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IN REPLY REFER TO:

-+ ~“BUREAU 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 Enviromnmental 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 1imit allowed and must conform to the requirements of
43 CFR 1610.5-2. 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. Ze]fgj%;ZQ;zbt/

District Manager
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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 resolving 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
Pilan (RMP), and the Final Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS). ltisintended thatthis document
be used together with the Draft RMP/EIS.

The Summary reviews the development of this
document and the previously published Draft
RMP/EIS. The Summary also 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 summary 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 Plan and the Final Environ-
mental Impact Statement. 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 internal 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 available for disposal or
exchange.

Needed decisions include:

e What public lands should be retained in
public ownership?

e What public lands should be disposed?

¢ 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 mare 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 be determined.

Needed decisions include:

*  What portions of the Resource Area should
be designated as closed, limited, oropento
ORYV use?

Issue 3: Vegetation Management in
Utah County

As aresult of asuit filed in Federal courtin 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:

¢ How should the grazing allotments be
managed?

* 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:

e Which areas shouid be open for mineral
exploration and development?

e Which areas should be withdrawn from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

e How should the area be categorized for
mineral leasing?

Alternatives Considered in the Draft
RMP/EIS

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.



SUMMARY

Alternative 1

This alternative described the current managment
in the Resource Area. Since it did notinclude any
changesin 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.



Proposed Pony 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 aiso provided. This plan-does not
containinformation 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:

Acres

Unavailable for disposal or other
adjustment 441,820
Available for exchange only 1,581,962
Disposal 8,924

Atotal 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 4 and shown in Figure
2. BLM must amend the RMP before any of the
areas couid 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 faciiitiss and improve-
ments. A complete description of the areas is
found in Appendix 2 of the Draft RMP/EIS.

Proposed Decision 3

The remaining public lands (1,581,962 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 within those areas
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)

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

Improve the accessibility of the public lands.



Parcel
No.

4A.

11.

13.

14.
17.

20.

21.

PROPOSED RMP

Table 1

LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR DISPOSAL

Legal Description

T. 1S., R. 194.,
Section 3, Lots 1 & 2

T. 9S., R. 194.,
Section 10, SY%SWLSWANEYL

T. 85., R. 194,
Section 9, ELELENSWY, ELESESWLELSWY

Section 10, WiWSsW'SW4, EXSWANWLSWY, EIWLSW4SW4,

WHEsSW4aSW, SE%SEXSWHSWY

T. 10S., R. 19W,,
Section 3, N4SW4 of Lot 2

T. 6S., R. 18W.,
Section 7, SEXNE4
Section 8, SiNi, NEMNEX
Section 9, WWk

T. 1S., R. 13W.,

Section 13, E4%SE%, E%W4SSE4
Section 24, NiN:NEY

T. 3S., R. 8W.,
Section 22, NWNWLSE%

T. 6S., R. 8W., Section 34, NEMNE4, Nk

T. 6S., R. 7W.,
Section 3, SiN%, SE4
Section 4, SEMNE4
Section 10, NEANEYL

T. 1S., R. 6W.,
Section 29, SW4SW4%

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

Acres

5.0

65.0

5.0

40.0
200.0
80.0
320.0

160.0

10.0

360.0

320.0
40.0
40.0

400.0

40.0

37.3
26.8



PROPOSED RMP

Table 1, continued

Parcel
No. Legal Description Acres
22. T. 25., R. 6W.,

Section 14, NELSW4 40.0
26A. T. 85., R. 5.,

Section 19, Lot 3: EXNEX 5.0
29. T. 6S., R. 5., '

Section 27, NE4SW4 40.0
31. T. 6S., R. 5M.,

Section 5, NE4SW4, SW'NW, WiSWi, NWLSEX 200.0

Section 6, E%SW4%, SE% 240.0

40,0

35. T. 4S., R. 5.,

Section 31, Lots 3 & 4: SE4, E4%SW4 315.0

Section 32, SW4%SW 40.0

355.0

43, T. 6S., R. 4.,

Section 10, Lots 3, 9 & 10 117.9
44, T. 9S5., R. 4.,

Section 15, NWi4SW4% 40.0
45, T. 95., R. 4W.,

Section 21, N%SWi4, SEiNWX 120.0
46. T. 9S., R. 4W.,

Section 21, EXE% 160.0
49, T. 8S., R. 3%.,

Section 25, SW4SW4 40.0
51. T. 85., R. 3W.,

Section 9, Lots 5-7 81.1
52. T. 6S., R. 3W.,

Section 35, Lot 4 15.9



Parcel
No.

53.

69.

70.

n.

72.

73.

