gsnnt objectives as outlined in the Tooele Management 
Fr-rk Plan to continue to wrk tarards the limiting of vild horse nunbers 
fo 85 and 05 animals in the Cedar hbuntain and &aqui Mountain herd units. 
respectively. However, reports have can! to us that private landcwaers 
associared with the tiqui hbuntain herd have experienced growing conflicts in 
this regard. 

I 

With the exception of the Bonneville Salt Flat ACEC. the BLhi’s preferred 
alternative appears to be the only one of the four alternatives that supports 
the inclusion of 3 additto-I ACFC’s fo the planning unit. 0.x experience 

the standpoint that various restrictive nnnogunent schans could preclude long 
term danesric livestock grazing interests in these areas. We therefore oppose 
designation of any additional ACE’s to the planning area. 

Oxrent Farm Bureau Policy supports disposal of Federal lands providing 1) Due 
regard is given to traditional rights of use and 2) Daninant econanic users 
have first right of refusal. We support your proposal to dispose of 50 trncfs 
totallinn 9,088 acres of lands under BLM’s jurisdiction in Tooele and Utah 
counties; so long as it is consistent with &ch policy. In light of BLAf’s 
proposal of gaining legal access to 12 sites in Tooele and Utah counties, we 
support such action 9 if it meefs approval by various landamcrs affected 

12.4 

12.5 

12.6 

12.7 

12.8 

12.9 

Response to Letter 12 

Please note on page 47 of the Draft Pony Express RMP through the EA and 
HMP process, part (2), the reintroduction process requires that UDWR 
seek agreement with adjoining landowners. 

8LM has not approved elk use of public land forage in the Deep Creek 
Mountains. Before any such use could be approved, a plan amendment for 
the RMP would be reauired. BLM will observe the herd to determine 
whether conflicts occur and how the conflicts should be resolved. 

The resolution of wildlife/livestock conflicts does not always result at 
the expense of domestic livestock producers. Change of livestock kind 
requires 8LM to work with the pennfttee to make this type of change. 
BLM recognizes a potential disease problem in establishing bighorn sheep 
in the Stansbury Mountains due to the proximity to BLM domestic sheep 
allotments. The extent of this conflict and possible solutions will be 
studied more closely by UDWR before the transplant is made. 

Also see Response 12.2. 

We acknowledge that conflicts can occur between private landowners and 
wild horse herds. Wild horse counts continue to be made each year to 
detennfne herd numbers, reproduction levels and locations of the herds. 
When these counts show numbers above the 85 and 45 animal limits, excess 
animals will be removed as funding becomes available to minimize 
conflicts. Wild horses were removed from both herd units for this reason 
during the Sumner of 1987. 

The designation of the three ACECs in the preferred alternative and the 
Proposed Plan is not anticipated to affect livestock grazing. For this 
reason, livestock forage allocations have been maintained at current 
levels on these areas. Your opposition is noted. 

One of the reoufrements of 8LM's evaluation of proposed land sales is 
the identification of the present and past uses of the land. This is 
done for the purpose of determining the method of sale, i.e. 
competitive, modified competitive, or direct. Modified competitive and 
direct sale methods are used when necessary to protect existing eaufties 
in the land. Depending on the circumstances, 8LM may allow a preference 
to existing users (FLPMA, Section 203(f)). 

The acoufsitfon of legal access across private property is done through 
ne otiations with the landowners and pursuant to PL 91-646 Uniform 
Re 9 ocation Assistance and Land Acouisitfon Policies Act of 1970 which 
reaufres just compensation to landowners. 
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I and property amer* are justly canpensated. 

As you knw, the average actual use of AIM’s by livestock permittees in your 
&strict has often ken belw that of active preference. Indeed this suggests 

12.10 .s general conservative attitude in the 137 permittees using this area. We 
hope as allotment managemat plans are developed in the future under the final 
version of this plan, that Bu(vill continue to recogntre this character. tn 
spite of ever-increasing pressures frcm anti-livestock groups. 

We appreciate thts opportunity to cannent, and respectfully request your 
favorable consideration for the concerns we have addressed. We further pledge 
our support to assist you in sustafning proven multiple use principles *s ve 
cooperatively nunage these valuable, renewable, range resources. 

Sincerelv. I 

C. Booth Wallentlne’ 
Executive Vice Prestdent 
and Chief kbntnirtrative Officer 

cc Reprertntattve ]im Hansen 
Representative Ward Nielson 
Ccnmissioner Leland Hogan 

kc Bill Hogan 
Robert Mc+&llin 
Tan Sir&am 
Wayne h-l.2 
vi.2 Satiers 
Reed Balls 
Kim Christy 

I 

Response to Letter 12 

12.10 Applications for nonuse will continue to be approved upon the discretion 
of the area manager. Nonuse can be approved due to annual fluctuations 
in livestock operations, financial or other reasons beyond the 
operator's control, livestock disease or quarantine, for the 
conservation and protection of public lands. Other nonuse applications 
may be denied or allocated for the use of other livestock operators. 
Repeated nonuse applications may result in cancellation of permits. 



Comment Letter 13 Response to Letter 13 

- 

13.1 This Draft Pony Express RMP and EIS do not address the issue of 
wilderness designations. The document includes information about three 
wilderness study areas currently being managed under ELM's "Interim 
Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands under Wilderness Review." 
Recomnendations'on whether these three WSAs are suitable for wilderness 
designation are contained in the Draft Statewide Wilderness EIS. 
Wilderness designations are made by Congress. The RMP does not 
recomnend areas for designation. 

Camping by vehicle may continue inside the WSAs in the same manner and 
degree that has previously occurred as long as wilderness character is 
not altered. It is highly unlikely that any areas which could be used 
by camp trailers would be included in wilderness areas. 
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August 9, 1988 

tfr. Howard Bedrick 
Pony Express Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land flanagement 
2370 Soulh 2300 West 
Salt Lake City, UT 84119 

Re: Comments--Draft Pony Express Resource Management 
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Hedrick: 

This letter contains the comments of Reilly Tar 6 
Chemical Cor orstion and its operating division, Reilly-Wendover 
(“Reilly”) P n connection with the Draft Pony Express Resource 
Msna&emcnt’Plan and Environmental Impact Statemerbt (“RMP”) 
publlshed by the Salt Lake District of the Bureau of Land 
tlanagenxwt (“BLM”) in Hay 1988. 

First. may we express our appreciation for the 
cooperatio#l we have received from the BLII in connection with the 
RMP. The BLIP personnel at the public meeting were most helpful in 
responding to our questions. We have also had successful 
discussions since that meeting with respect to specific issues 
regarding the content of the RHP. 
in the preparation of the RHP. 

We appreciate the work involved 

?f the BLM to consider the input 
We also appreciate the willingness 

from the various competing 
interests as the agency is involved in the resource management 
process. 

As you may be aware, in April. 1988 Reilly acquired 
substantially all of the assets of Kaiser Aluminum and Chemical 
Corporation in connection with the potash operations near 
Wendover. Utah. liowever. you might be interested to know that 
Reilly has for more than 60 years been active in the State of Utah 
oith a plant in Utah County. 
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We at Reilly are proud of the contribution we make to the 
economy of Tooele County and the State of Vtah. At the present 
time. Reilly has approximately 50 employees at the Wendover 
operation with an annual payroll of about $1,400.000.00. In 
addition the Utah County operation employs about 25 with a payroll 
of about $600.000.00. 

Reilly has chosen to comment on the RHP because Reilly 
has a significant interest in the future development of the 
mineral resources of the Bonneville Salt Flats and surrounding 
area. Reilly agrees with the stated BLM policy of continuing to 
“foster and encourage the orderly and economic development 
of domestic mineral resources.” <i?HP page 15.) Reilly also 
firmly believes in the continuing importance of the multiple use 
concepts in connection with the management of BLH resources. 

Reilly’s Oneration 

Before providing comments on the R&CR itself, it might be 
helpful to the BLM personnel to understand the importance of 
Reilly’s operation to the economic development of Utah and 
surrounding states. In the Reilly o eration at Wendover brine 
from a shallov aquifer is collected 5i n a 125 mile network of 
ditches extending over most of the 58.000 acres of owned and 
30.000 acres of leased lands. Ditch spacing is designed to 
balance the annual extraction rate with the annual rainfall 
recharge. Brine from the collection ditch system flows to a 
prrmary Dumping station where it is transferred to primary 
evaporation ponds comprising 8.500 acres. 

Typical brine analysis at the pumping station is 1.0% 
potassium chloride (KCl), 1.2% magnesium chloride (tlgC1,) and 
23.0% sodium chloride (NaCl). When the brine reaches a 
concentration of approximately 7.0% KCI. it is transferred to 
additional ponding, where the brine is further evaporated to the 
desired concentration for transfer to the harvest ponds where 
sylvinite (a physical mixture of KCI-NaCl) will precipitate after 
further evaporation. The brine is held in the harvest ponds until 
it reaches a concentration of about 22.0% l4gCl.. The brine is 
then transferred to holding ponds where further evaporation 
results in the precipitation of other salts - primarily carnalite. 

The 8 
E 

lvinite 
30% KC1 and 70 NaCl. 

precipitated in the harvest pond averages 
This material is removed from the harvest 

ponds by 23 cubic yard self-loading tractor scrapers and hauled to 
the mill where it is processed to liberate the KC1 crystals from 
the NaCl crystals. It is then subjected to two stage froth 
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flotation. The flotation concentrates are washed. centrifuged to 
a moisture content of approximately 4.0% and transferred to the 
concentrate stockpile. The concentrates (96.0% + KCl) are dried 
in a direct fired rotary dryer and then either transferred to 
covered storage as standard grade potash or used in the compactor 
system for coarse grade potash production. Dross salts are 
produced by drying sylvinite and then blending additional potash 
with this material during the loadout process to produce the 
desired KCl:NaCl ratio in the shipped product. 

The Wendover Plant produces four basic types of brine 
salts from the pond system. 

1. POtash (KCL): Potassium chloride is harvested as 
described above as a 30% KCL and 70% NaCl (sodium chloride) 
material called brine residue This mixture in crystalline form 
is fed to the mill for upgrading and removal of the NaCl. 
final product, potash, 

The 
is sold in three forms: coarse, a 

compacted product for dry fertilizer applications; standard, with 
a smaller particle size for fertilizer compounding, oil field 
cornpletlon fluids and as a flux in certain metal recovery 
processes. Soluble fine, the third form of potash made at 
Wendover is used predominately in liquid fertilizer solutions. 

The farming industry of Oregon, Idaho, California and to 
a lesser extent Northern Utah and Eastern Washington depend 
heavrly upon Wendover’s potash production. The strategic location 
of the Wendover Plant in close relationship to heavy farm markets 
versus alternative sources of potash in distant Canada or New 
Mexico underscores the necessity of continued production. 

The Wendover Plant supplies potash to major farm regions 
in Idaho (potatoes) and California (produce) from which all U.S. 
consumers benefit. 

During drought years potash’s importance is even greater 
as more of the product is required per farmed acre. Potash acts 
to enhance nutrrent absorption and protects the plant during 
atress. Continued dry years will mean even greater regional 
demand as production per acre must increase as less acres are 
planted due to lack of required water. 

The United States annually produces less than 20% of the 
potash required. Wendover (Bonneville Salt Flats) represents one 
of the few remaining potash reserves in the United States capable 
of greater production. The majority of the U.S. potash needs are 

>,, I/.,, 11/1,, I,/,, #US. ,/Cl I,” I,# ,/I,,, ,I,. ,111 </111 #,I/ 
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imported from Canada or the Uiddle East. However. imports to the 
western United States would be very expensive in relation to the 
costs paid by aid-west growers. 

Without Wendover’s continued viability, Intermountain and 
Pacific Coast growers would be placed in even a more difficult 
cost basis if they were required to depend upon imported potash. 

2. Magnesium Chloride: This product is sold as a 
solution (28-35X BgCl, in water). The brine is used as a dust 
control/road stabilizer. an anti-freeze for road salt, coal piles 
and tailings and as a raw material source of magnesium ion for 
magnesium metal smelting. 

Nuisance dust from unpaved roads is prevalent throughout 
the western U.S. t&Cl. brine rs enhanced to DVSTOPr” and sold 
to the National For&t-Service mining companies, state and county 
agencies and numerous other private concerns to suppress dust. 
The air quality and conditions on these unpaved roads is greatly 
improved by application of our product. The product, based on the 
MgCl. brine, 1s very economical and allows treatment to roads 
that previously would not have had any dust suppression. MgClx 
brine from Wendover as a raw material for magnesium metal plays a 
critical role in the continued viability of Amax Magnesium’s 
seelting operation in Rowley. Utah. 

With the flooding of Amax’s pond system due to the 
previous high levels of the Great Salt Lake, Wendover’s supply of 
XgCl. brine was strategic as a supplement. During the last 
three years hgC1, brine from Reilly Wendover’s operation helped 
Amax’s smelter to remain in operation. (Amax provides 500 jobs to 
the local economy.) 

As Amar’s new pond system nears completion and the lake 
levels continue to drop, supplemental hgC1, brine from Reilly 
Wendover may continue to augment their own production. Reilly 
Wendover’s continued growth and development could remain extremely 
critical to Anax’s operation in the future. 

3. Brine Residue of Potash or Manure Salts: Reilly 
Wendover supplies manure salts (30% KCL and 70%NaCl) to several 
aluminum secondary recovery smelters throughout the U.S. The 
manure salts act as a fluxing agent to reduce the melting point of 
the scrap aluminum. Recovered aluminum processes use only 10% of 
the energy to produce a pound of aluminum in comparison to initral 
virgin metal production rn a smelter. The Reilly Wendover product 
is unique in its properties in that the KCL/NaCl combination is 
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_^A ..vc a b:end c: t-do mixtures. b-ut a single crystal. This inherent 
characteristic enhances aluminum recovery in the secondary 
smelting process. 

Increasing secondary aluminum recovery is a necessary 
energy conservation factor as demand for aluminum increases. 

4. @&: Used as a raw material for chemical 
manufacturing, road de-icing and water softening. l4ajor West 
Coast chemical producers now depend upon imported salt from 
Uexico, although they could use salt produced and harvested from 
Reilly Wendover. There is keen interest in future development. 

General Comments 

Reilly believes that it is important to be a contributing 
participant in the resource management process and, therefore, has 
chosen to provide comprehensive comments with respect to the 
mineral development portion of the RMP. These comments are 
organized to provide a series of comments that apply generally to 
the entire resource management process and also a series of 
specific comments with respect to the actual text of the RMP as 
presently drafted. In addition to these comments, Reilly offers 
whatever other assistance it might appropriately give in 
connection with the preparation of an acceptable Impact statement 
and the adoption of a final resource management plan. 

Reilly has reviewed the RHP in some detail and has 
reviewed the provisions of Subpart 1610 of Title 43 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations which govern the preparation of resource 
management plans. It is Reilly’s position that the RRP does not 
satisfy the obligations of the regulations with respect to 
resource manaeement nlannins and environmental analvsis. 
Therefore, it-is Reiily’s position that the RhP must be withdrawn 
and a new draft must be prepared which follows the reauirements of 
the governing statutes and regulations. The revised l?hP must also 
fully evaluate all competing uses of the public lands before any 
decisions are made with respect to resource management. 

It is Reilly’s understanding of the planning process that 
a resource management plan is required to provide a comprehensive 
framework for managing public lands vithin the Pony Express 
Resource Area (RXP Daze 11). Based unon Reillv’s reviev of the 
RlfP. it is Reiily’s-position that the-RRP does-not fully evaluate 
the importance of mineral development within the Pony Express 
Resource Area. This is particularly true as it applies to what is 
characterized as “solid leasable minerals.” It is Reilly’s 

Response to Letter 14 

14.1 We disagree with your conclusion. Your cement does not identify how or 
why the Draft RMP/EIS does not meet the reouirements of the cited 
regulations. Therefore, no response is possible. 

14.2 Please see Cement Responses 14.3 and 14.5. 
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posirion tiiat the Biii must more fuiiy evaiuite the minelai 
development potential of the Bonneville Salt Flats and surrounding 
area and must give greater recognition to the future development 
of this valuable resource in management planning. The comments 
which follow provide the detailed support for these conclusions. 

One of the first concerns of Reilly with respect to the 
present draft of the IMP is the fact that it appears that the 
decisions were made with respect to management of the potash 
resources before the planning process began. 

A8 referred to previously. in Chapter 1 concerning 
“Purpose and Need.” it is specified that the BLM’s continuing 
mineral resource policy is to foster and encourage the orderly and 
economic development of domestic mineral resources. It is also 
specified that the needed management decisions include questions 
as to which areas should be open for mineral exploration and 
development and which areas should be withdrawn from mineral entry 
(IMP page 15). Notwithstanding these two statements, it is clear 
with respect at least to potash, that those decisions were made 
before the impact statement was prepared. Thus. it is apparent 
that a decision was made at 8ome time in the past concerning the 
closure of approximately 104.000 acres of land to further leasing 
of solid minerals @HP page 42). While we are unaware of an 
environmental impact statement that was prepared in support of 
that decision, it appears to Reilly that such a conclusion is to 
be the result of the environmental impact statement process 
currently underway rather than the conclusion upon which the 

1 environmental impact statement is prepared. 

This same concern also applies to the designation of the 
Bonneville Salt Flats as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
(“ACEC”) . Page 196 of the RMP specifies that in 1985, an area of 
30.203 acres of the Bonneville Salt Flats was *‘designated a8 an 
ACEC.” We are not aware of the environmental impact statement 

I that was prepared in support of such a decision nor are we aware 

14.4 
that notice was given to all interested parties with respect to 
that decision. However, as we read the provisions of 43 CFR § 
1610.7-2 it appears that whenever a draft re8ource management 
plan. or a plan revision. or a plan amendment is proposed which 
would involve an ACEC the State Director is required to publish a 
notice in the Federal Register listing each ACEC proposed and 
specifying the resource we limitations that will apply. This 
would apply to the first action and any subsequent action 
regarding an ACEC. 

Response to Letter 14 

14.3 The decision to close 104,814 acres to further leasing for brines 
extraction was made in 1982, and was reaffirmed in the Tooele Management 
Framework Plan (MFPI in 1984. The MFP was prepared in accordance with 
planning regulations applicable at the time. Following the designation 
of the Bonneville Salt Flats as an ACEC in 1985 (see April 24; 1985 
Federal Register, p;16157l, the closure also became a feature of the 
ACEC Management Plan and the Bonneville Salt Flats Special Recreation 
Area Management Plan (RAMP), both prepared fn October, 1985. The 
closure was brought forward into the Draft Pony Express RMP/EIS as a 
feature coavnon to all alternatives. The impact to brfne extraction 
industries would be continued closure of the above acreaoe until it - = - - - 
becomes clear that such closure is unnecessary to maintaining the 

- 

quality of the area. 

m 

T 

14.4 Notice was placed in the Federal Register on April 24. 1985. An EIS was 
not prepared for the designation of the Bonneville Salt Flats as an 
ACEC. At the time the designation was made there was no reauirement to 
prepare an EIS. Environmental assessments. while not required, were 
done for several resource-use limitations related to the Tooele i4FP 
decision to designate the ACEC. Uses experiencing limitations included 
land tenure adjustment, fluid minerals, geothermal leasing, locatable 
minerals leasing, potash leasing, visual resource management, and 
off-road vehicle designations. 

The Pony Express RMP/EIS does not "propose" designating the Bonneville 
Salt Flats as an ACEC. The ACEC is an existing entity since 1985. The 
scoping activities that preceded preparation of the Draft RMP/EIS did 
not identify any concern with the continuance of the existing ACEC. The 
ACEC was not included in the list of pro 
in the Federal Register notice of availa 

osed ACECs that were identified 
rl. 

because it has already been designated. 
llity of the Draft RMP/EIS 
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We are not aware and have not been able to locate any 
information concerning such a publication and evaluation regarding 
the “1985” designation. Nor are we aware that the appropriate 
notici ha8 been given with respect to the Bonneville Salt Flats 
ACEC proposed in the RHP. 

The notice in the Federal Register of May 13. 1988. did 
not mention the Bonneville Salt Flats ACEC nor did the notice 
contain the information required by the regulations with respect 
to the proposed ACEC’s that were mentioned. We will discuss the 
specifics of the ACEC designation later in this letter, but our 
neneral comment is that it appear8 that the ACEC designation with 
Tespe‘ct to the Bonneville SaiE Flat8 is a conclusion iather than a 
mean8 by which the use of the ACEC designation is evaluated. 
Thus, it appears to Reilly that the BLll has not followed its own 
regulations in the designation of an ACEC. The BLM has prepared a 
draft environmental impact statement to support it8 prior 
decinions in that regard rather than one in which all significant 
resources are evaluated on an equal footing basis and all of the 
environmental impact8 are fully evaluated to assist in the 
management process. 