PROPOSED RMP
Table 1, continued

Legal Description

A1l public

T. 55., R.
Section

T. 6S., R.
Section
Section
Section
Section
Section
Section
Section
Section
Section
Section

T. 6S., R.
Section

T. 4S., R.
Section
Section
Section
Section

T. 4S., R.
Section
Section
Section
Section

T. 10S., R.

Tands within these sections.

M.,
31, Lots 1-26
3W

1-4, 7
5, Lots 1, 3-5, 7, 10-21
6, Lots 1, 4-7, 17-25
7, Lots 1-4, 8, 11-16, 20
8, Lots 2, 7, 10-12, 14-17
9, lLots 2-7, 9-21
16, Parts of Lots 3
17, Parts of Lots 1
20, Parts of Lots 1
21, Parts of Lots 2

10, 17, 13: WsSWa, SwilWi

24, ,
7, NEMNW}4, N:NEY, NSINE4

M.,

19, Lot 20

20, NWiSW4

29, NiSWh, SINWi

30, Lots 1-4, EXWs, EX

M.,

25, Lots 1, 4-6: N%SW4, NWi, NW4SE4
26, Lots 5-7

29, Lot 3

33, NWi4NW%

0.,

A1l public lands within the township. Approx.

T. 10S., R.

.,

Sections 1, 12, 13, 24-26,
A1l public lands within these sections. Approx.

T. 7S., R.
Section

T. 75., R.
Section

4.,
28

M.,
26, N:NWi, NW!NE%

Acres

243.6

203.2
42.2
142.8
221.5
16.1
74.4
77.0
349.0
444.0
214.0
2027.8

100.0

39.
40.
160.
138.

WOO

385.

640.0

120.0



Parcel
No.
74.
75.
76.
17.
78.
79.
80.
81.

82.

83.

92.
98.

101.

PROPOSED RMP
Table 1, continued

Legal Description Acres
T. 7S., R. THW.,
Section 17, NE4SE% 40.0
T. 7S., R. 1W.,
Section 6, SE4%SW% 40.0
T. 6S., R. 1W.,
Section 25, SWiNW4% 40.0
"T. 6S., R. 1W.,
Section 20, SW:NW4 40.0
T. 55., R. 1W.,
Section 29 SE4LSE4 40.0
T. 4S., R. 1E.,
Section 15, lots 3 & 4 14.2
T. 85., R. 1E.,
Section 15, NW% 160.0
T. 9S., R. 1E.,
Section 8, EXSELNWY% 20.0
T. 9S., R. IE.,
Section 22 Approx. 5.0
T. 9S., R. 1E.
Section 27, E%SW4SW4, SELSW4%, NEXSEX, S%SEX 180.0
Section 34, NiNEL, WLSWAINEY, WHELSWANEL 110.0
290.0
T. 10S., R. 3E.,
Section 1, Lot 1 8.7
T. 10S., R. 6E.,
Section 34, SW4SE4% 40.0
T. 11S., R. 7E.,
Section 27, Lot 3 37.4



PROPOSED RMP
Table 1, continued

Parcel
No. Legal Description
102. T. 11S., R. 8E.,
Section 6, SW:AW4
105. T. 11S., R. 9.,
Section 30, NW4SE4%
107. T. 1S., R. 1E.,
Section 24, NE4SEY, EHEXNW4LSEY
108. T. 1S., R. 1E.,
Section 13, N%SW4SWi
1009. T. 1S., R. 1E.,

Section 24, SW4SWINE%, A1l Public Land
in the NW4SWYNEY%, WhWiNW4SEY, NE%SWY4, NW4HSELSWY4

GRAND TOTAL

10



PROPOSED RMP

TABLE 2
AVAILABLE DISPOSAL AUTHORITIES
AND SURFACE-USE ASSUMPTIONS
FOR DISPOSAL PARCELS
PART 1: AVAILABLE DISPOSAL AUTHORITIES

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

13

69
70

11



PROPOSED RMP

TABLE 2 (Continued)
AVAILABLE DISPOSAL AUTHORITIES
AND SURFACE-USE ASSUMPTIONS
FOR DISPOSAL PARCELS
PART 1: AVAILABLE DISPOSAL AUTHORITIES

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

82
83
92
98
101
102
105
107
108
109

12



PROPOSED RMP

TABLE 2
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
2
4
d4a 4a
)
8
1
13 13
14
17
20
21
22
26a 26a
35 35
43 43
44 44
45
46
49
51
52 52
53
69
70
71
72 72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
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

- o~

102
105 105
107
108
109
TABLE 3

PARCELS AVAILABLE FOR DISPOSAL
SUBJECT TO LIMITATIONS
ON
PERSONS AND/OR PURPOSES

Parcel Persons To Purposes For
2 Wendover City Landfill
4 Tooele County Landfill
6 Tooele County Landfill
8 Adjacent Landowner Any
13 losepa Historical Association Historic Site
26a Tooele County Landfill
53 Adjacent Landowners or Any
Mining Claimants
69 City of Cedar Fort Watershed and Recreation
70 Dept. of Defense Military Reservation
71 Adjacent Landowners or Any
Mining Claimants
98 Forest Service National Forest Land
107 Salt Lake City or Forest Service Municipal Watershed
108 Salt Lake City or Forest Service Municipal Watershed
109 | Salt Lake City or Forest Service Municipal Watershed

14



10.
11.
12.

13
14,

TABLE 4

ILANDS NOT AVAILABLE FOR OWNERSHIP ADJUSTMENT

Area
Bonreville Salt Flats
Deep Creek Area
Knolls Area
Cedar Mountains Area
Dugway /Riverbed
Simpson Springs
Simpson Mt./Onaqui Mt./Big Hollow
White Rocks
Salt Mountain
Horseshoe Springs
North Stansbury Mountains
Rush Lake Area
Clover Reservoir Area
Ophir Canyon Area

TOTAL

15

Acreage

30,680
28,260
36,160
74,680
132,000
640
114,560
640
6,480
760
12,000
1,120
1,280
2,560
441,820

acres
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres

acres



ownership.

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

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

Rationale

Exchanges would allow the readjustment of owner-
ship patterns without a net loss of Federal owner-
ship or natural resource valuesifthey areaccom-
plished under the criteriz listed above. The criteria,
as stated in the proposed decision, represent
overwhelming factorsin each exchange 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 multipls use activities and public
access. Military activities that resultin 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 no formal. authorization is
required. Examples of these types of requests are
temporary placement of communication equip-
ment along existing rcads, 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 permit 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-
ly conflict with this mandate, while others such as
casual use can be permitted without affecting
other interests. The environmental assessment

16

process will determine the potential significance
of impacts from military proposalsin 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 power sites. 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 wiil 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,

5
the agency's two navigation sites would bea autho-

rized by rights-of-way.
Rationale

The proposed withdrawals would help protect
several valuable resourcesin 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.

Ifthe 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 pursue acquisition of the foliowing lands
in the vicinity of Rush Lake (also see Figure 4).

T.4S., R. 5W.
Section 27, Lots 6, 9, 10 and 13
Section 34, S1.SEY:, NEWSE,
Section 35, W%aW1'., NE"A.SW
T.55., R. 5W.
Section 2, W2NWYV.,
Section.3, E'2,E%BW

Rationale

{155 acres)
(120 acres)
(200 acres)

( 80 acres)
(480 acres)

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 T.58,R. 7 W.

Sections 31 and 32 (through)

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

Clifton Flat T.8 8, R 17 W.

Sections 16 and 17 (through)

T.8S,R. 18 W.
Sections 23 and 24 (through)

T.10 S, R 19 W.
Se:ction 22 (through)

Rocky Canyon

T.25,R 4 W
Sections 13 and 14 (through)

Farnsworth Peak

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

Onagui Mountains

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

T.6S8,R 7W.
Sections 35 and 36 (through)

Sheep Rock/
Simpson Mountains

S T.98,R 7W.
Sections 7, 18, 19, and 30 (through)

T.98S,R 8W. :
Sections 32-34 and 36 (through)

T.108, R 7 W.
Sections 5, 17, 18, and 20 (through)

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

Knotls Recreation
Area

T.88,R 1E
Saection 14, NW%

West Mountain

T.11 8, R 9 E
Section 23,
Section 26, (through)
Section 35

Kyune/Reservation
Ridge

Tooele County

T.25,R 6W.
Section 7-9 (through)

Broad Canyon
(East side of
Stansbury Mtns.)
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Bates Canyon T.2 S, R. 4 W.

Sections 25 and 26 (through)

Stansbury Island
gravel pit

T.1 N, R 6W.
Section 28

Salt Mountain Area
(West side of
Stansbury Mountains)

T.2S,R 7W.
Section 31

T.2S,R. 8W.
Sections 25 and 35

T.3S,R 7W.
Section 7

T.3S,R 8W.
Sections 1, 2, and 12

Rationale

Access is a vital part of BLM’s muitiple use man-
agement scheme. This decision will allow BLM to
obtain access over existing roads to areas of
impaortant resource values and/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 pubilic 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 toc 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:

Acres

Category 1 (open) 1,750,735
Category 2 (open with special

stipulations) 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
inciuded in the fluid mineral ieasing 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, and 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
November 30 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 be granted 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 biologistin -

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 1 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 the 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 activity. Quite often raptors
will have alternate nesting sites available. If a
raptor pair is using such an alternative site, it
would be necessary to protect the inactive nest
from disturbing activities for fluid mineral leasing
and exploration. However, it should be noted that
all eagle nests, active or inactive, are protected by
the Eagle Act and must be left intact and cannot
be removed from their original location.