A third area of general concern relatea to the fact that 
the IMP generally ignores the importance of the existing mineral 
resources and the potential for future development of solid 
leasable minerals within the Pony Express Resource Area. A8 
outlined above, Reilly’s operation makes a significant 
contribution to the State and national economy. Reilly believe8 
that the a&ash resource offer8 the ootential for continuiwz 
mineral d&elopment and that future development can take p&e 
under principles of balanced multiple use management while still 
protecting other resources. 

The PMP specifies that the potash leases held by Kaiser 
(now Reilly) near Wendover are the only active leases on public 
lands in the entire.reeource area (RMP Daze 73). The RMP also 
state8 under “Social and Economic donsi~e~atio~s” that the 
greatest contributions to the economy come from potash production 
near Wendover (RHP page 110). Notwithstanding these statements. 
there ia no planning whatsoever for future development of these 
important resources. 

It is also interesting to note that the references used 
in the compilation of the RMF’ a8 found at page8 202 and 203. 
contain not a single reference to any of the published data 
concerning solid leasable minerals. Also. while the RHP contain8 
such information a8 the average sheep ranch budget and the average 

Response to Letter 14 

14.5 The appearance of "ignoring the importance of existing mineral 
resources" is a reflection of the amount of information available at the 
outset of RMP/EIS preparation. If the subject being addressed in the 
RMP was not identified as an issue or determined to be of significant 
public concern, that subject has not been discussed in detail beyond 
what was determined to be appropriate by the planning team. Such is the 
case with Reilly's potash operation. Reilly's expressed concerns have 
become known at the mid-point of the planning process rather than at the 
beginning. BLkl agrees with Reilly that present and future potash 

development "can take place under principles of balanced multiple-use 
management." The purpose of the closure of 104,814 acres is to provide 
a margin of safety to the Bonneville Salt Flats until such time as it is 
known whether or not potash extraction within the closed area. or areas 
beyond. would have an adverse impact on the ACEC. Once this is known, 
the closure could be left in place as Is. reduced or increased in size, 
or eliminated as appropriate. 

14.6 The following references will be added to the list of references (see 
Revisions and Corrections for page 202): 

1' Utah Geological and Mineral Survey. Donald T. McMillan. Bonneville 
Salt Flats: A Comparison of Salt Thickness in July 1960 and October 
1974, Report Investigation No; 91. 1974. 

2. "Lines Report"; see Response 14.8. 

3. Dames and Moore; "Inventory and Market Analysis of the Potash 
Resources of the Great Salt Lake Desert, Utah,' 1978. 

4. UDOT, "Salt Flat Investigation.' Progress Report Parts VI-XII, 1962. 

I 

In addition to these references, approximately 30 other publications are 
also available at the Salt Lake District Office. 
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I cattle ranch budget for animal production operations within the 
area. there is not the slightest indication as to the potential 
social and economic benefits to be derived from future potash 
leasing whether within the area of the Bonneville Salt Flats or 
outside that area. From Reilly’s perspective we can Only aSSum 
that this information was deleted from the RMP because the 

14.7 management decision had already been made that no future leasing 
would take place north of I-80 and the area south Of I-80 On 
Federal lands has no potential. Therefore, it was t?ettTI to 
ignore those significant values rather than try to Justiry why the 
management decisions were contrary to the obvious economtc 
benefits to be obtained. 

14.7 The Draft RMP/EIS did not analyze the future social and economic 
benefits that would be realized from future potash leasing; BLM has no 
information to indicate that any change in the current level of potash 
production is likely; The RMP/EIS has assumed that Reilly's current 
level of potash industry is not imperiled by the six-year-old closure; 
It also assumed that present reserves and leases would sustain that 
industry into the distant future at current levels of production; If 
this is not the case or if the company definitely plans to expand in the 
next few years to production levels that would exceed existing reserves; 
please provide this new information to us. 

The fourth general comment with regard to the RHP relates 
to the consideration of alternatives. Again, this connent applies 
specifically to the evaluation of the future development of solId 
leasable minerals. One of the essential requirements of a 
resource management plan is the consideration of all reasonable 
resource management alternatives. 43 CFR 51610.4-5. The 
regulations, therefore. require that several complete alternatives 
must be developed for detalled study within the resource 
management plan. Once those alternatives have been identified, 
the area manager must estimate and display the physical, 
biological, economic. and social affects of implementing each 
alternative. 43 CFR 01610.4-6. Only after a full evaluation and 
estimation of the effects of those alternatives can the atea 
manager establish a preferred alternative for incorporation into 
the draft =esouwe management plan. 43 CFR $1610.4-7. 

Generally. the RHP does contain an evaluation of 

I 
..- -... ~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

leasino. It is the oosition of'B1 
I The onlv limitation on flrturcr leasing is the area now closed to 

-# that there are no reasonable 
alternatives to the &&-se of action prescribed for protection of the 
Bonneville Salt Flats ACEC until the effects of brine extraction are 
better known; 

alternatives. Bowever. with respect to solid leasable minerals. 
no alternatives are considered. In fact, there is no 
consideration given to any management action other than the 
absolute closure of over 104.000 acres to future leasing (RE(p page 
42). The stated reason for this position is “to protect the 

14.8 
hydrologic balance critical to maintaining the Bonneville Salt 
Flats ,I* However, it is impossible from the materials contained in’ 
the RHP to even evaluate whether or not that conclusion is 
accurate. In fact, as previously mentioned, it does not appear 
that any “references” relating to the hydrologic balance were even 
considered in the preparation of the RMP. (RMP pages 202-203). 

The case law surrounding the evaluation of alternatives 
is very clear. It is well established that the purpose of the 
“alternatives” requirement is to assure that the government 
agency, as a decision making body, has considered methods of 
achieving the desired goal other than the proposed actlon. 

14.8 See Responses 14.3 and 14.7 concerning alternatives for potash leasing. 
The point is well taken that the RMP/EIS presents no reference to 
document that the hydrologic balance could be impacted by potash 
extraction within the area closed to leasing. There is such 
documentation in the 1979 USGS Water Supply Paper No. 2057, entitled 
Hydrology and Surface Morphology of the Bonneville Salt Flats and Pilot 
valley Playa, Utah. This document, often referred to as the "Lines 
Report" after its author, shows a link between brine removal and 

direction of flow of brines in the Bonneville acpuifer. In the 
conclusion of his report Lines states: "Weather cycles may partly 
explain changes on the Bonneville salt crust. However, the activities 
of man, such as withdrawing brine and constructing surface drainage 
barriers. have altered the hydrologic environment and have had a 
profound effect on the salt crust." The Lines Report is the principal 
scientific evaluation upon which the need for the initial and continued 
closure is based. 

Response to Letter 14 
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;i;y98;;ights Civic Club, Inc. V. noreland. 637 F.2d 430 (5th 
i 1 In the area of the Salt Flats, it is obvious that 

ther; are ktlicts concerning the alternative uses of available 
IelOYZCeS. The courts have clearly held that the National 
Environmental Protection [Policy] Act requires the agency to 
"study. develop. and describe appropriate alternatives to 
recommended courses of action in any proposal which tnv?lves 
unresolved conflicts concerning altcrnatlve uses of avallab!e 
resources: 40 USC 54332(2)(E) as quoted in River Road Alllance, 
Inc. v. Corps of Engineers of U.S. Army. 764 F.2d 445. 452 (7th 
Cir.. 1985). Therefore. the courts have concluded that the 
existence of a viable but unexamined alternative renders an 
environmental impact statement inadequate. Citizens for a Better 
Benderson v. Bodel. 768 F.2d 1051 (9th Cir.. 1985). 

Since there are competing potential uses of the Salt 
Flats area and since the IMP totally ignores the alternative Of 
future mineral development within the Salt Flats area. one can 
only conclude that the environmental impact statement is 
inadequate. Reasonable alternatives must be considered before a 
final impact statement can be issued and a final decision made 
with respect to the future management plans for the Salt Flats 

Among those alternatives must be the possibility that 
!:%s would be issued in the future in the Salt Flats. The 
possibility that the Salt Flats area would not be designated as ar 
ACEC must also be considered. It is also suggested that even if 
the ACEC designation is retained, the RHP must fully evaluate 
those management practices and uses. including mitigating 
eeisilres, that are rcydired to protect the resources identified a 
relevant to the ACE. 

A fifth general area of concern relates to the fact that 
sustained multiple use of the public land. specifically in the 
area of the Bonneville Salt Flats. does not appear to have been 
adequately addressed. Again, this is a problem that permeates th 
entxre Rw but can be identified with some specificity. Stated 
differently. it appears that the RHP was prepared, at least with 
regard to the Salt Flats, with a single use management direction 
rather than a multiple use management direction. With respect to 
the Salt Flats, it appears that recreational uses are the only 
values considered relevant. This general thread runs throughout 
the entire IMP. There is no general consideration of the 
competing alternative uses for the Salt Flats. There is also no 
clear evaluation of methods uhereby the competing uses could 
continue to exist in a harmonious relationship. This is of 
particular concern given the fact that we vere told at the public 
meeting. by BLM personnel. that those within the recreational use 

14.9 The R4P does not totally ignore future mineral development within the 
area of the Bonneville Salt Flats. The RMP recognizes the rights of the 
holder of existing leases within the closure area to develop those 
leases. Lands outside of the closed area are available for leasing. 
Yhen new data warrant a change, the area closed to leasing may be 
modified or eliminated as appropriate. 

Regarding alternatives, see Responses 14.3 and 14.7. 

14.10 The Draft RMP/EIS has addressed the Bonneville Salt Flats in a 
multiple-use resource management approach. This is a biologically 
sterile and geologically unioue area that precludes consideration of 
wildlife, plants, domestic livestock, watershed, cultural resources 
other than historical recreational use, fire, and forestry. All that 
remains to be managed are visual resources, minerals, and recreation. 
These are all included in the analysis of the Salt Flats area. Each is 
identified by management actions designed to make development and use 
compatible with ACEC values. Only new information concerning the 
effects of potash development on the Salt Flats can answer whether and 
to what extent potash extraction causes change in the area covered by 
the ACEC designation. Such data are not now available. 

See Responses 14.1, 14.3. 14.4 for a dfscussion of our analysis of 
issues. 

Concerning whether extraction of brines for potash is improving racing 
conditions, the salt on the Bonneville Salt Flats was excellent in 1986 
and 1987. Durin 

4 7 
pro aration of the salt for the 1988 racin 

was found that t e sa t was only approximately 4 inches thic it 
year, it 
where 

markers have been augered into the crust. .This year the salt has also 
been very rough. These changed conditions reflect the effects of local 
precipitation through the recent two-year wet cycle followed by this dry 
year. Many published reports conclude that the total salt content on 
the Bonneville Salt Flats is diminishing. It is apparent that the area's 
uses deserve further study. 

The Draft RMP/EIS addresses the items on page 15 of your letter. 
However, the comment is too general to provide specific responses. 

BLM disagrees with Reilly's assertion that the present draft must be 
withdrawn and a new draft oroduced. 



co 
CD 

14.11 

14.12 

14.13 

Comment Letter 14 

"r. Iioward Hodrlck 
;u,;;s:09, 1988 

community have even stated that the condition of the salt for 
racing has been better within the past few years than It has ever 
been. If this statement were found to be true. then one could 
argue that it is possible that potash development has contributed 
to the better racing conditions. Reilly belleves that such A 
possibility must be fully evaluated. It is also Retlly’s 
conclusion that the RHP does not fully address the Issues 
identified on page 15 with respect to mineral development. 
Without doing so. the RPIP must be considered inadequate. For the 
reasons stated, Reilly believes the RHP must be withdrawn and a 
new draft prepared in accordance with the regulations. 

Specific Comments 

In order to provide relevant input. Reilly has reviewed 
the RliP page by page and now provides specific comments wth 
respect to the text of the RIIP. The comments concerning the text 
are in page order to allow you to follow the comments directly. 
Also, we have not commented on the content of the summary Inasmuch 
AS it reflects what is contained in the body of the RMP. 
Obviouoly. the summary would be changed to the extent changes are 
made in the relevant text. 

First. where A reference to Kaiser appears we would 
ruggest. if it is appropriate. that the reference should be 
changed to Reilly. 

Beginning with Chapter 2, the description of the 
alternatives, we have found that under the lands program there is 
some confusion AS to the specific tracts identified for.land 
disposition. From our revlev, it appears that the detalled legal 
descriptions contained in Table 2-1 do not necessarily correspond 
to the land blocks depicted on the figures relevant to each 
alternative. One specific problem we have identified relates to 
the description of Parcel 9 AS contained on pages 21 and 72 
compared with the content of Figures 2-7 and 2-17. The figures 
show lands in Township 1 South. Range 17 West. Sections 20 Cl%. 
21-28, 29 (EX). 33-35; and Tovnship 2 South, Range 17 West, 
Sections 1. 3. 4. 5 (EX). 8 (EX). 9-15. 17 <EX) which do not 
appear in the legal description. The map* and descriptions *hoold 
be compared to insure both are accurate. 

Another specific comment with respect to the lands 
program relates to the consideration as to whether or not minerals 
will be the subject of disposition. While reference is made to 
the fact that Section 203 of FLPHA will be used as the statutory 
authority for disposal, there is no indication 8s to the 

Response to Letter 14 

14.11 Ve acknowledge the need for correction. References in this document 
have been changed to Reilly. 

14.12 The legal description as shown in Table 2-l on pages 21 and 22 is 
correct. Since Parcel 9 is not part of the disposal tracts in the 
Proposed Plan, a corrected map will not be published. 

The lands in Parcel 9 were originally identified in the Tooele MFP for 
disposal through exchange. This was to allow Kaiser the opportunity to 
block up their holdings south of the interstate and to enable BLM to 
better protect and manage the public lands around the salt flats. 
However, the State of Utah selected a major portion of these lands 
through the State In-Lieu entitlement program. Under the Proposed Plan 
the remaining lands south of the interstate and east of Reilly's 
holdings would be available for exchange as described in Proposed Lands 
Decision 3. 

14.13 Minerals can be disposed of under Section 209 of FLPMA at fair market 
value. 

In conjunction with other documents prepared for a land disposal, a 
mineral report is prepared by a BLM geologist or mining engineer. FLPMA 
Section 209 provides that for lands with no known minerals values, the 
mineral estate may be conveyed with the surface. If there are known 
mineral values, the mineral values may be reserved to the Federal 

4 
overnnent or conveyed if the following criteria are met: 
1) reservation of the mineral rights in the United States interferes 

with or precludes appropriate non-mineral development and such 
development is a more beneficial use of the land than mineral 
development. or (2) fair market value of the mineral interest is 
received. Development of reserved mineral interests will be under 
existing law. 

m 
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z 
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management considerations given to mineral utilization. It is 
suggested that in order to properly plan for the future. the IMP 
should contain an evaluation as to those lands where minerals 
would be subject to disposal and those lands where minerals would 
be subject to retention and management by the BLM. Where the 
minerals are retained, management alternatives must be discussed. 

Obviously. page 42 under the caption Other Leasable 
Minerals would need to be significantly modified given the general 

14.14 concerns previously expressed. It is essential that an 
alternative must be considered to the no lease status of the 
104,814 acres which are apparently in and about the Bonneville 
Salt Flats ACEC. 

The other sisnificant defect with respect to the 

14.15 

14.17 

I materials on page 42 Concerning Other Leasable-Minerals is the 
fact that conclusions are stated without any supporting basis in 
fact. Two of these conclusions are found in the-third-sentence of 
the first paragraph and the last sentence of the first paragraph. 
The third sentence contains the statement that newly acquired 
lands will be closed to leasing “to protect the hydrologic balance 
critical to maintaining the Bonneville Salt Flats.” There is no 
support that we have found for this conclusion. 

As we will discuss in the evaluation of the ACEC, there 
is also no information to indicate what is meant by “maintaining” 
the Plato. Reilly suggests that maintaining the fiats implies - 
that the Bonneville Salt Flats will be managed in such a manner as 
to fully utilize all available resources incolving both mineral 
and recreational resources. It also means that management 
restrictions imuosed within the ACEC will relate to the relevant 
resources identified. Certainly one can argue that the crowds 
attendant to racinp. are sianificantly more disturbing to the 
viewing of “unique-vista&‘-than is the development of the potash 
resource. Such factors must be considered in the final management 
decisions regarding the ACEC. 

I 

Similarly, the last sentence of the paragraph contains 
the conclusion that the area of the closure is large because “this 
form of mineral extraction has the potential to disrupt the 
natural hydrologic processes.” Agaln. there is no support for 
this conclusion. In fact, we have been unable to find a reference 
in the R18 to the Lines’ report. even though that report has been 
cited to us at the public meetings as the source for that 
information. If that report was used as the basis for the 
conclusion it should be identified as one of the references. If 
the factual information available to the BLM because of actual 

Response to Letter 14 

14.14 See Comment Response 14.3 and 14.7. 

14.15 A correction to the third sentence will be made to complete the existing 
sentence with these additional words: "until additional data verifies 
that such closures are not needed." See Revision and Corrections for 
Page 42. 

Several studies indi,cate that brines extraction may significantly affect 
salt conditions on the Bonneville Flats. These are identified in 
Response 14.6 and will be added to the list of references. 

See Revisions and Corrections for Page 42 for changes to sentences 4 and 
5 under the heading "Other Leasable Minerals". 

14.16 The term "maintenance" refers to the preservation of the 30,203 acres of 
crystalline salt surface within the ACEC so that ouantlty and Quality of 
the salt surface do not decline as a result of human activity on and 
around the ACEC. 

The presence of crowds for a few days on two or three occasions per year 
to view and participate in motorized racing events does not violate 
visual resource management classifications that are intended to prevent 
enduring and long-tens adverse change in visual Quality through 
human-caused events. 

14.17 See Response 14.6 for references added to support the concept that brine 
extraction could cause disruption. After review of many documents and 
reports and discussion of the hydrologic aspects with USGS-WRD and UGMS; 
we agree that the issue of the recent local weather conditions deserves 
further study; The USGS indicated that because of the West Desert 
Pumping Project. a uniaue opportunity exists to evaluate and model 
hydrologic conditions and stresses. Many new sampling and brine models 
have evolved since the "Lines Report." 
in any future studies. 

ELM invites Reilly's involvement 
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hydrologic occurrences over the past few years contradicts the 
information contained in the Lines’ report, that data should also 
be considered in the evaluation process. 

In an effort to evaluate the BLh position, we have 
obtained and reviewed the report by Gregory C. Lines entitled: 
Rvdrology and Surface NorphologV of the Bonneville Salt Flats and 
Pilot Valley Playa, Utah. 
2057 (1979). 

Geological Survey Water Supply Paper 
Without fully evaluating the content of the 

it is apparent that two factors have a great impact on the 
report, 

“natural process.” First, man’s activity and second. 
unpredictable weather cycles. Lines page 105. Since the report 
was prepared we have experienced the most significant weather 
change in over one hundred years and “man” has started the West 
Desert Pumping Project. It is totally unreasonable to base future 
management decisions on the Lines’ Report without some evaluation 
of the events that have occurred in the eleven years since the 
field work for that report was completed. 

technical 
Reilly has found that a great quantity of important 

information is available both publically and privately. 
This available literature must be given proper consideration in 
the resource management process. Without a full evaluation of the 
best information available the BLM management decisions will be. 
subject to challenge as not complying with statutory requirements 
and not being in the best public interest. 

We have also suggested that the fourth sentence in the 
paragraph previously referred to could be modified to avoid the 
Implication of a veiled threat to Reilly. Our suggested language 
in this regard would be something to the effect: “This closure 
does not affect existing leases 
under the existing leaseholds 

The contractual rights of Reilly 
will be honored.” It appear* to us 

that this language accomplishes the same purpose without the 
implication that the BLM will “nit-pick” Reilly with respect to 
the “lease requirements” in order to try to void the leases in the 
future. 