(3)

In orderto protect crucial sage grouse breed-
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ing complexes, exploration, drilling and other de-
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. This stipulation
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
BLMand DWR that the population nolonger used
the complex and no longer requires protection
from disturbing activities for fluid mineral leasing
and exploration.

(4) tn order to protect visual resources in VRM
Class Il and Il areas, activities in these areas will
be located and designed in a way to meet Class Il
and lll 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 consuitation with the
District’'s VRM specialist. For Class |l areas exemp-
tions may be granted whereby changes duetothe
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 |1l 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 reciama-
tion, topographic or vegetative screening, 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 1,200 feet 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
Cat. 2
AREAS Reference
Code* Cat. 1 Cat. 2 Cat. 3 Cat. 4
Utah County
MuTe Deer Crucial Winter Range 1 2,320
Elk Crucial Winter Range 2 5,860
Sage(Grouse Strutting Grounds 3 580
.5 mi.)
Raptor Nest Sites (.5 mi.) 4 2,120
VRM Class 111 5 12,440
Riparian/Wetland Habitat 6 5,347 6,228
(1200 feet)
Watershed 320
Tooele County
Mule Deer Crucial Winter Range 7 62,033
Elk Crucial Winter Range 8 6,930
Elk Calving 9 825
Pronghorn Fawning 10 9,965
Riparian/Wetland Areas 44,288
(1200 feet)
Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 11 16,320
(.5mi.)
Mule Deer Fawning 12 3,530
Crucial Deer Summer Range 13 1,660
Bald Eagle Roosts 14,15 15,188
Raptor Nest Sites (.5 mi.) 16 77,180
VRM Class 11 17 8,720 32,863
VRM Class III 5 130,837
Deep Creek Mountains 28,260
without Wilderness
Stansbury Mountains 10,000
without Wilderness
Bonneville Salt Flats 30,203
Simpson Springs Campground 2,173
Wendover Vicinity 324
Terra Vicinity 280
Middle Canyon 112
Ophir Canyon 124 L
GRAND TOTALS 1,732,095 245,857 77,003 0

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

REFERENCE CODES
(1) No activity from December 1 to April 15.
activity from November 1 to April 15,
No activity within .5 mile from March 15 to June 30.
No activity within .5 mile from February 1 to July 15.
No degradation of scenic values.
No activity within 1,200 feet of water.
No activity from December 1 to April 30.
No activity from December 1 to April 30.
activity from May 1 to June 30.
No activity from May 1 to July 31.
No activity from March 1 to April 30.
No activity from May 16 to July 15.
No activity from May 16 to October 31.
No activity from November 1 to March 31.
No activity from November 1 to March 31.
Oquirrh Mountains only - No occupancy on slopes greater than 30%.
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
consuitation with the District’s watershed special-
ist. For example, exemptions may be allowed
where the riparian zone or the hydrologic in-
fluence area of phreatophytes exists {ess 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 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 fawning is
completed early and the fawning area is abandon-
ed earlier to allow for disturbing activities for fiuid
mineral leasing and exploration to start earlier
than July 1. This stipuiation affects 9,965 acres.

{7) Inorderto protectcrucial mule deerfawning
areas, exploration, driliing and other develop-
ment activity will be allowed only from August 1to
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. This determination will be
made by a BLM wildlife biologist in coordination
with the UDWR and, if appropriate, the USFS.
Such a determination may result if fawning is
completed early and the fawning area is abandon-
ed earlier toallow 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
notallowed 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 exploraticn to start earlier than June
30. This stipulation affects 825 acres.
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(9) In order to protect crucial eik winter range,
exploration, drilling and other development activ-
ity will be allowed only from May 1 to November
30 and not allowed from December 1 to April 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 unseasonably
warm weather accounts for the lack of use of elk
winter range. Therefore, the lack of elk presenton
the traditional winter range would allow for such
disturbing activities for fluid mineral leasing and
exploration. This stipulation affects 12,790 acres.

(10) 1In order to protect bald eagle roost sites,
exploration, drilling and other development activ-
ity within .5 miie radius of the sites will be aliowed
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. This determination will be
made by a BLM wildlife biologist in coordination
with the UDWR and the USFWS. Such a determin-
ation may resultif the roost site no longer exists or
other roost sites are found to have taken over in
importance to the bald eagles presenttoallow for
disturbing activities for fluid mineral leasing and
exploration. This stipulation affects 15,188 acres.

Due to the West Desert Pumping Project and
Amax 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.

Raticnale

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 averages 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 Flats from Category 3 (no surface occupancy)
to Category 2 (open with special stipulations).
VRM Class lll can be adequately 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 Fiat Recreation
Area (see Figure 3) will continue until further
studies clearly indicate that the closure could be
modified without disruptingthe natural hydrolog-
ic pattern of the entire basin north of I-80. Once
definitive information is available, BLM will re-
evaluate the existing activities (including existing
leases) on andadjacent to the Salt Flats, including
recreation and minerals. Future activities to be
aliowed 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 result from extraction of brines. The closure
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 Tarand Chemical Company
with the closure area are valid existing leases that
are not affected by the closure.

Proposed Decision 4

Applications to remove other types of leasable
minerals, such as phosphate, tar sands, and oil
shale will continue to be processed on a case-by-

case basis. Stipulations to protectimportant 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-

22

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
Sait 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 1-80 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 anissue, VRM classification will be reevaluated
atahigher (VRM I1I) level. Visual aesthetics are an
issue to many user public and traveling tourists.

Health and safety of recreation usersis 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 is a develop-
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. Years 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 Area of Critical Environmental Concern would
strengthen current management objectives. This
withdrawal proposal stems from prior decisions
inthe 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. BLM 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

Itis 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 Liability 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.
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Water quality will be maintained or improved in
accordance with State and Federal standards,
including consuitation 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
rightapplications 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 sources 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 public land will be identified
and evaluated to meet the following objectives:

¢ ldentify erosion source(s) on public land.

e Evaluateimprovement potential and priori-
tize areas for improvement.

e |dentify methods which will maintain or
improve water and vegetative resources
while providing for livestock and wildlife.

¢ |dentify and implement management prac-
tices which will reduce or eliminate erosion
that accelerates soil loss over that occurr-
ing naturally.

e Monitor vegetation and water conditions
on the watershed.

Rationale

In several drainage arcas that are generally within
a slight to moderate erosion condition class,
erosion could accelerste 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 orimprove the overall watershed quality
including the water and 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:

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

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

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

¢ BIm will seek cooperative efforts with ad-
joining tandowners and other resource
management agencies.

Rationale

Riparian areas are an important resource for
many land use activities. As a consequence,
riparian areas become highly controversial, re-
quiring intensive management. BLM is mandated
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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 banks and 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 AUMs
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 AUMs will continue until and
unless reduced by disposal of lands as shown in
Proposed Decision 1 under the Lands Program.

Rationale

These forage allocaticns 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 the overall
condition of the vegetative resource.

Proposed Decision 2

BLM will prepare Allotment Management Plans
(AMPs) for the remaining | category allotmentsiin
Tooele County as shown in Table 6 by 1991.
AMPs for M aliotments 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

..................................
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Allotments

Skunk Ridge - Completed 1984

Broad Canyon - 1986

South Clover - Completed 1985

West Ibapah - Transferred to Ely, NV
South Skull Valley - Completed 1985
Onaqui 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 Ophir - 1989
Hi11 Spring - Completed 1985
Overland Canyon - 1988
Clifton Flat - 1989

Indian Springs - 1987
Aragonite - 1988

North Cedar Mountain - 1990
North Puddle - 1990

Soldier Canyon - 1991

Rush Lake - 1989

Salt Mountain - 1986 Draft
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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:

¢ alack of major conflicts,

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

s potential for range improvements is very
limited, and

e costeffectiveness of projects would be low
due to small amounts 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 leveis 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 495 AUMs
Sheep 1,820 AUMs
Mule Deer 236 AUMs
Elk 14 AUMs
Moose 50 AUMs
Total 2,615 AUMs
Rationale

Approximately 78 percent of public lands grazed
in Utah County are in either a late seral stage or
are atthe potential natural community. Use at the
current allocation would maintain this condition
on allotments where grazing will not be eliminated
(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
resultin more effective managementof the overall
grazing program in Utah County because man-
power and financial resources can be concentrat-
ed in more critical areas.
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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 AUMSs) 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 Valiey
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 1-80 and between
the Great Salt Lake on the east and the mud flats
on the west.