On page 43 of the RMP under the heading “Water.” there ,is 
also a confusing statement. Obviously, Reilly is concerned with 
the continued maintenance of its water rights. In the second 
paragraph under the heading water in the last sentence, there is 
some question as to the intent of BLM. Reilly suggests that the 
sentence should read “Public water rights on public lands . . .‘I 
If that is not the intent then there must be some hidden meaning 
to the sentence. If the use of the word “private” as the first 
word of the sentence is accurate, then the sentence does not 

Response to Letter 14 

14.18 See Conanent 14:1X 

14.19 The sentence has been clarified; See Revisions and Corrections for 
page 43; 

RLM is responsible for the variety of uses that occur on public lands' 
If a particular use is associated with or dependent upon waters found-on 
Public lands and that water is controlled by a private party; the 
private party may.exert a great deal of influence on the surrounding 
public lands; This situation could adversely affect BLM's ability to 
manage public lands; 
lands and those waters 

When there is a public need for waters on public 
are privately controlled and not available to the 

general public; ELM will make every effort to secure water for public 
use. This IMY be done in a varfety of ways including entering into a 
cooperative agreement, developing other waters, purchasing a portion of 
the water right; or filing on the waters. 

.,I,/, I ,/,, I,\ ,m 
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appear to make sense. Inasmuch as Reilly has developed private 
water rights that are utilized for its processes having to do with 
public lands, the BLM policy in this regard is of some concern. 
This sentence should be changed to accurately reflect the BLl- 
position. 

Continuing to page 49. Reilly has previously raised the 
issue a8 to the need for both a special RHA on the Bonneville Salt 
Flats and an ACEC. It appears that the designation of an ACEC 
should be adequate to cover all management purposes and there is 
no need to designate the Salt Flats as a special RNA. On the 
other hand. if the real purpose is to promote racing, an ACEC 
designation is inappropriate. As we have mentioned at the public 
meetings and as we have mentioned previously in these comments, 
there ia also some question aa to whether ot not a designation a8 
an lUiA is consistent with the “relevant resources” identified for 
the Bonneville Salt Flats. We are not auare of any studies that 
have been done to evaluate the impact of racing on the Salt 
Flats. This is especially important if, as stated at page 196, 
the Salt Flats are “highly sensitive to interruption by human 
activity.” It is difficult to enjoy a “unique vista” if hundreds 
of racing fans are covering the Salt Flats. Hydrologic processes 
may be impacted by four-wheel drive recreationalists that drive 
off the Salt Flats onto the tlud Flats. These factors must be 
evaluated. It appears to Reilly that the RBA designation is 
inconsistent with the ACEC designation and should be reviewed to 
consider the elimination of one or the other of these 
designations. 

The final comment with respect to features common to all 
alternatives relates to the paragraph headed “Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern.” A8 we have indicated. it is our 
conclusion that it is not appropriate under the requirements of 
the regulations or prior judicial decisiona to eliminate 
alternatives that are reasonably available. Therefore. it is OUI 
suggestion that at least one of the alternatives must consider the 
elimination of the Salt Flats as an ACEC and that the draft 
Environmental Impact Statement must fully consider the impacts of 
such a decision. 

Under the heading Comparison of Alternatives in Table 2-9 
ue suggest that page 60 must be amended under the heading 
“Minerals” in order to consider an alternative to the no leasing 
policy. The REP is alao deficient because it does not contain any 
consideration that new potash leases will be issued as to any 
lands nor is there any indication as to what lands have the 
potential for potash development. It is Reilly’s position that 

Response to Letter 14 

14.20 The Bonneville Salt Flats Special Recreation Management Area predates 
the establishment of the ACEC. It presently includes 128.700 acres but 
the RMP proposes to reduce the area to coincide with the ACEC. 
Recreation, as provided for in the recreation plan, is an acceptable 
activity on the ACEC but resuires special management in order to be 
compatible with ACEC values. The two designations (special recreation 
management area and ACEC) are not mutually exclusive because the 
recreation plan complies with the ACEC objectives while directing a use 
that is not a reason for the ACEC designation. 

See Response 14.16 concerning crowds at races. 

14.21 It is the position of BLM that elimination of the existing ACEC would 
not be a reasonable alternative. Eliminating all existing management 
actions that conflict with the goals of an alternative would result in 
unreasonable, unachievable, and socially unacceptable alternatives. 
Regardless of the goals of an alternative, it must incorporate 
trade-offs in the interest of achievable multiple-use management. 

14.22 See Comnent 14;3; 

Your caMnent is noted; Chapter 4, page 121. Table 4-2 was provided to 
indicate the percentage of prospectively valuable solid leasable 
minerals which are closed or open to leasing. The lands closed include 
about 10 percent to 12 percent of those lands classified by USGS as 
prospectively valuable for potash. Reilly is correct in their 
contention that an identified highly saline area does lie within the no 
leasing area; Reilly already controls or has developed approximately 60 
percent of this highly saline shallow brine area leaving approximately 
40 percent of the area north of I-80 undeveloped. This is the area that 
requires further study to determine whether impacts to the Bonneville 
Salt Flats are occurring or will occur with future potash development; 
In areas open to leasing, any prospecting permit or leas? application is 
evaluated utilizing existing support documents and any new information 
and is provided to the manager prior to issuing or denying an 
application. 

3 
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Comment Letter 14 

nr. noward nrdllck 
August 9. 1968 
Page 14 

the Area Uanager cannot adequately evaluate lease applications if 
the RMP contains no evaluation of lands having ieasing potentidi. 

Those considerations must be added to the RMP. 

On page 73. the RMP contains a heading “Solid Leasable 
Minerals.” Under that heading it is stated that “most of the 
areas clalrsified 68 prospectively valuable for solid leasable 
minerals lie within national forest boundaries.” This statement 
raises at least two question8 in Reilly’s mind. The first is: 
Where is the description of the lands identified as prospectively 
valuable? We have reviewed the RMP and have been unable to 
identify the specific lands. The second question relates to the 
first question and is: Were no lands identified 8s prospectively 
valuable for potash leasing? Again, we are unable to answer this 
question from the RHF. 

It is Reilly’s position that during the environmental 
review process the identification of lands as “prospectively 
valuable” for leasing does not change based upon the management 
decisions .previously made. It is Reilly’s position that the 
mineral content of the lands determines whether or not they are 
prospectively valuable. Only after identifying those lands that 
are prospectively valuable can one then decide whether or not to 
actually issue the lease. Since it is Clearly Stated that the 
only active leases on public lands ore potash leases field by 
Reilly near Wendover. we would assume that some evaluation would 
be cokained in the liHP with respect to adjacent lands that might 
also be valuable for such leases. We have not found any reference 
to such a consideration in the RMP. 

As previously mentioned on page 110 under the heading 
“Social and Economic Considerations.” there is a statement that 
“the greatest contributions to the economy come from potash 
production near Wendovet . . :’ While we do not question the 
content of that sentence, 
conclusion. 

we also do not find any support for that 
Obviously, Reilly would appreciate being recognized 

for its contributions to the economy as more fully outlined 
above. We would also like to see some discussion of the economic 
benefits obtained by the public because of the prior decision to 
issue the existing potash leases. Such a discussion might ~180 be 
relevant as management decisions are made with respect to future 
leasing. 

14.25 

Under Chapter 4 concerning environmental consequences, 
the first item of Interest appears under alternative 1. As found 
on page 120. the only alternative considered with respect to the 

Response to Letter 14 

14123 As stated in 14;22 above; prospectively valuable classifications are 
part of the supporting documentation of the MSA. See Revisions and 
Corrections for page 73. 

14.24 The referenced statement was intended only to convey that 
income-producing mineral activity is presently limited in the Pony 
Express Resource Area and to identify those activities presently 
contributing most to the county economy. There was no intent to support 
the statement with an analysis of number of jobs, amount paid in 
salaries; taxes paid; etc; The Amax operation was inadvertently omitted 
although it is also a large revenue producer at the present time; 

/ 14.25 See Comment Response 14:3: 
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14.27 

14.28 

Comment Letter 14 

111 ,,ar*u,,, IJLSIJ 1% k 
August 9. IYUU 
PA&.? 15 

104.000 acres of the Salt Flats is to retain the lands as “closed 
to new leasing.” Again. Reiiiy objects to the f8Ct that !!o 
consideration is given to the alternative of leasing these lands. 

1 - The second paragraph on page 120 under the heading 
Non Enernv Leasable Minerals is oarticularlv troublesome to 
Reilly. -if we read the substance of that pkagraph correctly, it 
in effect says “BW has previously decided not to issue any new 
leases for potash on the Bonneville Salt Flats. Once that 
decision was made. no one has expressed interest in leasing. No 
impacts will result because we have prevented any interest by our 
prior decision.” 

Reilly has an interest in leasing the lands of the 
Bonneville Salt Flats for potash and by this letter puts the BLI( 
on notice of that interest. Reilly has no effective method to 
express that interest if the area is already closed to future 
leasing and the BLM is not considering any alternatives to that 
decision. It is Reilly’s position that there is a significant 
impact caused by the fact that the BLM has elected not to grant 
any future leases on the Bonneville Salt Flats. The impact of 
that decision not only affects Reilly in its future operations 
but it also has a serious impact on the potash reserves of the 
United States. It is Reilly’s position that the logic of thin 
entire paragraph is flawed and must be reconsidered in the final 
RNP. 

Ap endix 2 beginning at page 151 contains another example 
of a built- n prejudice in the RMF’. P Under the heading Bonneville 
Salt Flata there is a description of the Bonneville Salt Flats 
but there is not one tiord of mention of the fact that potash 
development has occurred for almost as long as the history of 
racing in the same area. (See Lines’ Report page 4.) Under this 
heading there is no indication of the economic importance of 
mineral development to the viability of the city of Wendover. nor 
is there any indication of the fact that Congrraa felt the Salt 
Flats were of such economic benefit that special congressional 
legislation was enacted in order to allow for the mineral 
develoDment. See Act of October 2. 1917 (40 Stat. 297) and act of 
july 2: 1932 (47 Stat. 566). It is our c&clusion that the BLM 
has either defined the Bonneville Salt Flats to exclude those 
areas that have been developed for their mineral resources. or the 
BLn is so prejudiced against mineral development that it has 
chosen to Ignore 70 years of history. Obviously. Reilly feel8 
that recognition must be given to the value of the Salt Flats for 
its mineral potential both past, present, and future. 

Response to Letter 14 

14.26 See Revisions and Corrections for page 120. 

14.27 See Comment Responses 14;25. 14.3. 

14.28 Actually. what we have here is neither a definition designed to exclude 
mineral development nor extreme predjudice, but an oversight of an 
activity that is indeed a part of the history of the salt flats. Ye 
have revised the referenced section to include mineral development. See 
Revisions and Corrections for page 151. 
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Comment Letter 14 

II, ,,4oa,* ,,tlJL I< k 
August 9, 1988 
Page lb 

With respect to Appendix 8 concerning the ACEC evaluation 
process, we have previously indicated that it is our reading of 
the regulations that whenever a resource management plan 18 
adopted a specific process must be followed with respect to all 
potential ACEC’s. The only consideration given to the Bonneville 
Salt Flats is that it should “be continued.” Again, while the RMP 
seems to indicate that all of the necessary regulations were 
followed in the initial designation of the Bonneville Salt Flats 
as an ACEC, we have been unable to locate that supp,>rting 
material. If that information exists, it is not referred to in 
the references used in the compilation of the RHP. 

Another concern with the content of Appendix 8 relate8 to 
the fact that the regulations require that the notice published in 
the Federal Register with regard to the ACEC must clearly identify 
the proposed ACEC and then must specify “the resource use 
limitations, if any. which would occur if it were formally 
designated.” 43 CFR 11610.7-Z (b). From Reilly’s perspective, it 
would auoear that a specification of resource limitations should 
be conta’lned in the RMP and the notice. It would also appear that 
the resource use limitations should correspond to a preservation 
of the identified “relevant resources.” This is of critical 
concern to Reilly given the fact that the ACEC is identified to 
have 30,203 acres (RNP page 196) while the area closed to future 
leasing contains a total of 104,000 acres (RMP page 120). We find 
no explanation in Appendix 8 or otherwise in the RMP to explain 
why the area closed to leasing must be three times the size of the 
ACEC We also do not find any explanation as to what the 
“resource use limitations” will be other than the no leasing 
policy. The RMP must explain why 104.000 acres must be closed 
when the ACEC contains onlv 30,000 acres. The RRP mu8t also 
provide reasonable support-for the conclusions reached and the 
management decisions made. 

Reilly also questions how the designation of 104.000 
acres for non-leasing status can improve or preserve either the 
historic values or the scenic values of the ACEC. Future potash 
development is not going to impact historic values in any way. 
A180. as previously mentioned. scenic values are disturbed much 
more by the hundreds of people out on the salt in connection with 
racing than it is by the almost insignificant visual impact caused 
by mineral development. The only possible impact could be to the 
natural systems and again there has been no conclusive evidence 
that mineral development has caused any affect on the geophysical 
processes. 

I Response to Letter 14 

14.29 See Comment Responses 14.3. 14.4. 

14.30 The ACEC is not a proposal. The Draft RMP contains the resource 
prescriptions related to the ACEC. 
resource management categories, 

These are ORV designations, visual 
and fluid mineral leasing categories; 

mineral withdrawals and closures, and recreation management objectives; 

The 104,814 acres closed to potash leasing surround the ACEC and 
provides a buffer area that will help protect the salt flats from 
possible damage caused by extraction of brines from nearby areas. The 
closure is based on data that indicate brine removal may be impacting 
the salt flats, but the data are not conclusive. ELM. USGS, UGMS, and 
Reilly need to agree on studies that could be undertaken in the next two 
or three years to provide data for review of the closure. We believe 
that Reilly's extensive involvement in this research would be 
appropriate. 

14.31 The closure is based primarily on the concern that damage may be 
occurring or could occur from brine extraction to the natural system 
that produces the salt flats. See Paragraph 2 of Response 14.30. 

I ,I ,, S/I I 83, ,, -1 .I I 81 I/,,, II/, ,,I I o I, 81 ,,, , ,I, 
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14.33 

14.34 

Comment Letter 14 

nr, I,“V.IJ uu41 1Lb. 
August 9. 1988 
Page 17 

Again. referring to the regulationa. it irr specified that 
tbe Approved PIAn “EhAll include the general management practices 
and uses. including mitigating measures, identified to protect 
[the] designated ACEC.” 43 CFR 41610.7-2(b). 

If the ACEC designation is to be retained and if one Of 
the considerations is a no leasing policy. then it is Reilly’s 
position that the BLII owes the public a duty to fully evaluate the 
ACEC in accordance with the regulations. This would include not 
only an explanation as to why 104.000 acres are designated for “no 
lease*’ management while only 30.000 acres are contained within the 
ACBC, but it vould also require an evaluation of the management 
practices and mitigating measures that are really required to 
maintain the “relevant resources .” Reilly has found no 
justification or explanation for the decisions contained in the 
RHP with respect to the continued utilization for recreation 
activities at the expense of future leasing. As previously 
mentioned, Reilly also questions whether or not the combined 
R!iP/ACEC designation is appropriate. 

It is Reilly’s conclusion that the entire ACEC 
designation must be revisited and compliance must be had with the 
requirements of the regulations and applicable statutes before any 
conclusions are reached with respect to the future management 
practices in the area. 

With respect to the references contained at pages 202 and 
203. we have previously identified the fact that references have 
obviously been used in the preparation of the RHP that are not 
contained on the list. Either the list should be complete, or the 
material from the references not referred to should be deleted . 
from the RJQ’. 

With res ect to the figures contained in the back of the 
Rl@. we have prev ously identified several inconsistencies. With P 
respect to Figure 2-10. Reilly owns lands both north and south of 
‘Interstate 80 in the area of the Bonneville Salt Flats that appear 
to be subject to certain of the fluid mineral leasing categories. 
To the extent these lands are owned in fee by Reilly, they should 
be eliminated from the BM management categories inasmuch as they 
are private lands. The same comment applies to Figure 2-13. 
Figure 2-19. and Figure 2-21. We also note that Figure 2-4. gives 
a visual resource classification to Reilly’s lands In the vicinity 
of the Salt Flats. 

Response to Letter 14 

14.32 The Bonneville Salt flats ACEC was designated following the regulations 
applicable at the time of designation (see Response 14;3). The purpose 
of the closure to further leasing is explained in Response 14;30; The 
management practices and mitigating measures required to manage the area 
for preservation of ACEC values are contained in the Draft RMP and the 
Proposed Plan. There is no justification in the RMP for using the salt 
flats for recreation at the expense of minerals because the 
justification is centered on preserving the ACEC values; Recreation use 
WI;;: flats is allowed to the extent that it is compatible with ACEC 

14.33 This comment does not identify what information should be supported by 
references; It is assumed that Reilly's concern centers on discussion 
of the closure of 104;814 acres to further leasing for extraction of 
brines. The USGS publication referred to in Comment Response 14.8 will 
be added to the list of referew,es (see Revisions and Corrections for 
page 202). 

14.34 Figures 2-10,2-13.2-19, and 2-21 erroneously included private land 
Figure 2-13 has been corrected and brought forth in the Proposed RMP as 
Figure 5. The VRM figure is intended to identify classes for only 
public lands within the shaded areas. 



Comment Letter 14 

nr. u""P*J 1IalI1Lb. 
August 9, 1988 
pago 18 

We have not been able to find a figure that depicta the 
104.000 acres withdrawn from leasing. The RMP should contain 
either a description of those lands, a figure depicting those 
lands, or both. 

We have specifically identified the problem with respect 
to Figures 2-7 and Z-17. 
to be corrected. 

Either the maps or the description needs 

The Table of Contents at page vi identifies Figure A and 
B as being the reverse of the way they are identified on the 
actual maps. This error should be corrected. 

We hope that the foreeoina comments will assist vou in 

14.35 

14.36 

14.37 

the preparation of an adequate-Pony Express Resource Management 
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. If anv additional 
information is required based upon the commentsvsubmitted, Reilly 
would endeavor to assist in the process to the extent 
appropriate. 

Plant Manager 

JSK/lc 

804% 
080988 

Response to Letter 14 

14.35 A change has been made. 
leasable closure; 

Figure 3 includes the 104,814 acre solid 

14.36 See Response 14.12; 

14.37 This error is acknowledged. However, these maps have not been 
reproduced in the proposed plan. 



15.1 

0" 
a.3 

me feel some conoern about the pxqosals being made am3 one is the loss 
of Our F..L.I-l. Grazing AllOtnent. me loss Of our gi-azinp pernits will cause 
an advexae effect to our grazing plans. These permits were established many 
years ago, and we have psid fees ard based our winter @-azing on these permits 
since the beginnIng of the Taylor Grazing Act. Ihe elimimtiOn Of these 
grazing priviledges will be det,ermint.al to elm basic ranch operations. 

ifish and Wildlife, we feel, should pay their share of grazing fees. The 

15.2 

I 

;lacing of antelope in our area will add to our grazing loss. The drowht 
this year has caused &rasing problems and with the implant Of additiOm1 
wildlife, it only adds to our problem. lie are in favor of restrioung off- 

15.3 I road vehicles to certain areas so they can be controlled better. 

15.4 

Comment Letter 15 Response to Letter 15 

Vernon, Utah 
mast 8, 1988 

ttc. Howald Hedrick 
Pony Express Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Msnagement 
2370 South .2300 West 
Salt Lake Gity. Utah 84119 

Dear 3%. Hedrlckr 

We are writing in response to your Draft Enviromental Impact Statement 
on the prelinimry Pony EX~WSS Resource rXma&ement Plan. 

I 

Ye are Ipore in favor Of Alternative #+ because it 88Bu.e to "8 to be more 
baland ani reasonable. "e are having a had time to urder&ard why a chawe 
needs to be made. 'i-here have not been any pmbleme between ue and the B.L.W. 
thmugh all these ye- of grszing, that we axe airare of. 

15.1 In the Draft RMPKIS, the disposal of Tract 26 (which affects the entire 
Vernon allotment1 was analyzed in Alternatives 1 and 3. In ELM's 
preferred alternative (Alternative 2). Tract 26 would be retafned and 
would only be considered for disposal through land exchange. This 
alternative has been carried forward as BLM's proposed decfsion; 
therefore, Tract 26 could be transferred from BLM ownership through 
exchange only, and impacts to all affected partfes would be considered. 
The exchange criteria as stated In Lands Proposed Decision 3 must be met. 

15.2 It is Federal policy that grazing fees should be assessed only on 
domestic livestock that utilize public lands. At this time the BLM is 
unaware of any pressure antelope in the Rush Valley area have made on 
livestock use. These reintroductions have taken place with relatively 
low numbers. Monitoring of the populatfon and range condftion wfll 
continue to be done to determfne the continued productivity of the range. 