(4) Simpson/Sheeprock 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

[ivestock Use (AUM'S) Big Game Use (AUNM'S)

Allotment Cattle Sheep Total Deer El1k Moose TOTAL
Cherry Creek * 23 14 50 87
Scofield * 1 1
West Mountain 178 710 888 103 103
Lake Mountain NE -- 445 445 29 29
Lake Mountain Davis -- 348 348 16 16
Lake Mountain Smith -- 4 41 19 » 19
Lake Mountain

Monte Vista 317 -- 317 25 25
Chipman -- 276 276 19 19
Iso-tract Willes *
Iso-tract Cook *
Iso-tract Ludiow *
Genola Hill *
TOTAL 495 1,820 2,315 236 14 50 300

GRAND TOTAL - 2,615 AUMs

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

(6) Gold Hill WHA. BLM will revise the existing
Deep Creek Mountain HMP to include the former
Gold Hill Planning Unit. It is bounded by the
military reservation on 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.

(7) Oquirrh Mountain WHA. This WHA will con-
sist of the Oquirrh Mountains and foothills.

(8) Cedar Mountains 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,
I-80 forms the north boundary, and Skull Valley
road and the mud flats form the east boundary.

(38) Stansbury Island and Silver Island WHAs
(tentative). HMPs may be written forthese 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.

Rationale

Itis 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 landsin the Tooele
County portion of the Dieep Creek Mountains, and
120 animals could eventually inhabit public and
Forest Service lands in the Stansbury Mountains.
Atmaximum population the bighorn sheep would
require 298 AUMs annually.
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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 monitoring shows
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.

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

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

e An Environmental Assessment (EA) and
Habitat Management Plan (HMP) must
determine:

(1) that the reintroduction will not negatively
affectany native endangered, threatened or sensi-
tive species, either plant or animal; (2) thatland
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.

o 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 handled on a case-by-case
basis. Fisheries and upland game species are not
affected by this decision but must meet the
criteria outlined in the Master Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between UDWR and the
BLM.

The recent introduction of Rocky Mountain elk
onto the Goshute Indian Reservation was not
coordinated through BLM. No forage has been
allocated in the Deep Creek Mountains for elk;
however, itislikely that these animals will summer
and potentially becomie 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 MOU
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 10 see if they utilize public lands and if a
trend develops. If conflicts arise, a planning
amendment will be required to determineif chang-
esinforageallocation are needed and/or desired.

Proposed Decision 5

BLM wili 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 Resource Area. Specifics for
implementing any such proposed reintroduction/
transplants shall be developed in the HMP for the
habitat area.
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Rationale

Itis 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 Lake areas. Surface disturbing activities
on public lands adjacent to these reintroduction
sites will not be permitted to disturb birds or
destroy important habitat. BLM will develop spe-
cifics for further management actions in the HMP
for the habitat area.

Rationale

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. The act further requires Federal
agenciesto 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 foliowing
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 [ 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 and March 15.

Specific exceptions may be granted by BLMifthe
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
inthe Resource Area. These measures will provide
adequate protection forimportant breeding, winter-
ing, watering, and feeding habitats for a variety of
wildlife species, as well as preventing unneces-
sary degradation of the environment.

These measures also comply 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 waterfowl 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 developmentand
implementation; (3) waterfow! improvement
through construction of new reservoirs and modi-
fication of suitable rangs 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.
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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 orirrigated 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 exchange for farm 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:

e 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.

e 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 ¢onflicts 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
indicate a decline of desirable 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)
2)
(3) sage grouse crucial strutting and associated
nesting habitat,

(4)
(3)
(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.

crucial mule deer winter range,
crucial mule deer summer/fawning range,

sage grouse crucial winter range,
antelope fawning areas, and

Vegetation treatments such as burning, chaining,
reseeding and all other manipulations within
crucial ranges of wildlife species will be désigned
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. Itisimportantto
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 Sait 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 Motocross Track Special RMA, 100
acres.

(5) Knolls Special RMA, 37,760 acres.

These areas are shownin 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, tq provide specific recreation
activity and experience opportunities on a sustain-
ed yield basis. These areas require a higher level
of recreation investment and/or managementthan
the ERMA requires. The ERMA possesses several
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:

Acres
Open to ORV use 1,669,267
Limited for ORV use 363,439
Closed to ORV use 0

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

0ff-Road Vehicle Designations

AREAS Open Limited Closed
(Acres)

Utah County

MuTe Deer Crucial Winter Range 2801
ETk Crucial Winter Range 1,920!
Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 3401

(.5 mi. radius)
Riparian/Wetland 1,4473
(1200 feet)

inty
AE)

nn a On

A\YAV, “ wv b_]

Mule Deer Crucial Winter Range 45,7475

Mule Deer Fawning 1,070]
Riparian Wetland Areas 43,4086

Bald Eagle Roosts 13,575)
Sage(Grouse)Strutting Grounds 10,3141

.5 mi.

Antelope Habitat (Puddle Valley) 192,8547

E1k Calving 6524
Critical Watershed 34,9044
Simpson Springs Campground 404
No. Deep Creek Mountains 28,2608
Stansbury Mountains 10,0002
Antelope Fawning 9,755!
Mule Deer Crucial Summer Range 1,540]
GRAND TOTALS 1,669,267 363,439 0
1 Seasonal limitation for or?anized, permitted ORV events.
2 Seasonal limitation for all ORV activity.

3 No organized, permitted ORV events within 1,200 feet.
g Limited to existing roads and trails.

Stansbury Mountains: Limited to existing roads and trails
seasonally.
Onaqui Mountains: Limited to existing roads and traiis
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 Closed 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 ail 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 vehiclesinriparian/
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 | 0 acres
Class I} 70,520 acres
Class 1l 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 visualimpacts 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 evaluatedon 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 wili be made prior to any project
being implemented (this may inciude 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
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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 culturai 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)
(2)
(3)
Rationale

immediate scientific research,
recreation use/interpretation, or
conservation for future use.

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 they be assigned to a
category.

Proposed Decision 3

A monitoring plan will be 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 or potentially eligible for
inclusion on the National Register of Historic
Places). A monitoring plan will provide BLM with
a systematic 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 4

Following completion and management accept-
ance of the BLM study of 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 probability for the 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, a cultural resource clearance
shall be made for all surface disturbing actions on
public lands using standard 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.
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Rationale

As the public lands managed by the Salt Lake
Districtare quite extensive, itis extremely difficult
to comply with existing laws and regulations to
identify and protect significant cultural re-
sources. A predictive model would provide a statistical-
ly valid method for aiding inthe determination of
which areas would require cultural inventory
prior to project development.

Proposed Decision 5

Efforts will be undertaken on aregular and 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 coliection 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 publiclandsisagrowing problemin
Utah and the entire 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,
BLMisin a position to have a positive effectupon
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 Critical Environmental
Coricern

Proposed Decision 1

Approximately 30,203 acres of the Bonneville Salt
Flatsin Tooele County will continue to be manag-
edasan ACEC. Thefollowing areas also would be
designated as ACECs:

Horseshoe Springs(760 acres)
North Stansbury Mountains(10,000 acres).

Thisareawould be designated as an ACEC only if
Congress does not designate the area for
wilderness.

North 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 Basin and Range Province.
The special worth of these mountains rests on
many outstanding features, including scenic, re-
creation, watershed, bristlecone pine, cultural/
historical vaiues, 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 Mountains 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 asan ACEC to perpetuate and protect

the values and resources of the area. Qbjectives 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’s fastest mile.” Thousands of 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 Il.

The BSFare aunique 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 BSF are a nationally and internationally signif-
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 areaisapopularrecrea-
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

Unavaiiable for ownership
adjustments.

Evaluation for possible
withdrawal action.

Fluid mineral leasing
category 3.
(No surface occupancy)

Soil managed to maintain
productivity and tolerable
erosion levels.

Water quality 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.

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

NORTH STANSBURY MOUNTAINS

"HORSESHOE SPRINGS

Unavailable for ownership
adjustments.

Same as North Deep Creek
Mountains.

Same as North Deep Creek
Mountains.

Continue grazing at active
preference levels on
Stansbury Mountain,
Stansbury Broad Canyon,
Lone Rock, Timpe NW
Grantsville, Salt Mountain
Allotments.

Unavailable for ownership
adjustment.

Fluid mineral leasing
Category 2.
(Special stipulations)

Same as Deep Creek Mountains.

Manage wetlands for multiple-use.

Intensive management of
riparian habitat.

Preserve and protect wetlands.
Water right acquisition.

Wetland protection through
grazing systems use restrictions
and fencing if appropriate.
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A

Wiidiife & Fisheries

Recreation

Visual Resources

Forestry

Transportation
& Utility Corridors

TABLE 9 (Continued)
MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTION

FOR

AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN

NORTH DEEP CREEK MOUNTAINS

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.

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

Surrounding foothills Class III.
Mountain area Class II.

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

HORSESHOE SPRINGS

Cooperate with UDWR to
reintroduce bighorn sheep.
Improve crucial habitats
for wildlife.

Seasonal closures for
crucial habitats.
Revise/expand present HMP.

Limited off-road vehicle
designation.

Surrounding foothiils
Class III.

Mountain ridgetop areas
Class 1I1I.

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

Same as North Deep Creek
Mountains.

Seasonai ciosures for crucial
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.
No organized recreational
activities within waterfowl
habitat.

Ciass IV

N/A

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

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 ACEC designation.