15.3 BLM is mandated by Executive Order to analyze all the public lands and 
designate them as open, limited or closed to off-road vehicle use. ORVs 
are a legitimate form of recreational use enjoyed by thousands of 
Americans. BLM's objective is to allow such use in designated areas 
when appropriate. but also protect the resources, promote safety of 
users and minimize user conflicts. Limited and closed designations are 
provided to accomplish this. 

BLM wfll monitor effects of the use of off-road vehfcles. As needed, 
designations may be amended, revfsed..or revoked. Balanced use will 
allow ORV users certain areas to ride in and will also restrict or close 
use by off-road vehicles where resource impacts, safety or use conflfcts 
arfse. 

15.4 See Response 15.1. 



Comment Letter 16 

Environmental Office 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
7904S--i 

Toocu tnu( Wm.CM 

August 4. 1988 

Mr. Howard Hedrick 
Pony Evpress Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
2370 South 2300 West 
Salt Lake City, UtaW.84119 

Dear Mr. Hedrick: 

Tooele Army Depot has reviewed the Draft Pony Express Resourc 
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and con- 
curs with this document a.6 vritten. Tooele Army Depot requests 
that a copy of the final EIS be sent to this office. 

should you have any questions concerning this matter, please 
contact Mr. Larry Fisher, Chief, Environmental Management Office, 
(801) 833-3504. 

Sincerely, 

&o~~~ering 
and Logistics 

Response to Letter 16 

Your comments are appreciated. 



Comment Letter 17 

Tooele County 
State of Utah 

47 south MU” s”ert-fmdr. “Ub eAo74 *)1.88zU-,IM imk - bw55-Im w, lake 
K~C”b*r.C ._ - iice2s 

UC. Bawd liedrich 
pav%=WSRr- Ama l4m.wer 
- or Led PbM(l-,t 
2370 Smth 2300 Wed. 
salt Lshe city, uudl 94119 

la: mAIT -AL. Rswx sr*m ln2Is) 
EWY---FIAU 

17.1 

- *&X9 - surp A.SWiLlhjW GkMW.- Dmrv LlcKIDdnct Dar.9ld i3csalbag 
*mn* M SOlIT T- 
WI-Ella bNSD.Erpi -- GnmlL- 

Nter mviaulw the Ordt Rny it-q- Resounr, PblMaplent Plan 
snd &vi -trl Imllwzt. statarnt. Alt-snd.a #2 in Toosle fhmt.y's 
plrfer~.1La-(a;-haaver,w~,thaveaclearudrrrlanii~rs to 
the EsLuwlu ot lad Ehnapaa,t*. inbmt am IL daalr with land clis&vlnl 
ud thm - ruted for I2xdwtga. 

I rtrong1y reoorndthnt IJle- ofLwldmlmg-t,romls 
Cantycoiwionandthm Taals Ihnty Planniw cuiesion bema 
joint mvleu m&in9 at Iha next PlmmhgColrieeionurk~tir* 
schcduld for w.2&m&y. A-c 21, 1982 rt 7:w p... 

should you fird that lhia data uuld cmfliot with your schedule, 
pl- f-1 C-em (omnlnct this office. 

Respe.fullY. 

llx3lLE ararry OoEHlssIQN 

9zvzzLwm 
Yilliu Ii. Pitt, Cuiarioner 

lm 

co: JosUrbvlih 

Response to Letter 17 

17.1 BLM will meet with Tooele County officials on either the proposed date 
or another to explain land disposals and exchanges set forth in 
Alternative 2. Alternative 2 coincides with the Proposed Plan. 



Comment Letter 18 

UTAH POST 

WILDLIFE OFFICE 

FEDERATION Box 15838 

SALT LAKE 

CRY. UTAH 

84115 

*ugu*t 7.lBB8 

Hr: Hevrrd Hedrfck 
Pony Express Re~ourc. Arma nanagmr 
Eurbau bf Lend &anagem.“t 
2370 South 2300 Vest 
Salt I.-k. City. Utah 84119 

Subjmctr Rerponsa to th. Draft on the Pony Exprass q nnrgcment 
p1-n 

Dear Hr. Hedrick 
Th. Utah Uildli~m Fedoration 1, p1ar.d to hav. the 

opportunity to respond to th. draft on the Pony Exprmss Plan. Ue 
ha”. r.ad the draft cnrmfully and hav. co.0 up with thm iollowi”~ 
comrant~. 

1. We “ould lik, to ,.. all oi the Riparia” .I-.., givmn . 
high priority, so that work could br don, on thorn. 
On. ,ugg.stion Y. would hav. on thos. a=..‘ would br 

18.1 
th.t livmstock grazing bm don. only in modoration l “d 
then only in th. ,pri”B l d than they should be Oif 
limits to grazing. Formst Servlo. ,tudlm= show thmt 
this rsthod works very xs!:. 

I 

2. Th. Federation would l upport only rltmrnrt~v. 4 as 
thr draft is now urittmn. urn co” Id. support 
rlternstiv. 2 with ‘0.. chang.,. Thm follov1n( would 
b. thm chrnees to 02 that Y. support. PPrC.18 

iii&i;7 only bm rvnilrbl~ for i.“i ‘xoh’“‘“;,,~~; 
parcels w- would not accept dispos81 

on. Tha Federrtlo” stro”Bly oppos.s Federal lands 

I being disposed of. under .“y oonditlonr. Th. BLM hrs 
the duty oi managing th. public lands. rv.” it son. 
o, thosr lands ar. difficult to manal.. 

I 

3. We would like to ,e. the BLH take L harder look at 
th. Brazing p.r.its I” assuring that the number of 

18.3 live,tock th.t is perlittmd on th. land remlly Is the 
number that are therm. 

4. With the rxception Of th. above comments the 
Fadorrtio” opinion is that thr BLH has do”. . very 
good job on this draft. 

DEDICATED TO THE CONSERVATION OF OUR NATURAL l+XOLl6lCES 

AFFKJATED WlTH THE NATlONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

18.1 

Response to Letter 18 

BLM's current policy gives priority to protection and improvement of 
riparian areas. All riparian areas identified in the RMP are on 'I' 
category allotments which have the highest priority for management and 
project development. Allotment Management Plans have first priority for 
development on these allotments and some have been completed. The AMPS 
and in some cases the Multiple Use Management Plans will include 
riparian considerations when establishing the livestock management 
system and objectives for the allotment. The BLW is always looking for 
improved methods for management of its riparian habitat and will take 
your comments into consideration in the design of future management 
systems. 

18.2 BLM is authorized to sell public land that is "...difficult and 
uneconomical to manage..." (Federal Land Policy and Management Act, 
Section 203(a)(l). Our analysis has determined that the parcels 
identified in Alternative 2 meet this disposal criteria. As depicted in 
Table 2 of the Draft RMPKIS, page 55, parcels 70, 98, 107. 108, and 109 
would only be made available to specific applicants for specific 
purposes. Review of Table 2-7 shows that these parcels would remain in 
public ownership, but managed by other public agencies. Your comment 
concerning BLM's duty to manage all public lands has merit. However, 
the remaining parcels identified for disposal have very few resource 
values. Unfortunately. our resources are limited and the time and 
dollars ye spend managing these parcels of land takes time and dollars 
away from more critical areas where our resources may be better utilized. 

18.3 Use supervision on BLM land is an ongoing program within the range 
department and is limited by the availabilfty of funds. Within this 
limitation, every effort is made to assure that compliance with permits 
issued for livestock grazing on BLM lands are adhered to. 



Comment Letter 18 

5. Th. “t.h Uildlll. F.*.ratlon Will respond to thm 
supplement to this draft on ORV “se In the area vhan 
it is made nvrilnblm for oorment. 

The Federation feel8 so strong about the land disposal i sous 
that w. will take what ever stops that may be neo.se.ry to lnsur. 
that the public lands are protectrd for the “se by all citizens 
of the country. We would like to thank you for the opportunity to 
mak* our commenis on ihis drsii. iie viii be iookinp ioruard io 
th. fin., dratt on this q ena~ement plan. 

Si or IY, lGz& 
Patrick Sackett 
Second Vice President 
Utah Wildlife Federation 

. 



Comment Letter 19 

DLCARWLNI 0, MA.,” L HUMAN LLRVICLI l UWC H..llh LfvK. 

can,.” ‘of DiYna Comrt 
Atlmt. GA IX333 

Aqust 12. 1988 

m. liouu-4 Ho4rick 

Pan, CxpL-ms puoucc* 

Ama Iuut*r 

V.8. DepuLwnt or tb 
mt*rior 

2370 Pcutb 2300 Uwt 
aait Lab city. utab 84119 

zhurlr you for sadiq tlm Draft Pow rrpmr* USOun* )IU\4.-t Plan 4 

m";Kmountd b&met ate-t trrs,. ua u-9 napon4inl 011 bhlf of the 
U.S. Public Hultb 8wvie*. nm,. .nviwam~l 4ocIPMt.s Ilwcriba 
pmposd ra,curc. muu$-t stratrsias for. 1-m tract of public lud 
in tin &It Wu DiM.cict. four l lta-nativas am eau1dw.d in tbim 
-1y.1, 0v.r l r14, sans. of 1sws/c0nc*ms <*.g. v.a*tatim mma6-t. 
min.-Al d*v*lopWnt. l tcT). Off-rod vehicle "S. in . yjor C-at Of 
.ll four pL-opor.4 alta-nat1v.s. Off-t-o.4 vehiel* W. is incC.uirUIy 
r.eomir.., " a bixb risk mrutioS3.l .$tivlt)l. In tb. Pin.1 
rnsironwtal I&t St.-t <PKIC). wa l-&mm4 tba cmsid~r~tion or 
tba rrlativm bazuda of ofc-v&iel* oP.Ceioa ror ueb of tlm propoa9.3 
l lt*nmtivw. ~dully'. tbia eotuid.ration could ta addad to Table Z-8 
"Colpari,on of t(w Alt~mmt1v.s" to clmrlr indieat. that public 
h.lth/dtiv ha,- anawill cont1msatOk.e.on~.rn intbo~9unt 
of public lmds. Jurtho~L-.. . s*etiw hould ba addd to Lb. PSI8 

d.tailir,x Dromo,.# BU, p1.m to m1ni.i~. hu.rds of off-m.d vehicle 
oper.tioL-unh.r tin s*iob4 Ian4 many-t plul. 

Plasm sad . Cop, Of tbm PiMl Knvimnmnt~l met st*tYnt for tbia 
projnt uba it ia l vailabla. Also. plum illsum that w II) includad on 
,ouc wilily 11,t for futun documvnts wbish ." ~~v.lopal for otba- 
proj.cts unda- the mtiona1 snvironuntal Policy Act (=A). 

Sinc.r.1~ ,oun. 

19.1 

j&Ti&bd~& CIH 
Knvironmmtml Health seimtist 
apse181 or- axup 

wnt.r for KnV1roNYntal ll**lth 
an4 InjUry control 

Response to Letter 19 

19.1 BLM acknowledges your comment on the importance of health and safety of 
the recreational user public. Also, we desire the safest recreational 
experience available for all users. Many forms of recreational use are 
associated with some type of risk: wind surfing, rock climbing, 
hunting, spelunking, hang gliding and, riding ORVs. Relative hazards 
are considered and recognized in BLM planning: however, given the 
enormous areas of use and styles of diversified users, a specific 
listing of all hazards in all areas would be extremely difficult. 

As the population along the Wasatch Front increases and people look for 
new forms of recreation, ORV use has been increasing in Salt Lake, Utah 
and especially Tooele Counties. ORV use sometimes occurs in areas which 
are fragile or have high resource values. This use tends to intensify 
the controversy surrounding ORV use on public lands. The Salt Lake 
District will prepare a comprehensive off-road vehicle plan for the Pony 
Express Resource Area. 
document. 

The plan will review the decisions made in this 
BLM invites your participation in the preparation of this 

upcoming ORV plan. 



Comment Letter 20 

Sierra Club 
Utah Chapter Conservation Committee 

A"gu8t 14. 1988 

14r. Hou.rd Hedrick 
pony Expre** Resource Are. nanager 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
2370 South 2300 West 
Salt Lake City, UT 84119 

RR: Comments on DEIS on Preliminary Pony Rxpre.. Resource 
".n.gement Plan 

Dear UK. Hedrick: 

The Utah Ch.pter of the Sierr. Club, . statewide citizens 
con.ervation org.nlr.tion. ha. reviewed the Dr.tt EIS for the 
Pony Bxprbsa Re.o"rce U.n.gement Pl.Il. P1e.s. note th.t these 
comm.ntm w.r. postmarked on August 14. 1988. 

20.1 

20.2 

our comm*nt8 follow: 

Generai Cements 

(1) Over.11, we sre very dis.ppointed with the option* pre.ented 
in the DEIS. The presented plan .pp..ra to c&tar to oft-rosd 
vehicles and ignore. protection of public lands in a-.. which 
q".lify for NRC deaign.tion. All of the .ltern.tive. permit . 
v.,t majority of the l.nd under BLH's juriediction in thf. .r.. 
to rem.in open for ORV u*e. This indicate. . t.i1ure in 
.d.q".tely .ddr.ssing the need. of the non-ORV community, imp.ctS 
c.used by OR". on public land. and the imp.ct of ORVa on wildlife 
need.. Th. DRIS is inconsistent with 43 CFR 8340 r.g.rding ORV 
guidelines since the land will not be .d.q".tely protected. 

(2) The BLM h.a f.1l.d. in the prep.r.tiOn of the DBIS, to 
adequately consider the wilderness issue in the Pony Expre.a 
Resource Are.. This i,. on;i;Eeth. most significant r..o"rCe 
issue. facing the RA rod&y. wilderness suitability and 
non-suit.bilitv recommendation8 are specific.lly provided for in 
the BLH's *wi1;lernes. Study Policy" -.. being . part of the 
pl.nnina process, then the issue should be conridered in . 
;evi.ed-Management Pr.m.work Plan, an amendment to . MOP, or .* 
.n element in the P.MP. 

Inmtead, howevar, the draft RMP has pushed the ri1derne.m issue 
.sid. b.c.um. of the curr.nt Statewide Vi1deme.s KIS being 
written by the St.te Office in S.lt Lake City. Since th. most 
recent wi1derne.a document for BLI land. in Utah, the "Ut.h BLM 

ur*Qprskmaa.smBo 
177i!a9Dosadssvh102.s.kL6cily.w 94111.(m1)363-%21 

20.1 

20.2 

Response to Letter 20 

BLM recognizes its responsibility to protect natural resources on public 
lands but at the same time acknowledges the appropriateness of certain 
recreational uses on these lands, such as ORV use. 

See Response 19.1, 2nd paragraph for a discussion of ORV desianations. 

Wilderness is not an issue in the RMP. All related information 
regarding wilderness suitability or non-suitability is being handled on 
a statewide basis through the Utah Statewide Wilderness EIS. That 
extensive document contains detailed information on each WSA. Adeauacy 
of the Statewide Wilderness EIS is not an issue in this RMP. 

..- “.._ ““““,“,.,“,, n,,,r11* ISI” IaFaTrn -..1..- a-----... * 
- - 



20.3 

20.4 

20.5 

20.6 

Comment Letter 20 

Statewide Wilderness DRaft Environmental Impsct Ststemnt” did 
not do sn adsquat. job of considering the wilderness I..". In the 
Pony Express RNA, ther. i. s nesd to Include the I.."0 in the 
Pony Express RXP. 

For sxsmpl., there sr. two sr.., In the RM which recieved wide 
smrasd wildcrne.. support both during the Hsy. 1986 wilderness ~_~~~ 
hearing. and attarwarh; during the comment per,iod tc. August, 
1986. These are.. .re the Silver Island Mountains and Cedar 
No"nt.ins. 
Of 

Yet. the current DEIS all but ign~==:.th~fpr~:~"t~~~ 
the.8 sr.... Instead. under most 

.1t~rn.tiv*.# these sre.. sr. wide opsn for ORV us.. 

(3) The Pony Exvrss. RNP DEIS make. s number of reference. about 
the importance of ACCBC designation, yet fail. to properly address 
these vslues within the RMA. The inclusion of Appsndix a almost 
seem. to be sn .ft.rthought. Y. sr. ssvecially concerned about 
the public involvsment proc... for ACEC. since they are important 
tool. ior r..ourc. protection. Instead of s detailed review of 
potential ACEC., th. DEIS summarily dismisses complete are.. with 
one or two parsgrsgh.. Considering the controversial nature of 
ACEC de.ign.tion. this sppesr. to be a violation of NEPA. This 
is another example of s significant flaw of th. current .n.lYsi.. 

(4) The DRlS fail. to recognize that Salt Lske City and its 
metrovo1iti.n sr.. i. s asjor, nearby population center with 
citizen. who snjoy s variety of recreation pursuit.. The DSIS 
ignore. the r.cr.stion.1 nssd. of non-ORV ussr. who need non- 
notorizsd si... Zor hunting, hiking, csmping, nature study and 
other similar sctiviti... Again, the over.11 DEIS bias towards 
ORV. is evident throughout the document. The med. df non-ORV 
users along th. Wasstch Front needs to be reviewed. With prover 
management, the Pony Express RNA could provide s number of 
axcepti0n.1 and protectsd outdoor experiences for non-ORV 
rscreatlonists. 

This lsck of consideration of non-ORV "ser. appear. to violate 
PLPM. ..p.Ci.lly Section 103(C). section ZOZ~C)~5) and Section 
202(c) (6). 

(5) The DRIS fails to consider the long term damage done by ORVs 
in the Rnoll. Area. Instead. the ELM, In it. cursory examination 
of ORV issues in th. OEIS, simply seems to imply that the Rnoll. 
Ares will continua to be s designated ORV sacrifice are.. The 
DBIS should take.. very close look st the current situation of 
the Rnoll. Area and extrapolate the information presented to the 
rest of the RHAA. 

(61 The DAIS identifies the possibility that hazardous and toxic 
waste disposal facilities could be located on BLM land, 01: 
disposed BLt4 tracts, within the RNA. Under "Air Quality," 
however, the DBIS fsil. to consider the effects of accidental 

-2- 

20.3 

20.4 

20.5 

!0.6 

Response to Letter 20 

The November 21. 1988. Federal Register (page 421411 notice of intent to 
prepare the Pony Express RMP/EIS included a request for nominations of 
potential ACECs. In addition a news release to local media dated 
November 17, 1988, requesting nominations was distributed. Participants 
at four public scoping workshops were asked to identify any potential 
ACECs that they would like BLM to consider for the area. No nominations 
were made from sly source. 

The RJ4P Planning Teaa, the Pony Express Area Manager, and the District 
Manager went through a detailed procedure in whfch all subjects 
identified in Appendix 8 were evaluated for possible ACEC designation. 
The process involved group and individual evaluation assignments 
involving many hours of work. The process is documented and available 
for review at the District Office. The brief statements included in 
Appendix 8 are backed up by that process. 

Background information on where recreation users come from and 
activities they prefer in the Resource Area are contained in the 

Management Situation Analysis (MSAl document. It is located in the Salt 
Lake District Office and is open for your review, but was not made a 
part of the RMP because of space considerations. 

Currently, the BLM has provided two outstanding mountain ranges to 
non-ORV users in the North Stansbury Mountains and the North Deep Creek 
Mountains. Visitor numbers have been low. We do not agree that *ha 
management plan is biased towards ORVs. 

Regarding ORV designations refer to Response i9.1, 2nd paragraph. 

Knolls has been an area ORV users have used due to adequacy of terrain. 
and minimal user conflicts over more than a decade. BLM has noted that 
fewer resources have suffered here than other areas previously used and 
now restricted: Puddle Valley (antelope), Horseshoe Springs (riparian), 
Salt Mountain/North Stansbury (crucial deer winter range), Rush Lake 
(waterfowl/riparianl and more. We do not consider Knolls a sacrifice 
area because our analysis shows only minimal resource conflict. 

A Recreation Area Management Plan is being prepared for the area which 
addresses soil and vegetation impacts associated with ORV use. (Note 
the amount of mud flats and sand dunes that are void of vegetation in 
the Knolls area). 

By policy, BLM does not permit hazardous waste facilities on public land 
as discussed on page 42 in the Draft RMP/EIS. (Also see decision 
rationale for Hazardous Yaste Management.) Analysis of off-site impacts 
to adjacent BLM lands is a part of the State of Utah's Department of 
Health and/or EPA's permitting process. BLM has actively been involved 
and will continue to be involved in these permitting processes. For 
those facilities located on disposed BLN land. the environmental 
documentation (such as the Aptus EIS. 1988) does discuss and analyze air 
quality and accidental spills. 

,,, & ,r> (1. r, J - - - - 7 r.7 * - - - \I._ .̂ - - 7-n II 



20.8 

I svsilhble from I-SO. 

20.1 

20.1: 

1 
I 

(11) Since the Draft RMP does not provide sdequate prOt.CtiOn for 

numerous resources in th. RA, the over.11 rsnge of slternstiv.. 
do not taprenent balanced "80 of public lends. 

I 

(12) BeCsu.8 of intereat in the Sl1v.r Island MountaiM, an ACEC 

2 study should be conducted. Such s ,tudy would find importsnt 
recre*tionsl. .cenlc and n.tur.1 re8.m. for ACEC designstion. 

Comment Letter 20 

r.1ea.e. of toxic and hszsrdo". .ubst.nc.. which could then be 
c8rri.d towad pop~l.tion center. along the Wasetch Front. The 
DSIs 01.0 foil. to identify potential liquid leak. which could 
affect ground water resource.9 In the RMA if hazardous facilities 
were allowed to be constructed. 

(71 All of the vrovo.*d ACEC. In Appendix 8 have significant 
values. especially when considered in relation to the lsrg. 
population of the Wssatch Front. We reque.t that all 21 ores. 
not considered foiucCE designation be reconsidered and 
recommended for status. The site. all have either 
significant archeological. c"lt"r.l* historic.l, wildlife or 
r.cr.stion.1 values which need protection now. 

(8) The DEIS fails to identify critical uildlife habitat for 
mall and large animal., including deer, moose and blk. for 
protection from minarsls development, land sales. lsnd trod*. or 
ORVs. 

(9) The DEIS fails to identify where, becsuse of the proposed 
high level of ORV "se, how watersheds will b. protected. 

(10) The DRIS foil. to note how thst .cenlc views along I-80, the 
principsl highway running west of Salt Lske City, should b. 
prot.cted (ACEC. ore s good stsrt). The msnsgement objectives 
for vieusl resource protection is insdequste and doe. not eddrew 
the protection nor identify th. n'unerou. epsctacUl*r VistS. 

pnclusionr 

we believe that the draft EIS for the Pony BXprsSS RW is f*t*lly 
flowed and should, therefore, be reissued, fully i*CorDOr*tb7 

the wilderness .uitsbilltY i.sue end properly COmDsring snd 
*n.lyzing its relation to all other re.ource valuer, i..".. snd 
conflict.. 

In addition, other flow. includ. the eliminstion of prellmin*rY 
ACEC’s in th. DEIS' sppendix 8. Thi. appear. to be the fir.t 
public notice of thi. Important end controversial deci.lon. W. 
believe that thl. is s Violation Of NBPA. 

Oversll, the rsnga of slternstive. is completely insdeauste. We 
hope th. BLI( will redo the DEIS so thst the controversy over the 

-3- 
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Response to Letter 20 

20.7 A potential ACEC must meet both the relevance and importance criteria 
(43 CFR 1610.7-21 to become eligible for further consideration. Uhile 
all areas of public lands have resource values, not all meet these two 
criteria. Such lands can be dismissed from further consideration. 

Proximity to a population is not a decisive factor in ACEC designation. 

Additional information you have on significant archeological, cultural, 
historical, wildlife or recreational values would be appreciated. 

20.8 The term critical habitat is use when referring to a threatened or 
endangered species. Crucial habitat is a term used with all other 
species of wildlife. 

Crucial habitats were discussed in Chapter 3. Affected Environment. 
Environmental Consequences in reference to crucial/critical habitats 
were discussed in Chapter 4. In the planning process crucial wildlife 
habitat for antelope, deer, moose and elk were taken into consideration 
in determining land actions, ORV use and minerals development. 

See Table 8 in this document for ORV designations in relationship to 
crucial wildlife ranges. Also refer to Figure 7 in this document for an 
ORV designation map in conjunction with crucial wildlife habitat maps 
Figures 3-3, 3-4. and 3-5 in the Draft RMP/EIS. Critical/crucial 
habitat for bald eagle and other raptors was also taken into 
consideration. 

See Table 5 in this document for fluid mineral leasing in relationship 
to crucial wildlife ranges. Also refer to Figure 5 in this document for 
fluid mineral leasing categories in conjunction with crucial wildlife 
habitat maps Figures 3-3, 3-4, and 3-5 in the Draft RMP/EIS. 
Critical/crucial habitat for bald eagle and other raptors was also taken 
into consideration. 

20.9 Please refer to Response 20.1. 

20.10 Scenic values along I-80 are recognized by BLM and are managed by visual 
resource management objectives for Class IV. 

20.11 We are unable to respond without knowing which "numerous resources" you 
feel are provided inadequate protection and what you would define as 
"adequate protection." 

20.12 Recreation is spread along a spectrum of interests from primitive to 
urban recreational opportunities and experiences. The interest in the 
Silver Mountains near the Nevada border has been expressed by a select 

-few who mainly access the mountain range around the base on the county 
road. A team of resource specialists had reviewed all public lands in 
the Resource Area for potential ACEC designation. An ACEC was not 
considered because the Silver Island Mountains and associated resources 
did not fit the required relevance and importance criteria; however, due 
to their proximity to the unique Bonneville Salt Flats. the visual 
resource management class is designated at a higher level to protect 
scenic values. 



Comment Letter 20 

SW, Juan R"P doee not have to be repeated. 

The Sierra Club will not allow the Pony Express RM to become an 
ORV sacrifice .rea for Utah. There are many natural values which 
need to be protected in the area, but which the BLH seems to have 
completely ignored in its analyeis. Again, we urge the BLM to 
redo and reissue the DEIS for the Pony Express RHA. 

Utah Chmter Sierra Club 
P.O. Box-52024a 
Salt Lake City, UT 84152 

m 

f 



Comment Letter 21 

m T==T 

Industrial Dewelopment 

A".ug"sr 11, 1988 

Hr. "ou.rd Hedrick 
Pony Expre*. Rewaurce area nanaser 
Bure.u of Land Hanr~elwnt 
2370 South 2300 West 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84119 

21.1 

Dear Hr. Hedrick, 
Herein are written cormentr that the Tooclc County Economic Development 
Corp. would like to h.". consldersd In the formulrtion of a responsible, 
yracrical plan [or the mmqyment of 2 n‘llion acres of public land i” the 
weat desert. As an or~aniz~tlon ch.raed with the responaibillty of 
stimulating. and gusraining growth in the economy of Tootle County, the 
Tooels County Economic Dawlo~nt Corporation has . keen interest in the 
Imp1ic.tk.n~ of such. reso"rce m.8,a~em.r.t p1.n for future expmrion and 
dl"ersific.tion of the County's Industrial b.‘e. 

Tocal. COunty Eco~lnic Dwslopwnr Corporation strongly supports and 
rcc-nda alternative 13 with th. uuption of increased ORV WC on land 
now leased for commercial mineral extraction. he possible advex% fOr..ze- 
quence. of incra.eed l cre.Se open to OR" use include: 

1. Pos8iblc thre.t to life .nd property. 
2. Disruption of svaporarlvc processes critical 

to mineral *rrrrcrion operations. 
3. Protection of exi,Lin‘, and future ccxaercial 

fnci,iti**. 

RL.nk you for the opportunity to r."ie" th. Draft Pony Express Keso"~~? 
bnasuent Plan and EIS. It is howd that these C-nts will ha"e 
utility in the prcp.r.tion .nd .dopt,on of . fin.1 p1.n for manakupent 
of this ".lrublc public r..o"rce. 

Ear1 T.t. 
Ch.i- of tb. Board 
To.xl. County Econnmie Dawlo~nt Corporation 

CCI TCEIDC file 
1. wow 

P.O.6ox176 l Tocele.lltoh 84074-0476. 8Ola82-4894 

Response to Letter 21 

21.1 Your comments are appreciated. BLM has selected Alternative 2 because 
the decisions for resource management in this alternative are balanced 
and are consistent with BLM's multiple-use mandates. 



Comment Letter 22 

22.1 I 
22.2 

I 

NO”“.” Y. mAI 

Mr. Ilow.rd Hcdr‘ck 
pony 2x*=.** Rcsourcc Arc. mn.g.r 
Bun?.” Of Land mwwmenf 
2370 .?.a:h 23CO Wect 
S.lt L.k. City, Ufnh 84119 

De.r Hr. Hedr‘ck: 

Th. Stat., throwh it. P..ourc. Development Coordin.tirU Com1tt.e. b.. 
reviewed rh. Dr.ft Pony Erpt... Resourc. M.n.S.m.nt P1.n .nd Snvirommt.1 
Impact Statcmmt. Before prcaentation o* the Cordttes’a comaIt., I would 
fitnt of .I]. lfk. t0 th.nk you .nd your .t.ff for m.ki~U th. eXtr. .fforf 10 
expose the Comirt.. fir.t h.nd to the R.?sourc. Area .nd it. llllupcamt 
prob1.m. .nd .uce..... throuah the field trip you sponsored l..t Jun.. ‘fh. 
Comittec found the Resource Aras to cont.in a surprisid.Y r*ried r**o”rc* 
baec. Eli. Draft P1.n represent. . critic.1 step tov.rd. thoU&htful, b.1.ne.d 
management of the.. eomplu systeas. Th. St.t. hr. .ppr.ei.t.d the cffortm of 
th. BLM to involve it in 111 .t.S.. of the planning pro=.... 

The Stat. .uppOrt. .dOption of the BIN. preferred Altsm.tiv. 2 with 
minor adjustment.. Those r.eOnrn.nded ch.w.. are d.lin..ted below. 
Addition.1 technic.1 connrent. on the document .r. provided thercrftar. 

I. COs+n.nte R.l.tir. to Alt.rn.tiv. 2 

T*blt 2-l. -8 We have no lmovn probleu Vith 
di,pO.ily Of th‘. p.rc.1. HoweVer, cliff .r... rithin th. p.rc.1 h.V. 

potential for nestins raptors and we recollmend a rWtOr mumaP Of th* l r** ba 
conducted prior to dispoa.1 to dstcrain. th. pr...nc. or .b.enc. Of r.pLor 
ne.t.. 

-26.: Ibhi. puce1 of l.nd 1. 1oc.t.d 
“ithi,, ..8. ,,rOu.. nentin~, broodins .nd r‘ntcr h.bit.t. 3’h.r. i. * active 
.truttinS ground located within Section 31, T. 6 8.. R. 5 W. We would not b* 
Oppo..d to the proposed disposal provided the BLH land 1. archwed fO= 

Response Letter 22 

22.1 

22.2 

Parcel 2 is presently under R6PP lease to the city of Yendover. It 
serves as a landfill for the coavaunity. It is Bull policy to dispose of 
sanitary landfills under RlPP to the lessee. BLM has reviewed the 
parcel's topography and found no cliffs. Therefore, it would net be 
suitable for nesting raptors. 

All parcels that were identified for disposal were the result of a 
coordinated planning effort between the UDYR and BUI, including a 
two-day field trip to review the lands in ouestion. BU's preferred 
alternative reflected the reconnendatfons made by UDWR at that time. If 
your present concerns regarding disposal had been identified, they would 
have been incorporated into the plan. 

Parcel 31. due to the 1984 WFP decision, is already in the process of 
being disposed. Ten acres am presently under an RAPP lease to Rush 
Valley for a landfill. During August of 1983. BLM conducted a field 
investigation with UDWR and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The 
investigation found that these acres were marginal sage grouse habitat 
and that disposal would not impact the population. 

_. .___” --^-.. -_ _-____._ -.- ------ _ _. _. _. _ - _ _ 



22.3 

22.4 

Comment Letter 22 

Pa89 TWO 
nr. HO”.lYi “edrick 

9rivstc land in Section 27 (west Of HiSbvay 36). 28 and 30, T. 6 9.. P. S W. 
or Sectlone 26 and 35, T. 6 S., P. 6 W. in m effort to attain. solid block 
of SLM la.96 for q .naSement 9urpooc.. Otherwioe “e wo*4d ba o99o;td to 
dls9osal of this 9arcel. 

2-l. -1 These parcel* Of land 
.re located within hiotorical s.Ss Srowe winter, nestin. an6 broodi- 
habitat. There im . ..8e &rouse Nruttilu SrW.md located in the SWl/4 of 
Section 30, 1. 4 S., P. 5 W. which “as inactive durirq the period frca 1974 
throu.& 1966. However, there has been aaS0 Srouoe breedinS activity ob.srvcd 
on the l trutti,q sround the lut two ye.=. and ..Se ‘rou,r have bean ob‘ened 
periodically in the last few years from there north to the we. we.t of the 
Tooele Ordnance Depot. Based on the recent breedi- activity .,,d bird 
l iShtingo in the .==a, “e recommend these 9arcels be retained in public 
ownership Ir. M effort to mrincah and impruve the exlvcin~ o-8 6rouoa 
909u1otion. 

2-l. PW: We recomsnd rstentlon of p.te.1 53 
in 9ublic ownership. It io located on the Oquirrh Hountain. which camprio. 
the Be..ton Deer and Elk Herd Unitm. Public land ia extremely llmifad in thio 
arae making big Same maruSe.ment extremely difficult. If we hope to maintain 
biS Same populationa in thio area, it io imperative that we retain all 
uiatizq public land in public owoershi9. 

22.5 
I 

t All of Section 7, T. 6 6.. P. 2 W., 
VC,C of HIShway 73 has been identified .m erlticol value deer winter habitat. 
As ouch, we recommend this parcel be retained in public ovnsrohip. 

2-1. Pw: Tbi# 9arcel is located o,, the e.,t 

22.6 
I 

end of Provo Say and consiatn of important wetlands habitat. We raeomend It 
be retained in Public ownsrshlc.. 

I 
Panc29.e 2-1. W: Thin 9arcel in locrted l outheamt of 

22.7 l’bistls nrct UDUR property and constitutes high priority value biS Some vlntcr 
habitat. We rtcomend it be retained in public ovnerohip. 

P.su 29. Table 2-1. PW : This parcel is 1oerte.d nortwsmt Of 

22.6 
I 

Indianola ad borders UWR 9ro9rrry. It ia critical value deer “Inter 
habitat. We recoarmend it be ret&M in public ovnership. 

Response Letter 22 

22.3 Parcel 35 Is already classified as suitable for Desert Land Entry. 
Yells are being drilled by the applicant to develop a reliable water 
source for irrigation. 

Because of the recent sightings of sage grouse within the vicinity, 
Parcels 36 and 37 are not identified for disposal in the proposed RnP. 
They will be maintained in public ownership for future sage grouse 
habitat use and improvement as the opportunity and need arise. 

22.4 Parcel 53 is within the Hercur aining area; much of the land surface iS 
already disturbed by mining activities. Further, due to the broken land 
patterns, this land is extremely difficult to manage for wildlife. 
particularly big game such as deer and elk. and has essentially no value 
for wtldlife. For these reasons, this parcel is identified for disposal 
to a 

Y 
acent landowners and minin claimants. The loss of this habitat 

is un ortunate but inevitable wf P h such mining operations. 

22.5 Tract 69 is presently under R6PP lease to Cedar Fort. It serves as a 
landfill for the community. See Response 22.1. 

22.6 Disposal of Tract 84 is not in the Proposed Plan. It was erroneously 
placed on the disposal map for Alternative 2 in the Draft RMP. 

22.7 Tracts 94 and 95 have been dropped from the list of parcels in the 
proposed RHP to reflect your concern about loss of wildlife habitat. 

22.8 See Response 22.7. 

I 2-l. Parcel: Tbi* 9orecl lo critical ..lus elk 22.9 winter habitat and high priority value deer winter h.bitat. We rse-md t.bd,v 

I 

22.9 Tract 96 is listed for disposal to Forest Se;-vice. It will therefore be 
be retained in public ownership. retained in Federal ownership. 

P*%e 10. Table 2-1. Parcel N-8 107 and 1pp: Tbeae 9.rcelo .re loe,ted 
in Parley’s Canyon and constitute critical value deer and elk winter habitat. 
We roneur in the recoraendation that they be disposed of to either Salt I,.ke 
City or the Forest Service. 
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Comment Letter 22 

P.Se Three 
"r. Hov.rd Hedrick 

m 30. TIpLc 2-l. w: Ibi. p.rc.1 1. loc.ted north of 

P.rl.y'. Cmyon .lon~ the Wetmtch Front end ie erltie.1 relue deer end elk 
winter hebltet. We concur in the recomend.tion thet they be diepoeed of to 
either Salt Leke City or the Foreat Service. 

II. Addition.1 1cebn1c.1 Comcnt. 

Paa+: The follovin‘ lend. idcntlfied in T.ble 2-l for 
di.pos.1 .re (rccordiw to Indemnity Liet 324). .t.t. lend.. 

sacrion 19, Late 1-4: S2W212 
Section 20, All 
s.etion 27, w2 
section 26, All 
Section 29, All 
Section 30, Lot. l-41 1zw2, I2 
section 31, Lot. 1-4: EZWZ. L2 
Section 33, All 
section 34, w2 

Seetlon 3, Lot. l-4:. SZNZ, 62 
Section 4. Lote 1-4: 52112. St 
Section 5; Lot. l-42, SW4, S2NW4 
Section 6, Lot. l-7: EZSW4, SB4NW4, SZNS4, SB4 
scct1on 7, Lota 1-4: EZWZ, B2 
section 8, w2 
section 9, n2 
Section 10, N2 
Scetion 17, w2 
section 18, Lot. l-4, S2W2, 82 

Tbcse ch&n&ai &Ouii aliu be reflrcred on the omeranlp map. 

22.11 I -11. PiSure B ehove l.nd et.tu. end not PiSure A .e 
l tated. 

22.12 1 Me 50. pm: Figure 2-5 referred to should be FiSure 2-3. 

22.13 1 we 56. Fire N-: 400-500 l xee may be a more 

reaeonable tersct. 
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22.10 These lands are State lands and have been taken off the list. Since 
Parcel 9 is not in the Proposed Plan. the new legal description will not 
be printed in this document. 

22.11 The map labels were incorrect. The land status map should read Figure A 
and Grazing Allotments should read Figure B. 

22.12 A change has been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 50. 

22.13 In recent years we have initiated an aggressive program to limit the 
number of acres burned on public lands in the Salt Lake District. The 
key feature of this new program is the effective use of green 
stripping. Green stripping is a method of planting fire-resistant 
species in wide strips to act as natural firebreaks. These strips are 
usually located in areas of high fire occurrence and are situated near a 
road or other natural break. This tool helps to slow or impede the rate 
of wildfire spread until initial attack forces arrive. In conjunction 
with black lining, use of a small agricultural spray plane for fire 
retardant and a 3.000 gallon water tanker has improved our fire 
suppression capabflfties. Limiting wildfires in the sagebrush-grass 
community to no more than 300 acres is a realistic and attainable 
objective. 
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22.14 

22.15 

22.16 

22.17 

22.15 

22.19 

2 

E 22.20 

F.&a ro”r 
Pk. Ror.rd ledrick 

P.me 59. VeV: The Summy, Demxiption of the 
Alrem.tiv.. .nd T.ble 2-S .11 1i.t different umber. for AlM lise.tock 
dlOC*tiOIlS. For er.rnple, under Altem.tirc 2, the S\sury indic,.tc. th.f 
2,487 AUH. vould be made .v.il.bl.; where.., th. De.eription of the 
Airern.tiva. section .iioc.t.. 2.327 AUPlo to llre.tock md T.ble 2-S 1i.t. 
2.627 AUU.. 

-71. Filure B ahor. lurd .t.t”. r.ther thrn PisUre A ., 
et.ted. 

-72. Fioure A referred to .hould be Pi8W. 8. 

- Firer Smrmrr: The doclnnmt .t.te. th.t l9o.t of the Pony 
Bxpre~e Peeource Area it under oil ad 8.. le..e.” Thi. .t.tlPent .ppe.r. to 
be in .rror. While it m.y h.ve bean tru. . nrnber of ye.r. .qo, we question 
it. r.lidity tod.y. 

P.A&E 84. PW: Cr.&,. .llot.ent bound.rie. .re out~inad in 
li8ure A r.tb.r th.n PibUre B . . .t.ted. 

he 99. P-3: With the ucsption of yea. 1955 throu&, 1957 .r,d 
1970, .n .mu.l re.triet.d h.rv8.t h.. occurrsd .ine. .t le..f 1951. 

wc)p. A tot.1 of 574 .nt.lope w.r. ob.mr..d In th. Puddl. 
V.1l.y Ant.lop. Unit durlq rh. 1988 UDUS ..rl.l ..?I.“. conducted on P.brv.ry 
26, 1988. 

22.21 I -99. A tot.1 Of 287 .nt.lope rere ob.er.ed in the Too.l. 
ComtY portion Of th. Sn.k. V.1l.y Antelop. Unit duriz,, th. 1988 UDVP ..rl.l 
C.U.U.. 

2*.22 I Eue 99. -9: An .dditloo.l 63 miul. “et. re-introduc.d in I.te 
1987 r.rh.r th.n 75 . . .t.ted. 

22.23 I pla. 100. ParanraDh: Fi8ure 3-5 referred to .hould .how .ddition.l ..8e 
8r.u.. cruci.1 h.bit.t .10x18 the Tooe1e-Ju.b County line on the .outh...r .ide 
of the Sheeprock ?Iounr.in.. 

22.24 
I 

-100. The .horebird. li.ted, with the uception of the 
C.a.d. 800.e vhlch I. not . .horebird, .re .Ctu.lly coloni. n..ti,q “.der.. 
Shorebird. should include .tilt, wocet, ph.l.rop., doritchar, etc. 

-100. The m.r.h h.vk .hould be listed . . Ilorthern 
22.25 hurrier. 

I 
Addition.1 r.ptor tpecise .hould include 80.h.vk, ,,erlin .nd 

rowh-lessed h.wk. 

22.26 pre.mtly .“pport f1.h. 

I 

-101. mere .*a 10 .tre- ia rooe1c county th.t 
They include Blue Creek drAini,,, out of Blue ,,.ke; 

Deep Creek north .nd .outh of 1b.p.h; north .nd South Willow Creeke on the 

22.14 The correct figures for the livestock allocations for each alternative 
after proposed allotment eliminations and lands disposals are as follows: 

Alternative l.................... 1,890 AUMs 
Alternative 2.................... 2,315 AUMs 
Alternative 3.................... 2,333 AUMs 
iii ternative 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...* 2,410 AUXo 

This includes both sheep and cattle AU&. Appropriate changes will be 
made to the Sumnarv, Uescriotion of the Alternatives, Table 2-8 and 
Appendix 69. See kevfsions.and,Corrections for Appendix 6C and 69 
(pages 185. and 186). 

22.15 Refer to Response 22.13. 

22.16 Refer to Response 22.13. 

22.17 The change has been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 73. 

22.18 Refer to Reponse 22.T3. 

22.19 The change has been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 99. 

22.20 The change has been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 99. 

22.21 The change has been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 99. 

22.22 The change has been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 99. 

22.23 Our available data did not show sage grouse crucial habitat in that 
area. so it was not included in the text or on the map. 

22.24 The change has been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 100. 

22.25 The change has been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 100. 

22.26 The change has been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 101. 



22.27 

22.28 1 
22.29 1 

22.30 1 

22.31 

22.32 
I 

Comment Letter 22 

PA88 Five 

Hr. Howard Hcdrick 

e..at slope. of the Stsnsbury Mountslna; Clover Creek in the Clover .re.; 
Barlow .nd Indian-Hi&m.” Creek. on the ve.t ~lopem of the Stln.bury 
iiountminm; and Vtmon, Littia Vaiiey .nd Sennion Cree’rs on rha Shcsprock 
Itou”t.i”e . A m.+xity of the.. .Lre- .re not 1oe.t.d on BLA lmd.: however. 
.t least four (D;ep Cheek, Clover Creek, Barlov Creek md Indian-Ill&an . 
Creek) .r. 1oc.r.d partially on Bl# l.nd.. lolown fish ~pccicn pr..ent in the 
.bova four .fr.lPls .r. A. follow: 

Deep Creek - Rainbow trout, German brown trout, .p.ckled daft 
and mountain tucker. 

Clover Creek - Rainbow trout and Germu~ brown trout. 

B~rlov Creek - P.inbow trout. 

Indi.n-H1ckm.n Creek - R.1nb.v trout hybrid. 

Addition.lly, Ophir .nd Harkar Creak. .re currently being .urvey.d with 
int.ntiolu of inrroducin8 Bonneville eutrhro.t trout in both if found .uit.Dle. 

Epic 101. Pqx&uwh&: Kanti L.ke .nd Clew L.ke 1oc.t.d in Skull V.lley 
.re ~1.0 el...ifi.d Cl... 3 fi.hinS w.t.r.. K.n.k. L.k. cont.inm l.r8emouth 
barn*, carp uLd mosquito f1.h md C1s.r L&e contain lAr8emouth bma and 

c*rp. Blue Itie in ertrcme r..ram Too.1. County, Although nor loc.ted ori BLM 
lmd, i. ~1.0 cl...ifi.d A Cl... 3 fi.hin8 w.ter and cont.ilu lAr8qmouth b..., 
blue.111. c.rD .nd q o.auieo f1.h. Attewte l re ~180 bein. made bv UDWR to 
e~tabll& 4 r&m v4ter~fishery in Runh Ljla. located ne.r-Stockto& Utah, 
wh.r. lAr8Amurh b..., blu.gill, y.llov parch md chuu1.1 c.rfi.h hwe been 
aLocked. 

v: An .ddltion.l major furbe.rer pre.era. in th. 
Resource Area 1. the bobc.r. 

Pane: Seventy-one percent teeme hip to U. md m.y be.1 
double checkin&, 

-101. Thi. pArA8rAph de.lin8 vith the peregrine f.lcon 
n.sd. to he elarifl-d md rewrlttcn. 

-102. We .ugS..t rewordin the .econd ..nt.nc. A. 
follow.: 

A h.ckin8 tower w.. constructed in the Timpic S~rinas .re. ad fl.d.liru 
peregrine falcons were releancd in 1983, 1984, i985-uxd 1986. In 1%J7,-. 
pair of adult pere8rine occupied the tower. In 19.50 the firat .uccee.ful 
young peregrine w.8 natumlly raised by the neatin p4ir. 

s al: Although fi~hcr1.s .re limited on 
BLM land8 within the Resource Area, rhere .re some present (Deep Creek. Clover 
Creek, Barlow Creek, Indian-Hi&mm Creek, Horneahoe Springa, C1e.r L4ke, 
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!2.27 Kanaka and Clear Lake are on private land, so they were not described in 
the document. 

Z2.28 The change has been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 101. 

22.29 The study conducted by Joseph B. Platt of Brigham Young University, 
Department of Zoology discussed the occurrence of lead shot in bald 
eagle pellet analysis. He notes that "a more significant food source 
was indicated during the analysis of pellets from the Ru'sh Valley 
riiost . ..Lead shot from shotgun shells was found fn seventy-one percent 
of the pellets." Source: Platt, Joseph B.. "Bald Eagles Xinterfng in a 
Utah Desert," American Birds, National Audubon Society. August 1976. 
Vol. 30. No. 4. pp. 783-788. 

!2.30 See Comment Response 7.6. 

22.31 The change has been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 102. 

22.32 The limited fisheries on public land would not be significantly affected 
by the Proposed Plan. No riparian/aouatic habitats will be disposed 
under the Proposed Plan. 

Riparian/aouatic habitats will be protected by restricting seismic work, 
well develo ment new road construction, rights-of-way, organized 
recreationa 

p ?. 
activities, military exercises and other disturbing 

activities within 1,200 feet of riparfan/aouatfc habitats. Further 
protection is provided by special stipulations for fluid mineral leasing. 

Through the Habitat Management Plan (HMPl development. fish and wildlife 
habit will continue to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. Those 
bodies of water/stream that support fisheries within an HMP area will be 
given consideration for maintenance/improvement and/or reintroduction or 
habitat expansion for adapted fish species. It is recognized that good 
riparian habitat management does not always eauate to good fisheries 
habitat management. Therefore, it is necessary to review these streams 
not only for riparian habitat condition but also fisheries habitat 
condition. 

Finally, selected perennial streams will be monitored for water Quality 
trend to insure that management activities on public lands comply with 
existing State water aualfty standards. All four creeks, Clover, 
Indian-Hickman, Deep and Barlow. are classified (3A) for cold water 
fisheries/habitat and (41 for irrigation water supply. BLM will manage 
areas, wetlands, and other water sources for multiple-use purposes such 
as wildlife. range, watershed and recreation. 

Those portions of Rush Lake on publfc land will be managed as a wetland 
over the long-term due to the periodical fluctuation of the lake water 
level. 

Kanaka and Clear Lakes occur on private land. Indian-Hickman and Clover 
Creeks do not occur on BLM administered lands. They cross Forest 
Service. private and Skull Valley Indian Reservation. Deep Creek and 
Barlow Creek cross BLM administered lands; however, the water quality 
and quantity of these streams for fisheries, by the time they enter BLM 
lands, are ouestionable and warrant further investigation during the HMP 
development process. Information available from the.UDWR would be 
appreciated. 
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22.34 
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22.35 
I 

22.361 

22.37 
I 
I 

22.381 
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e.gs Five 
Hr. Howard Hedrick 

9Z.n.k. L.ka, Su.h L.ka, etc.) and should be diacuwsd accordin&. He could 
find no such diacuaaion, 

m 126. Pa.? As noted earlier in reference to dia9oBal Of 
Parcel 31, some recent activity ha* been noted on the mtruttiru Srormd and 
sage grouse still persist in the .rea. 

Ectld-Out *nd P- 

-. 8 -Tracts Parcel 9 im not 
accurate--see IL 324. 

E!Jam.k~ltiP~~ts~: C~-awY 2 
stipulations appe.r to be covering a portion of the bed of Utah Lake vhlch 10 
.tate sovereign land. Also TZS, P7W, Section 16, I8 .tate land. 

a: earcs1 9 i8 not 
.ccurate--sac IL 324. 

- - - 
would hwa been helpful to Include land ovncrahip etltu. on theme “9‘ to aid 
in eatab1ishir.S the relationship between rho.. tr.et. beinS r~earendcd for 
dia9osal and ownsr8hip of surroundinS land. ‘fbin would include diatirawimhixq 
BLH fror Porcst Service managed landa. 

PDckef: Some parcels of public landa did not l 99e.r on the map. a.‘., 
e.reeu4 94 or 95. 

Ple.sc note that the Divinion of State History .cnt their c-ant. op tbs 
Dr.ft Plan under ee9arate CO”.%. Thank you for the opportunity to COPIICII~. 
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22.33 Refer to response to Comment 22.2. 

22.34 The map is incorrect. The legal description in Table 2.1 is correct. 
This parcel is not in the Proposed Plan, so the map has been corrected 
in this document. 

22.35 8LM fluid mineral designations do not apply to State lands. 

22.36 The map is incorrect. The legal description in Table 2.1 is correct. 
This parcel is not in the Proposed Plan, so the map has not been 
corrected in the document. 

22.37 A land status map located in the back cover of the document was provided 
to help distinguish ownership for the other maps. We regret any 
confusion over landownership status. 

22.38 Some isolated parcels that are 40 acres or less, as are Parcels 94 and 
95, were inadvertently left off the land status map. These areas should 
have been included as public surface. However, these parcels are no 
longer proposed for disposal. (See Response 27.7.) 

n2.nrrF.r .“~n~“s-nr ,..n..rrn- .C ..- ..,.,.^.A-..., *,. ..^...^,_, e....-^ ..e..-.-_ 
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23.1 

23.2 

23.3 

23.4 

23.5 
I 

23.6 

23.7 
f 

23.8 

I 

23.9 

721 Second Avenue 
Salt Lake City 
Utah 84103 

August 10. 1988 

Hr. Howard Hedrick 
pony Express Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
2370 south 2300 YeSt 
Salt Lake City. Utah !8411g 

Dear Mr Hedrick: 

Cements concerning the Draft Pony Express Resource 74anapent Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement: 

Page 2: Uhat private lands would be acquired at Rush Lake and would this 
fnclude the appropriate water rlghtsf 

Page 13: Table i-l. Utah County land ownerships percents do not add UP 
to a 1001. 

Page 41: Horseshoe Springs and Rush Lake should also be considered for land. 
mineral, of1 and gas leasrng, and water rights withdrawal. 

Page 43: Should not the Forest Service also be involved with Water manageaWnt7 

Page 44: Perhaps a second column should be added to denote actual animal 
numbers. The wild animals are present all seasons. Are the livestock 
also present all season7 

Page 47: nil1 the introduction of bighorn sheep cause any species to become 
threatened or endangered7 

Page 47: BLM should also restrict unorganized recreation in protection of 
important wildlife habitat- expeciall within 1200 feet of riparia;~quatic 
habitats. Unorganized recreation is more likely to leave tracks 
rip&an areas. 

Page 40: Should not the BLH conduct a blologlcal survey of its wetlands to 
mske sure aquatic improvements will not endanger or threaten any of the 
localized species. Note that Fish Springs National Yildlife Refuge is 
blamed for the extinction of a gastropod. 

Page 49: Knolls Off-mad vehicle area special RMA should be inventorled 
for unique species of plants and animals before the dedication of such 
lands to the highly destructive usage. Yill ORV activities cause any 
species to become threatened or extinct7 

23.1 

23.2 

23.3 

23.4 

23.5 

23.6 

A legal description of the private lands that BLW wishes to acquire at 
Rush Lake is outlined on page 54 of the Draft RMPKIS and in the 
Proposed Plan. This acquisition would include appropriate water rights. 

The table has been corrected. See Revisions and Corrections for page 13. 

Both Horseshoe Springs and Rush Lake provide important habitat to over 
100 species of waterfowl and shorebirds. The open waters and associated 
wetlands provide resting. feeding, and nesting areas to many birds and 
mamnals. Retention of these areas in public ownership is a significant 
part of our habitat management program. Because of their importance, 
these areas have been identified as lands not available for ownership 
adjustment (see Table 4 in the Proposed Plan). BLM has taken other 
precautions to protect this wildlife habitat. Specifically, all surface 
disturbing activities such as seismic work, well development. and new 
road construction are prohibited within 1,200 feet of riparian and 
aQuatic habitats. We are confident that this measure will provide 
adequate protection to not only Horseshoe Springs and Rush Lake, but to 
all important wetland and riparian areas. 

It is true that the Forest Service is involved with the management of 
many watersheds in Tooele County and that their actions affect water 
quality and quantity on BLM administered lands; however, BLM's 
coordination with adjacent landowners is not limited to the Forest 
Service, but includes private landowners, the State of Utah. two Indian 
reservations, and the Department of Defense. This specific statement, 
however, refers to those agencies which are directly involved with the 
management of waters on BLM-administered lands. 

Seasons-of-use for Tooele County allotments are given in Appendix 2 
(page 85) of the Tooele Grazing EIS and Table 3-6 (page 861 of the Draft 
Pony Express RJ4P for Utah County allotments. As these tables indicate, 
livestock use BLM land in the Pony Express Resource Area during all 
times of the year. However, at this time no allotments have yearlong 
livestock use. Some pennittees hold grazing ennits for several 
allotments which allow livestock to move to R t e next allotment, 
extending the time they use BLM land. In sOme cases. this may result in 
livestock being permitted on BLM land for the entire year in one 
allotment or another. For this reason, numbers of livestock cannot be 
used for analytical purposes and instead animal unit months (AUkIs) are 
used. In this way, the length of time livestock use BLM land is taken 
into consideration. 

The "introduction" of bighorn sheep is actually a reintroduction of a 
species in a historic range. To our knowledge, this reintroduction will 
not cause any species to become endangered or threatened. Further, 
since this is a reintroduction and an equilibrium had once been reached, 
it will again be reached and maintained between all species including 
those threatened and endangered. 

23.7 If BLM were to restrict unorganized recreation to protect riparian and 
asuatic habitats, all forms of use such as environmental study, fishing 
and hunting would be totally eliminated. Leaving tracks (footsteps) is 
not an act that seriously impairs the resources of these sites. 
Diversified recreation (non-motorized) is a legitimate use of such areas. 

Regarding ORV designations, refer to Comment 19.1, 2nd paragraph. 



23.10 

23.11 

23.12 

23.13 
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-2- 

1 
Table 2-B: Yhy Is not Horseshoe Srplngs on ACEC designation In 
Alternative 4.2 

I 
Page 106: Hater skfng. motor boating and windsurfing should be restrfcted 
on Rush Lake from pmbhftfon durln waterfowl nestfng season (March to 
July 1) and during fell migratfon .Septe!aber through Borember; to 9 

f reguiatlan IS to motor sfze and speed the remafnder of the year. 

I Peae 113: Analvsfs assumptfons fmplfes thrt no swcfes of olant or animal 
wlil become exifnct or threatened: Sfnce blologicsl surveys are not befng 
proposed end stnce Great B&sin is e region of e hfgh number of endemic 
specfes or specfes of high scfentfflc values (Giant Stonefly). more specfes 
will become extinct unless there Is better knowledge of the plants and 
animals, their life histories, and their dtstrfbutlon. 

Page 114: Analysis of the cheatgrass-ffre Is excellent. Ue have long noted 
the dlsepperrence of desert shrub by the fncrerslngly larger areas of cheat 
grass due to fires- especially on the west sfde of the Cedar Bountains. 
The Resource Chnagement Plan should address the efforts to control chest 
gross to break thfs cycle. 

I Page 115: Since sheep grazing can Increase perennial grass productlon 
uhfch enhances ntentlon of sol1 and water. would not cattle uhlch conswee 

23.14 

I 

perennial grass therefore contribute to loss of sol1 end water? Yhet 
plans exists which sheep grazing allotments will be converted to cattle 
grarlllg allotments? 

23.15 
I 

Page 116: tattle grazfng also. slang with ORV and flufd mineral actfvftles 
Increase sedfment and bent erosion. 

Page 118: Ffre suppressfon may dlso destroy native ecosystems whfch 
contain threatened and endangered species by preventing the destructfon 

23.16 of competing plants. For Instance. rabbltbrush survives ffre end sagebrush 
Is killed. Fire suppressfon encourages therefore sagebrush whereas fires 
enco"mge rabbitbrush. One must know the ecoloafcsl reaulrements of the 
threatened or endangered species before using fire supp;essfon techniques 
to "s.svem these specter. 

Page 140: It seems that the declsfon for Issue 1 is to meke I-80 an 
fndustlal corrfdor. Thts drfve between Salt Lake City and Yendover use 

23.17 to be very unique for brth America as well as for Europe. The experiences 
of the Bonneville Basfn end the salt flats hove been eroded away by 
past BLU md State and Tooele County decfsons. This erosfonal processes 
will contfnue with the solutfons to Issue 1. 

23.16 
I 

Page 140: Both Rush Lake and Horseshoe Springs hsould be unsuitable for 
mineral l xploratfon end development and should be placed in cetegory 4 
for of1 and gds lersfng. 

1 Page 151: Pleistocene history needs revlsfon. 1) Lake Bonneville was formed 

23.19 

by increased precipitetlon end not from melting glaciers. 2) Lake Bonnevflle 
occurred In its latest episode from 26.000 years ago to 13.BOO years 
SW. 3) The giant stonefly dfstrlbution suggest ancfent aquatic connecttons 
between the Beep Creeks and the mst coast mountains. However such connectto 
may have occurred in the Pltocene era and not In the Pleistocene era. Such 

ns 
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13.8 Aquatic and all other improvements are subject to an environmental 

analysis process to ensure that the 8LM will not endanger or threaten 
any of the local species. These processes include notifying Fish and 
Wildlife Service If there is a 'may effect" scenario for any threatened 
and endangered species. It is the Fish and Wildlife Service's 
responsibility to determine if the proposed improvement will affect 
threatened and endangered species. Then BLM can make adjustments 
accordingly to mitigate or deny construction of the proposed project. 

!3.9 Knolls off-road vehicle area has been used by off-road vehicle 
enthusiasts for over 10 years. It has become popular and intensively 
used in the last 3 years. The Special RMA is an in-house designation 
that helps prioritize the fu..,. nAing for improvements isuch as faciiities, 
signing, etc.1 and protectfon of areas within the RMA. This 
"dedication" does not mean that we are taking an area that is presently 
free from off-road use and promoting intensive use. In the case of 
Knolls the use has occurred in the past and present. 

Further, the area has been surveyed and there are no known threatened 
and endangered species. The habitat (i.e. soils, climate, microclame1 
does not lead us to believe that there is a potential for threatened and 
endangered species at Knolls off-road vehicle area. 

Z3.10 New ACEC proposals (i.e. those not previously designated or recommended 
in the Tcoele Pfanagement Framework Plan) were included fn Alternative 2 
only. 

23.11 BLM does not have jurisdiction over the body of water at Rush Lake. The 
lake itself is managed by the State of Utah, Department of Parks and 
Recreation. BLM does, however.rrestrict off-road vehicles around the 
perimeter of the lake on public lands (see Table 8 in this document). 

Motorized vehicle use at Rush Lake is limited to existing roads from 
July 16 through March 31. The area is closed to motorized vehicle use 
from April 1 through July 15. Rush Lake is used intensively by 
waterfowl and shorebirds for breeding and nesting. Vehicle use on the 
marshy soils could damage habitat, nests, and disturb birds during the 
critical stages of their life cycles. 

'3.12 Any activity proposed on public land will be analyzed through the 
Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact Statement process. 
Impacts to all resources will be analyzed. BLR is mandated to protect 
and preserve species that are threatened or endangered. 

~3.13 Tn recent years a major objective of the Emergency Fire Rehabilitation 
(EFR) plans completed on the Pony Express Resource Area hasT;f;niFdone 
break the cycle of repeated fires in the cheatgrass type. 
with the mechanical planting of species that stay green longer Or 
throughout the summer and/or compete with the cheatgrass, reducing its 
density and wildfire potential. As this can be auite costly and 
potential for successful establishment is very low on these desert 
sit s seedin is often done in 80- to lOO-foot strips. 
str p!, are es ? 0 ablished to slow the advance of wildfires. 

T:;:ef ;';n 
9 

result is reduced fire size and occurrence and improved establishment of 
n_ative desert shrub species through natural revegetation. 

Small plantings of native shrubs and grasses are also being attempted to 
supply a seed source in these large, cheatgrass-dominated areas; Again; 
cost is restrictive and establishment is difficult. 



Comment Letter 23 

connections may not have been conttnuous. but occur over mflllons of ycers. 
None of the Lake Bonnevflles ever flowed Into any other region but the 
Snake River (the last Lake Bonnevflle) but the Bonneville Basin may once 
have been connected to the Colorado River drrlnage. Enclosed are two 
figures. Figure 1 is taken from Donald R. Currey and Charles G. Ovfatt 
paper In "Problems of and Prospects for predicting Great Salt Lake LWels" 
(ed. Paul A. Kay and Henry F. Dfaz). Center for Public Affairs and 
Admfnfstretfon. University of Utah, Hay 1985) and the Figure 2 is taken 
from Uilltam 0. McCoy paper "waternary aminostratfgraphy of the 
Bonneville Bssfn. western United States" In Geological Society 
of Amerlcs Bulletin, v. 98. pages 99-112. 1987. 

Riverbed-Dugway water course probably was not operative 
23.20 %rO~~2~e~rs aga (see Figure 2) but VIS associated with one of the 

wetter Pleistocene cycles. 

Page 151: It seems that the Dormer-Reed party was tryfng to hook up with 
the Hestings party rather than electing to take the Great Salt Lake route. 

23.21 

23.22 

23.23 

Page 151: Brlstlecone plw (Pfnus longaeva) 1s unique to the Greet Basin 
and not just to Utah. 

Page 153. White Rocks archeological sites end the local flora and fauna are 
also threatened by ORV use.and dispersed recreation. 

l ** 

In reading the response to Letter 7 in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, Aptus Industrial and Hazardous Haste Treatment Facfljty 
(June 1988 by the Salt Lake District Office of the Bureau of Land Management; 
Response 7-11): "The vegetational coimWfties located at the three alternative 
sites are not considered unique to the Nest Desert. Legislation currently 
protects plant species listed es threatened or endangered or those proposed 
for listing, according to the Endangered Species Act of 1973. As steted in the Draft 
EIS. no federal or state-listed threatened. endangerd. or candidate plant 
species are known to occur with the proposed project areas. . we feel that 
the uniqueness of the Great Basin is not appreciated by the Resource lhnagers 
of the region. One could just es well state that the Deep Creek Hountains 
an not considered unique to the Yest Desert for they are lfke every range 
in the Basin and Range physfographic region. Likewise the Stonefly of the 
Deep Creek can be Ignored for it is not protected by the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973. Yet the Basins arc like the Ranges In that they are isolated 
and have long histories and are full of evolutionary processes of new species 
and relic populations. Utah Nature Study Society strongly urges that 
all lend trans~ctfons and new uses be accompanied by a thorough biological 
survey. zany species. just IS unique as the Giant Stonefly and the Bonneville 
Cutthroat trout and the Bristlecone pine are being eradicated from the 
Bonneville Desfn by processes that have started soms 30 years ago. 
Amphfblans (spotted Frogs, Woodhouse Toad. Western Toad, Leo ard Frog where 
native). reptiles (Collared Lizard). and birds (Snowy Plover P have been 
greatly restricted or destroyed. Blologlcal Surveys would allow Resource 
Managers to get e handle on the events and should not be surrrnarfly dismissed 
as are.ss not unfque to the nest Desert. 

Response to Letter 23 

Black lining is also being used to control the size and occurretxe of 

wildfires in the cheatgrass type. In black lining, an 80- to lOO-foot 
strip of cheatgrass is burned along a road early in the summer to again 
Stop or Slow the advancement of wildf it-es. This method has the same 
benefits as green stripping but must be done on a yearly basis. It 
promotes the continued domination of cheatgrass along the black line 

areas. 

These and other possible attempts at controlling the cheatgrass wildfire 
cycle are designed; analyzed and conducting under EFR plans and fire 
management plans. 

Also see Response 22;13; 

23.14 Heavy cattle grazing, especially during the spring growth period, can 
have the same detrimental effects to the watershed as spring grazing by 
sheep (see page 116 of the Draft RMP). Proper grazing by cattle can 
occur without adverse effects to the watershed. This is the underlying 
goal of the allotment management plans and forage allocations for the 
allotments; 

Requests for sheep to cattle conversions will be considered on a 
case-by-case basis; Policy for such conversions are set forth in BLM 
Salt Lake District Manual 4120. No conversions are under consideration 
but they could be proposed any time. 

23.15 Impacts of livestock grazing on watershed in Utah County are covered in 
the Draft RMP/EIS on page 126, Paragraph 8. Impacts in Tooele County 
are covered in the Tooele Grazing EIS. 

!3.16 We are not aware of any fire-climax species in the Resource Area which 
are candidates for threatened and endangered status. In areas of 
highest fire occurrence, we have noted a gradual loss of the native 
plant communities and a replacement by predominantly annual plants. 
Many times these are introduced species. This is especially evident in 
southern Skull Valley; where reoccurring fires have changed an area from 
a native brush-grass community to one dominated by cheatgrass. an 
introduced annual species. 

F3.17 The lands decisions identified in the Proposed Plan do not call for the 
actions listed on page 140. See Figure 1 for proposed disposals; 

!3. 

!3. 

18 Through our analysis we have concluded that the riparian/wetland 
stipulation prohibiting fluid mineral actfvity within 1,200 feet of live 
water adeouately protects these resources. 

19 Your comments to the geology introduction are noted. We acknowledge 
there are some errors in this introduction, however, since it has no 
bearing on impact analysis or the Proposed Plan, no change will be made 
in the text. 

13.20 Your comment is correct; The text should have read "10,000" years ago; 
See Revisions and Corrections for Page 152. 

!3.21 A change has been made; See Revisions and Corrections for page 151; 

!3.22 Regarding ORV designations; refer to Comment 19.1, 2nd paragraph; 

.,r* 11,11, ,\II/ 8, 8,. ,, /,,, ,I ,,11,w I, I ,#I., ,,,/I ,,, I*,,,,8 j ,,m ,,,,a 88 n m, I,, lY,l,l I I”,, 81 I m,,u.., ,/,J m/,/,, 3, I,, ,LI,Y, ,, 
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Comment Letter 23 

Skull Valley contains two operculated gastropods which have not been 
found is any other basin (examined Snake. Tule. Rush, Steptoe. Spring, 
Lake, Railroad, Ruby. Clover, Pilot, and many others). Roth species 
occurs in Horseshoe Springs and each species occurs in scme of the 
other springs in Skull Valley. These species should be identified. 
Again a biological survey of aii uetiands siwid be mde. Certainly 
a thorough biological survey should be made before any improvements 
or alterations are made. Each water resource should be considered 
as unique as the Deep Creek llountains and other island systems. If 
the only species that are of Interest are the threatened OP endangered 
spedes OP extinct species as recognized by law. many more species 
will become extinct under the federal protection laws. 

Sincerely, 

Peter Hovtngh. Chairman 
Issues Comnittee 
Utah Nature Study Society 

Response to Letter 23 

23.23 Refer to Comnent 23;8; 

Further, it is unfortunate that BLM does not have the resources reauired 
to do the specialized biological studies which delve deeply into the 
study of these diverse and rich communities. We do, however; encourage 
volunteer studies that would support and strengthen the data base of our 
biological survey; We would welcome any information that you may have 
available to share or would encourage volunteer or fundraising efforts 
to support more in-depth scientific study of the unioue basins and 
ranges of the west desert. 



Comment Letter 23 

Figure 1. Reproduced fmm Oonald R. Currcy and Charles 6. Ovtatt, 1985. "Durations. 
Average Rates. and Probable Causes of Lake Bonneville Expansfons. Stlllstands. and 
Contractions During the Last Deep-Lake Cycle. 32,000 to 10.000 years ago". Pages 9-24. 
In "Problems of and Pmspects for predicting Great Salt lake Levels, ed. P.A. Kay and 
H.F. Diaz. published by Center for Public Affairs and Adnlnlstratlon. University of Utah. 
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Figure 2. Reproduced from William D. McCoy. 1987. "Quaternary 
aminostratigraphy of the Bonneville Basin, western United States. 
Geological Society of America Bulletin, Vol. 98: pages 99-112. . ..__~ 
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Comment Letter 24 Response to Letter 24 

Toode County Historical Society - P.O. Box 327, Tooele, Utah -4 - ~~-2~5 I 

13 AU&USC 1988 

Mr.Howard Hedrick 
Pony Express Resource Area Manager 
Bureau Of Land Hanagem%X 
2370 South 2300 West 
Salt Lake Clty,Utah 84119 

Dear Mr. Hedrick, 
I comur with alternate f2. 

I applaud retention of Onaqui,White Rocks and North Scansbury 
in a no crade,no sale scams.1 agree the Cedar Mountains should 
be managed for vild horses. 

Sincerely. I 

President, 
Tooele ‘wunty Historical Society 

Your cements are appreciated. 
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Comment Letter 26 

UNTEDSTATESENVlRONfvlENTALPROTECTlONAGENCY 

REG.lON VU 

999 18thSTREET- SUTESOO 

DENVER.COLORADC 90202-2405 

Ref: SPU-EP 

Hayward Hedrick 
Pony Express Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
2370 South 2300 West 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84119 

Dear Ur. Bedrick: 

In accordance with OUT responsibilities under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NBPA) and Sactio" 309 of the Clean Air 
Act, the Re ion VIII offlcs of the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA 7 has reviewed the Draft Pony Express Resource 
Management Plan (RMP) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 
We offer the follovlng comments for your consideration in the 
preparation of the Final RMP/EIS. 

The DEIS addresses all major aspects of applicable resource 
management with emphasis on the three major issues of land 
ownership conflicts, vegetation nanagement, and off-road vehicle 
(ORV) "se. Our review reveals the draft RIIP/EIS provides a" 
understandable evaluation of the existing environment, the 
alternatives considered and their potential impacts. 

Identification of soil, rater and air resources on ~aae 43, 
and the discussion of cooperation and coordination with - - 
responsible local, state, and Federal entities should enhance 
w&&shed and veg&tion~management programs associated with 
these resources. Monitoring programs and appropriate best 
management practices (BMPsl need to be coordinated with adjacent 
land owners/management agencies. 

We note that the preferred alternative, Alternative 2, 
DrOPOseS . . *that all areas not mandated to be closed bv 
iegislation, executive order, or BLH policy would be &en to ORV 
use: This vould result In 1,669,267 acres open to ORV use and 
363,439 sc~es restricted to limited ORV use. The implication of 
limited use is that there is a resource(s) rhich deserves 
protection. Appendix 5, Off-Road Vehicle Designations, on page 
182 provides some information on these areas to be limited under 
the various alternatives. We recommend that those areas proposed 
for closure under Alternative 4 be further considered for closure 
under the preferred alternative. A discussion of what. "limited 
ORV use" includes rould be most helpful. 

Response to Letter 26 

26.1 Regarding ORV designations refer to Response 19.1. 2nd paragraph. 



Comment Letter 26 

2 

We have rated thls &aft IlHP/E.IS as EC-l. This means that 
our review has identified environmental impacts which can be 
avoided to fully protect the environment. If you have any 
questions, please contact Mike Hammer of my staff at 
(303) 293-1618 or PTS 564-1618. 

.s1ncaraly, 

Environmental Policy Branch 
Policy and Management Division 

CC: William Dickerson, OPA h-104 
Xsrry Clough, ARA SPFI 



Comment Letter 27 Response to Letter 27 

27.1 Impacts to the livestock operators resulting from the disposal of public 
land are a major concern to the BLM. Your comnents'will be taken into 
consideration. 

Most tracts identified will be available for disposal under all 
available authorities including sales (see Table 2). The specific type 
of disposal authority cannot be determined until a proposal is received; 

Sales of tracts will be done under a competitive bid process in which 
adjacent landowners can participate. Decisions on the disposal of 
individual tracts will be made on a case-by-case basis following 
criteria given under the proposed decisions. The adjacent landowner may 
be provided an opportunity to match the high bid on tracts being sold. 
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Cbmment Letter 28 Response to Letter 28 

+&fjh+ Tooele County 

“PEOPLE WI40 CARE” 
BOX223 TOOELE,UTAH84074 

28.1 I 

28.2 

I 

Mr.Howard Hedrick 
Pony Express Resourc‘e Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 

August 13, 1988 

Dear Mr. Hedtick 
After reviewing the Pony EXpress Management Plan & E.I.S. 
the Tooele County Wildlife Federation and members find we 
must support Alternative X 4. 

We strongly op ose the sale or trade of the public as 
indicated in A P t. l-2-3 most of which is critical wildlife 
habitat. 

Additional fundin 
f 

is needed for wildlife and developement 
of habitat for vi dlife in this area. 

In addition the T. C. W. F. feelsthe B. L. M. should 
strongly consider a phase out of grazing allotments on 
the Deep Creek and Stansbury Mountains to protect the 
Big Horn Sheep from desease transmitted by livestock and 
domestic sheep. 

Sincerelv / +ie 
President of T.C.W.F. 

28.1 

28.2 

In Alternative 2. the preferred alternative, none of the BLM 
administered lands considered crucial or critical wildlife habitat were 
identified for disposal. However, UDWR has indicated that some of the 
identified lands are indeed crucial to some wildlife species. Refer to 
Comments/Responses 22.1 through 22.8 

Grazing in both the Dee8 Creek and Stansbury Mountains will continue. 
To our-knowledge, no disease transmission problems have occurred between 
bighorn sheep and livestock in the Deep Creek Mountains. Bighorn sheep 
have not yet been reintroduced into the Stansbury Mountains. We do 
however recognize that a potential exists for such a problem; these 
populations will continue to be monitored by UDWR and BLM. 



Comment Letter 29 

GEOLOGICAL RESEARCH SERVICE 
fOHNST”H B lOHN*TUN ,801,942.,11* 

Toi Hwerd Hadrick 

Dear Howard nedrick, 

*I.‘, E LONSo*LI SALT LAKE CITY. UT &al?’ 
A"g".t 15, 1988 

In tha area, you are making plane to vithdrsw, my associate8 and 

myself must strongly protest your plans, wo have #pent great research 

efforts and are now nearing the time to claim and start mining end 

other activities in the proposed withdrswl arma. 

29.1 
I 

1. Ye protest closing any public lands for mining and or gas and 

oil leases. 

I 

2. We not only protest but content the BLM aseertion of "no" gold 

29.2 of commercial value in Twele, Utah, and Salt Lake counties. 

29.3 

29.4 I 

3. We protest such an atroslty on any future mineral extraction in 

the entire ,tat. of Utah as Utah needs the industry. 

4. We not only feel it 1, illogical but unreasonable to think. 

SLH has to protect tha mud flats bCcauam it is a" 'Area of critical 

environments1 concern to prot.ct existing recreation and senlc guslstiea 

from potential mining development." 

We in the Industry wonder why it will 'send up a rad flag' when 

the greatest interests on the earth are for man and his survival above 

recreation and l ve" scenic beauty. 

From our research we feel the lands involved ln the hearing is a 

chief source of many elements that can be used to banneflt the State 

and Nation. 

We al80 contest the extension of the Goshuta Indian Reservetio" 

29.1 

29.2 

29.3 

29.4 

Response to Letter 29 

Figure 2-13 in the Draft RMP depicts the fluid minerals leasing 
categories for Alternative 2, the preferred alternative, 
this document depicts the Proposed Plan. 

Figure 5 in 
These maps clearly shows that 

no public lands in the Resource Area are proposed to be closed to fluid 
mineral leasing. Figure 2-14 in the Draft RMP and Figure 3 in this 
document show the proposed mineral withdrawals. The three areas 
identified for withdrawal include the Bonneville Salt Flats, the Knolls 
area, and Simpson Springs campground. These areas have unique resource 
values which would be threatened by mineral exploratfon and development. 

BLM has never made the assertion that no gold of coaraercial value exists 
in Salt Lake, Utah and Tooele Counties. Quite the contrary, the Salt 
Lake District is proud of the role that public lands have had in the 
development of northern Utah and of the continued importance of the 
public lands to the well-being of these counties. The Resource Area has 
an extensive mining history and is discussed in some detail on pages 
73-74 and 107-108 of the draft document. AS was stated in the Draft 
RMP, we anticipate that mineral exploration will steadily increase in 
the foreseeable future. 

BLM has documented that the Bonneville Salt Flats meet the criteria of 
"relevance and importance" as listed in 43 CFR 1710.7-2. The area 
designated through the 1984 MFP contains only the prime crust (halite 
crystal) that has been documented by a USGS study as diminishing due to 
man's activities. The area is managed as a Special Recreation 
Management Area for high-speed automobile racing and visual qualities 
for commercial filming. Due to the area's uniqueness and public demand 
for (non-surface disturbing) racing and filming, BLM has demonstrated 
its coavnitment to protect the fragile and limited salt resource base. 

Although public lands may be involved in such actions, it fs not a 
decision which BLM will make. As stated in the draft document, any 
increase in the size of the Goshute Indian Reservation would result from 
legislation in the U.S. Congress. 
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Comment Letter 30 

United States Department of the Interior NATIONAL PARK SERVICE - RC-XY MO”NTAlN REO,ONAL OFFKB I 12~J w. A!amcd. P.rltw*y I . P.O. no. 2,m 
I* mltlllfrum 

RKR-PP 

TO: Salt Lake Di.trlct Office. Burrsu of Land HanaS.m.nt. Salt L.k. 
city. at&l 

PtoI: A..oclet. Region.1 Director. Planning .nd Resource Praservatio0, 
Rocky t4c.untai.n Region 

@I 30.1 

30.2 

30.3 

30.4 

I 

Subject: Draft Pony Erpr... Resource Uanr,g.cent Plan and RwIronm.0t.l 
Impset St.t.m.nt. Salt Lake District. B0re.u of Land Iln.S.m.nt 
(DES-WOO23) 

il. h.v. the follwlng co-0t. on the subject draft B..ourc. U.o.~.rent Plan 
nnd Eovlronm.nt.1 Imp.ct St.t.ulrt. 

The D..p Creek Wount~inm vould be. fin. .ddltloo to th. netion. vlld.rn.sa 
e.yetea* Unfortunat.ly. the Pony Rpreee Reeourc. Area boundary bisects the 
rartg.. Ib. p1.n does not .p..k to. comppanion vildemes. propos.1 for th. 
rest of the rang.. vhich lo In the n.xt resource to the south. The entire 
r.ng. should he inc1ud.d In th. vlld.rn.ss .r.., b.c.usa it would he wry 
difficult to effectlvaly m.e.g. half of the raog. . . wilderme.. 

Generally. the prrferrcd alt.matlv. (Alternativr 2) a..18 appropriate. V. 
would prefer the Off-Ro.d Vrhicl. (ORV) Plan and aln.r.1 developlloat plsn. 
outl1n.d In Alt.rn.tiv. 4. OW . ..I. ehould hw. spcciflc or... where the 
.ctlvity is permitt.d in order to ~ioimlr. r..ourc. impact.. 

Tb. dl.eu.slon on cultur.1 r..ourc.. should provide for. thorough b.s.lin. 
inventory .nd .lt.-specific protection r.cwndations. 

“e vould like to . . . . stronger codtm.nt to vlldlif. b.bitat protection end 
active vlldlifa m.n.S...nt. We believe that the strongest grontb .r.. in 
the Grut Basin 1s r.cr..tlon and tourism. rnhancew+nt 0f r.cr..tion V.IU.. 
including vlldllf. habitat and visitor facilities. would do mch for the 
long-rem economic well-being of the .r.e. 

Ii. .ppreelated the opportunity to review this generally well-prepared 
documnt. 

&h.rd A:Stredt 

Response to Letter 30 

30.1 The Deep Creek Mountains are being evaluated in total for possible 
addition to the wilderness system. See Response 20.2 

30.2 Your preference is noted. While it would be the most restrictive on 
ORVs and mineral development. ELM feels that the designations identified 
in Alternative 2 and the Proposed Plan are more compatible with the 
present balanced-use objectives. 

30.3 Based on the information on pages 50 to 51 of the Draft RMP, we believe 
that the document does describe measures that would provide both the 
inventory and site-specific recommendations. 

30.4 While in some respects Alternative 3 would provide greater commitment to 
wildlife protection and management, Alternative 2 likewise makes a 
strong commitment to wildlife. The Proposed Plan will result in a 
significantly greater commitment to wildlife than was made under the 
Tooele Management Framework Plan. In addition, the wildlife proposals 
provide a better balance of resource related trade-offs for the greatest 
public good. 



Comment Letter 29 

I 
to govern the right of way, lea.. permit., and other lencue. righti 

e. wa feel lt would aleo ehackel the industry. 

I 

Ye protect closing any of the Pony expr... rout. for the l em. 29.5 
rea*ons. 

Response to Letter 29 

23.5 There is no reference in the draft document to a closure or withdrawal 
of the Pony Express Trail. As is clearly stated in the draft, the Pony 
Express Trail will remain open. 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES OF THE 
PROPOSED PLAN 

Minerals 

Fluid mineral exploration and development would 
be controlled by standard stipulations on 
1,732,095 acres, subject to special stipulations 
which could increase costs on 245,857 acres, and 
no surface occupancy which would increase 
costs on 77,003acres. No land would be closed to 
fluid mineral development. 

New potash leases would not be given on 104,814 
acresclosed to further leasing, precluding miner- 
al recovery. 

Withdrawal and closure of 127,000 acres to 
locatable mineral entry would prevent recovery of 
minerals from these areas. 

Watershed 

The disposal of 1,585 acres for agricultural use 
would cause a short-term increase in erosion. Up 
to 835 acres would be disturbed for military uses 
near Camp Williams, causing an increase in 
erosion. A total of 906 acres disturbed for com- 
munity needs would eliminate these lands as 
watershed. Soil and vegetation would be perma- 
nently lost where facilities would be developed. 
On 756 acres developed for mineral extraction or 
processing, erosion would increase. Some soil 
and vegetation would be permanently lost. 

Retention of 441,820 acres would enhance long- 
term watershed management. 

Mineral exploration and development activities 
would cause erosion and soil loss on 1,732,095 
acres in Category 1 and 245857acres in Category 
2. Watershed values would be protected on 77,003 
acres in Category 3. 

ORV use could cause erosion and vegetation loss 
on 1,669,267 open acres. A total of 363,439 acres 
with a limited ORV designation would have signif- 
icant protection from erosion, but minor erosion 
could still occur. 

Watershed condition would improve on 1,388 

acres where six grazing allotments would be 
elimated. 

Wildlife 

Land disposals would remove from Federal owner- 
ship 285 acres of crucial mule deer winter range 
and 44 acres of historical sage grouse strutting 
area. A total of 1,990 acres of pheasant habitat 
could be improved with the disposal of Tracts 31, 
33 and 34. Chukar and antelope habitat would be 
lost with the disposal of Tract 17. On 441,820 
acres that would be retained as public land with 
no land ownership adjustments, wildlife habitats 
would be preserved. 

All crucial wildlife habitats would be adequately 
protected through Category 2 and 3 fluid mineral 
designations. 

All crucial wildlife habitats would be adequately 
protected from ORV-related impacts through 
limited designations. 

Recreation 

Retention of the following areas with high recrea- 
tion opportunities would assure that these oppor- 
tunities continue: Bonneville Salt Flats, Deep 
Creek Mountains, Knolls, White Rocks, Horse- 
shoe Springs, Simpson Springs, Rush Lake, ‘and 
Ophir Canyon. 

Roads associated with fluid mineral exploration 
could increase access for ORV users in Category 
1 and 2 areas. A Category 3 designation would 
protect recreation opportunities at Simpson 
Springs and Middle Canyon. Category 3 and 4 
designations would protect recreation values in 
the North Deep Creek Mountains, Stansbury 
Mountains, and Bonneville Salt Flats. ORVs would 
be allowed open travel on 1,669,267 acres and 
limited travel on 363,439 acres. 

Visual Resources 

‘Retention of the following areas in public owner- 
ship would protect their significant visual re- 
sources: Bonneville Salt Flats, Deep Creek Moun- 
tains, Horseshoe Springs, Stansbury Mountains, 
Tintic Mountains, and Ophir Mountains. 

Fluid mineral leasing categories would protect all 
VRM Class II and Ill’areas by preventing surface 
alteration. Class IV areas would not be protected. 

Limiting ORV us on 363,439 acres would reduce 
impacts to visual resources. 

Forest Resources 

Approximately 3,400 acres of forest resource 
would be lost through land disposals. 

139 



FllNAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Livestock Grazing 

A total of 384 AUMs would be lost through 
disposals affecting 19 .allotments. 

Fluid mineral exploration could slightly decrease 
acres of livestock forage. Water wells constructed 
in association with fluid mineral activity could 
improve livestock distribution. 

ORV use in grazing areas could decrease vegeta- 
tion, resulting in increased erosion and invasion 
of undesirable plants. Unrestricted ORV usecould 
harass livestock, particularly in the following 
areas: Five Mile Pass, Lake Mountain, Simpson 
Springs, White Rocks, Faust Canyon, Cphir 
Canyon, and HorseshoeSprings. Vandalism could 
occur in areas open to ORV use. Areas limited or 
closed to ORVs would be less affected. 

Livestock grazing levels would not affect seral 
stage. 

Cultural Resources 

Disposal of 47 tracts could result in the loss of 
cultural resources. Retention of 441,820 acres 
would protect cultural values. 

Exploration and development of fluid minerals 
could damage cultural resources on 1,732,095 
acres in Category 1 and 245,857 acres in Category 
2. Disturbance of cultural resources would be 
reduced on 77,003 acres in Category 3. 

Cultural resources on 1,669,267 acres open to 
ORV use would be subject to ORV related impacts. 
Better protection would be afforded on 363,439 
acres where ORV use would be limited. 

Socioeconomics 

Disposals would reduce in-lieu-of-tax payments 
to Tooele County by about $1,900 and to Utah 
County by about $1,4!50. This impact would be 
offset by taxation on disposed properties. Dis- 
posals would affect 19 grazing allotments, includ- 
ing six which would be eliminated. Individual 
operators could be economically impacted. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Land disposals would cause the permanent loss 
of 9,008 acres. Public access and any resource 
values other than minerals would be lost. 
Recovery of fluid minerals by directional drilling 
would increase operation costs on 77,003 acres 
included in the no surface occupancy category. 
Withdrawal of 127,000 acres would preclude 
recovery of locatable minerals. Closure of 
104,814 acres to potash leasing would prevent 

new leases on these lands, but existing leases 
would not be affected. 

Public lands closed or limited to ORVs would 
reduce access for mineral exploration and devel- 
opment. No land would be designated closed but 
ORV travel would be limited to existing roadsand 
trails on 363,439 acres. Up to 1,000 acres of desert 
shrub and salt brush vegetation would continue 
to be lost each year to wildfire. This vegetation 
type would be replaced by invading annual grass. 
The likelihood of wildfire would increase propor- 
tionately since annual grasses are highly flam- 
mable when dry. 

Natural erosion would remain at slight to mod- 
erate rates, but activities that disturb the land 
surface would cause increased erosion in some 
areas. Wherever mitigation and rehabilitation are 
not employed or not successful, permanent soil 
loss would result. 

Crucial and critical wildlife habitats would be 
subject to damage in those areas open to ORV 
use, mineral development, and other forms of 
surface disturbance. Human activities in habitats 
during wildlife breeding, nesting, birthing, and 
rearing of young would reduce the level of success 
of these wildlife processes. 

Some wildfires would not be containable at a size 
that would prevent significant resource damage 
to wildlife values. Loss of habitat acreage would 
result. 

Some cultural or historical sites would be dam- 
aged or destroyed by surface disturbing activities. 
ln areas open to ORV use and mineral develop- 
ment, artifacts would be susceptible to collection. 

Designation of areas as limited or closed to ORV 
use would reduce 
363,439 acres. 

recreation opportunities on 

Revisions and Corrections 

This section contains the revisions and correc- 
tions made to the Draft RMP/EIS. All page num- 
bers listed below refer to the Draft document and 
are in numerical order. 

Page 1, paragraph 4 under Alternative 1 change 
1,962 to 1,890. 

Page 2, column 1, paragraph 2, sentence 1, 
change to: 

Livestock would graze at active preference 
levels on three allotments and at a reduced 
level of 95 AUMs on three allotments affected 
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by land disposals. 

Page 2, column 1, last sentence change 2,487 to 
2,315. 

Page 2, column 2, paragraph 3, sentence 1, 
replace with: 

Livestock would graze at active preference on 
five allotments in Utah County. Grazing per- 
mits would be reduced or eliminated on seven 
allotments as a result of land disposals. 

Page 2, column 2, paragraph 3, last sentence 
change 2,646 to 2,333. 

Page 2, column 2, paragraph 9, replace with: 

Livestock would graze at active preference on 
six allotments in Utah County. Grazing per- 
mits on the remaining six small allotgments 
with minimal or no actual livestock use would 
be cancelled. These allotments are Iso-tract 
Cook, Iso-tract Ludlow, Iso-tract Willes, 
Cherry Creek, Scofield, and Genola Hill. 

Page 13, change table to read: 

Utah County 

Land Acres Percent of Percenl of 

Ownership Owned Plannlng Area county 

ELM 79,654 1 7 

Withdrawn BLM 45,434 1 4 

Forest Service 463,025 7 39 

state 39,433 1 3 

Private 554,624 9 47 

Totals 1,162,370 19 100 

Page 16, Table l-2, change: 

Animal damage control for FWS to Animal & 
Plant Health Inspection Service, USDA. 

Page 42, column 2, paragraph 3, sentence 3, 
delete sentence. 

Page 42, column 2, sentence 4, delete existing 
sentence and replace with: 

The existing leases are not affected by this 
closure and the lessee’s rights as outlined in 
the leases are protected. 

Page 42, column 2, sentence 5, add to end of 
sentence: 

(Lines, USGS; UGMS; et al.) 

Page 43, paragraph 4, last sentence, change to: 
Private water rights and water rights applica- 
tions on public lands will be evaluated to 
assure that necessary water is available for 
public use. 

Page 48, paragraph 3, change “class” of livestock 
to “kind” of livestock. 

Page 48, paragraph 5, change “class” of livestock 
to “kind” of livestock. 

Page 48, column 2, item 2, change historic eyries 
to historical eyries. 

Page 50, paragraph 2, last sentence, change to: 

The areas are shown in Figure 2-3. 

Page 53, column 2, legal description for Knolls 
Recreation Area, change to: 

T. 1 S. 

Page 54, last paragraph, sentence 1, change to: 

Under this alternative, livestock would graze 
at active preference levels on three allotments 
and at reduced levels (95 AUMs) on three 
allotments resulting from proposed land dis- 
posals. 

Page 57, paragraph 1, sentence 1 under Issue 3, 
change to: 

Under this alternative, livestock would graze 
at active preference levels on five allotments. 

Page 57, paragraph 1, sentence 2 under Issue 3, 
change to: 

Grazing permits on the remaining seven allot- 
ments would be reduced or eliminated as a 
result of land disposals. 

Page 59, Table 2-8 under Item 2, Vegetation Man- 
agement Livestock, change the numbers in 
the alternatives as follows: 

Alternative 1 2,149 to 1,890 
Alternative 2 2,627 to 2,315 
Alternative 3 2,592 to 2,333 
Alternative 4 2,710 to 2,410 

Page 65, Table 2-9 under Item 8, Livestock 
Grazing, change as follows: 

Alternative 2 428 to 384 
Alternative 3 276 to 236 
Alternative 4 159 AUMs would be lost 
through elimination of livestock grazing on 
six allotments. 

Page 73, column 1, paragraph 5, change to: 

Potash leases held by Reilly near Wendover 
are the only active leases on public lands that 
are prospectively valuable for potash in the 
Pony Express Resource Area. The prospec- 
tively valuable mineral classification system, 
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established by the USGS Conservation Divi- 
sion and now maintained by BLM, is based on 
“mineral occurrence in terms of quality, mini- 
mum thickness, and maximum subsurface 
depth, which if met, would suggest a mineral 
deposit is both technologically feasible and 
practicable to develop. The criteria are de- 
rived from present and past experience in 
extracting similar deposits from similar geo- 
logic environments.” (BLM Manual 3021 .l) 

Page 73, column 1, paragraph 4, sentence 1, 
change to: 

Most of the areas classified as prospectively 
valuable for solid leasable minerals are locat- 
ed within national forest boundariesalong the 
Wasatch Front, within the West Desert Basin, 
and adjacent to the Great Salt Lake. 

Page 73, paragraph 4., sentence 2, change “these” 
areas to “forest” areas. 

Page 73, column 2, next to last paragraph, line 5, 
add uranium.end of paragraph: 

An additional major furbearer present in the 
Resource Area is the bobcat. 

Page 101, column 2, last paragraph, sentence 1, 
change to: 

The peregrine falcon(Fa/co peregrinus), IiSt- 
ed as Federally endangered in 1970, is a 
historic resident of the PERA. 

Page 102, column 1, paragraph 1, sentence 2, 
change to: 

A hacking tower was constructed in the 
Timpie Springs area and fledgling peregrine 
falcons were released in 1983,1984,1985and 
1986. In 1987, a pair of adult peregrine oc- 
cupied the tower. In 1988 the first successful 
young peregrine was naturally raised by the 
nesting pair. 

Page 110, column 1, paragraph 1, last sentence 
should read: 

The greatest contributions to the economy 
from income from potash production near 
Wendover by Reilly Tar and Chemical, mag- 
nesium production near Lakeside by Amax, 
and the free use of sand and gravel by local 
governments. 

Page 113, item 4, under Analysis Assumptions, 
add: 

Generally, if seismic data indicated an explor- 
ation well should be drilled, construction of 
the well site and access road may disturb 
between 5 to 10 acres. The well site may be 

occupied up to 6 months and may take up to3 
years to rehabilitate. If the well is capable of 
production, the well site is rehabilitated to the 
extent that will accommodate production fa- 
cilities. Additional step out or confirmation 
wells are drilled to determine the extent of the 
deposit. If a field of sufficient capacity is 
discovered, pipelines may be constructed to 
transport the oil and/or gas to a refinery. If 
commercial quantities are not encountered, 
the well is plugged and abandoned. 

Page 120, column 1, paragraph 5, change to: 

A total of 104,814 acres would continue to be 
closed to further leasing for potash until 
scientific data shows that potash develop- 
ment in the area would not damage the 
Bonneville Salt Flats. This would cause an 
impact to future development of potash in the 
closed area except development of existing 
leases. This impact would continue until fur- 
ther leasing in the area were made possible by 
reduction or elimination of the area presently 
closed, an action that must be based on 
supportive scientific data. 

Page 121, Table 4-1, Fluid Minerals, change as 
shown. 

Page 121, Table 4-2, Locatable Minerals, change 
as shown. 

Page 122, Table 4-3, Non-Energy Leasables, 
change as shown. 

Page 124, paragraph 3, sentence 2, change 1,962 
to 1,890 and 76 to 74. 

Page 124, paragraph 5, delete paragraph. 

Page 127, column 2, paragraph 2, sentence 1, 
change 428 to 372. 

Page 127, column 2, paragraph 3, sentence 2, 
change 186 to 130. 

Page 132, paragraph 1, under Impacts on Live- 
stock Grazing add to end of paragraph: 

Reductions in active preference would occur 
on three allotments totalling 95 AUMs and 
ranging from 3 to 76 AUMs. 

Page 151, 2nd column, insert the following para- 
graph under 1st line: 

Salt brines in the area have been processed 
for extraction of minerals since pre-World 
War I years. Extraction continues with the 
main mineral product being potash. 

Page 151, column 2, last paragraph, sentence 2, 
change to: 

142 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

TABLE 4-l 
FLUID MINERALS ' 

Leasing 
Alternative - Categories 

1 l&2 

: 

l&2 
3 
4 

lApproximate acreages 

Low to Moderate 
Potential 

Low or No 
Potential 
Not 

Prospectively Prospectively 
Valuable Valuable 

1,926,OOO (93%) 
27,000 (1%) 
39,000 (2%) 

78,000 (4%) 
2,000 I-1 
1,000 (-1 

1,967,OOO (95%) 
25,000 (1%) 

0 

78,000 (4%) 
3,000 t-1 

0 

1,992,OOO (96%) 

II 

81,000 (4%) 

: 

1,967,OOO (95%) 
25,000 (1%) 

0 

78,000 (4%) 
3,000 t-1 

0 

TABLE 4-2 
NON-ENERGY LEASABLES' 

NOT 
PROSPECTIVELY 

PROSPECTIVELY VALUABLE (Pi') VALUABLE - 

OPEN TOTAL PV 
OPEN 

s.fzaa- 
Alternative Gmitation 

1 599,000 599,000 
(85%) 

2 599,000 599,000 
(85%) 

3 599,000 599,000 
(85%) 

4 596,000 ac. 599,000 
(85%) 

TOTAL PV TOTAL 
CLOSED PV 

104,000~ 
(15%) 

104,0002 
(15%) 

104,0002 
(15%) 

104,0002 
(15%) 

703,000 
(34%) 

703,000 
(34%) 

703;ooo 
(34%) 

703,000 
(34%) 

TOTAL 
NPV 

1,371,ooo 
(66%) 

1,371,ooo 
(66%) 

1,371,ooo 
(66%) 

1,371,ooo 
(66%) 

'Approximate Acreages 
2Bonneville Salt Flats - Highly Saline PV 
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TABLE 4-3 
LOCATABLE MINERALS1 

ALTERNATIVE _ OPEN CLOSED TOTAL 

Standard Limi tatlo! Year-Round Limitation 

1 2,037,OOO 37,0002 2,074,OOO 
(98%) (2) 

2 1,939,ooo 8,000 127,0003 2,074,OOO 
(93%) l-1 (6%) 

3 2,037,OOO 
("1 

37,0002 2,074,OOO 
(98%) (2%) 

4 1,948,OOO 89,000 37,0002 2,074,OOO 
(94%) (4%) (2%) 

lApproximate acres 
2Oil shale withdrawal ,Bonneville Salt Flats Withdrawal, Simpson Springs Withdrawal 
3Oil shale withdrawal, Bonneville Salt Flats, Simpson Springs,and Knolls. 

This tree, unique in Utah and the Great Basin, 
is one of the oldest living organisms in 
existence. 

Page 152, column 2, paragraph 2, sentence 2 
change 100,000 years to 10,000 years. 

Page 185, Appendix 6C Forage Distribution by 
Allotment, Alternative 3, place an asterisk by 
the following numbers: 

888* 

317* 

Page 186, Appendix 6D, Forage Distribution by 
Allotment, Alternative 4, under Livestock Use 
Cattle, the total at the bottom of the column 
should be changed from 513 to 498. 

Page 190, column 1, paragraph 6, sentence 3, 
change to: 

Bald eagles are concentrated in the eastern 
part of Tooele County in Rush and Skull 
Valleys. 

Page 190, column 1, paragraph 6, delete last 
sentence. 

Page 194, 1st column, paragraph 4, delete sen- 
tence 7. 

Page 202, Add the following to References: 

1. Utah Geological and Mineral Survey, 
Donald T. McMillan. Bonneville Salt Flats: 

A Comparison of Salt Thickness in July 1960 
and October 1974, Report Investigation No. 
91, 1974. 

2. “Lines Report” (see Response 14.8). 

3. Dames and Moore, “Inventory and Market 
Analysis of the Potash Resources of the Great 
Salt Lake Desert, Utah”, 1978. 

4. UDOT, “Salt Flat Investigation,” Progress 
Report Parts VI-XII, 1962. 

5. Brine Production at Bonneville, Utah. A 
report prepared by Bradberry and Associates 
for Kaiser Aluminum and Chemical Corpora- 
tion, 1966. 
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