Forestry Prbgram

Proposed Decision 1

No harvest of saw timber for commercial or
individual use shall not be allowed anywhere on
public land within the 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 orindividually, 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 within 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 during the period of December 1 to April 30.

All other areas of juniper forest on public tand
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 mustbelimitedin
order to manage the small areas of pinyon pine for
continued productivity in the Resource Area.

Itis 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 harvest as outlined in the
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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 majormay 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 iek.

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

(3) lands within VRM Class Il and 1l 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)

(7) lands with known or suspected hazardous
materials.

lands with slopes greater than 30 percent.

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:

e type and need for facility proposed and

economic impact of facility,

conflicts with other resource values and
uses, and

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



PROPOSED RMP

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.tc avoid envi-
ronmentally sensitive areas and to meet the needs
of the local populace and 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 putthe fire out with minimum suppres-
sion cost and minimal losses, consistent with
management objectives.

All facilities, structures or developments that are
susceptible to fire damage will receive intensive
suppression. The primary objective with this level
of suppression is to prevent loss of life, property,
or unacceptable resource damage. Ail other pub-
lic lands in the Resource Area will be considered
conditional suppression. On these fands 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 cost plus resource loss basis.
In these areas, the full spectrum of intensitiesis 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 prepare vegeta-
tion modification pians for Skull Valley and Puddle
Valley to reduce wildfire and attempt to stop or
reverse the cheatgrass conversion cycle.

BLM can, howeverexpect some fire occurrencein
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) Inthe desert shrub/saltbush vegetation type
confine fires to 100 acres.

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

(3) Inthe 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 measures 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 areas in Tooele County. Pre-
scribed burns within the areas will be used to alter
vegetaticn 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 someincreased costs associa-
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PROPOSED RMP

ted with implementation and management of the
plan. Additional costs from more intensive man-
agement of some programs would occur in the
following areas:

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

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

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

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

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

(6) Implementation and management of ORV
designations.

These additional ccsts 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/EI!S.

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.

Coordinationin 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 inthe Federal Registeron 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,
orraised questions orissues 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

A 30-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
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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 Recreafion 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 County to resolve
inconsistencies as the planisimplemented, 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 Commentor/Signature

1 U.S. Bureau of Mines / Williams

2 State of Utah, Division of State History /
Powell

3 Amax.Magnesium / Brown

4 Doyle Berry / Berry

5 South Shore Farms / McMullin

6 Utah Petrolium Association / Peacock

7 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service / Ruesink

8 Utah Salt Flats Racing Association / West

9 Dorothy Wiskowski, Ronald Weber /
Wiskowski, Weber

10 U.S. Geological Survey / Devine

11 State of Utah, Division of Environmental
Health / Reichart

12 Utah Farm Bureau Federation / Christy

13 Mr. and Mrs, B. N. Allen / Allen

14 Reilly - Wendover / Fendt, Wadsworth

15 Douglas E. Larson, Calvin E. Olsen /
Larson, Olsen

16 Tooele Army Depot / Tateyama

17 Tooele County / Pitt

18 Utah Wildlife Federation / Sackett

19 U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services / Andlison

20 Sierra Club, Utah Chapter / Lukez

21 Tooele County Industrial Development

Corporation / Tate
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22 State of Utah - Office of the Governor /

Bangerter
23 Utah Nature Study Society / Hovingh
24 Tooele County Historical Society / Miller
25 Daniel Dreak / Dreak
26 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency /
DeSpain
27 Newall A. Johnson / Johnson
28 Tooele County Wildlife Federation /
Ekenstam
29 Geological Research Service /
Palmer, Johnston
30 National Park Service / Strait

The following section contains copies of all
letters received along with the responses to
comments. :
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1.1

Comment Letter 1

A ]
e
United States Department of the Interior A0 S
]
BUREAU OF MINES —

7. . BOX 25086
BUILDING 20, DENVER FEDERAL CENTER
DENVER, COLORADO 80225

Intermountain Field Operations Center

June 10, 1988

Memorandum

To: Howard Hedrick, Pony Express Resource Area Manager, Bureau of Land
Management, 2370 South 2300 West, Salt Lake City, Utah 84119

From: Chief, Intermountain Field Operations Center

Ssubject: Review of Draft Pony Express Resource Management Plan (RMP)
/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

As requested, Bureau of Mines personnel have reviewed the subject draft
resource management plan/environmental impact statement for involvement with
minera)l 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 Sait Lake Counties.

Minerals are discussed on pages 72-74 by the categories: fluid, solid Jeas~
able, locatable, and salable, Overall, we were pleased to note that mineral
resources and producing operations are adeguately discussed. A survey of our
files, however, indicates that salt resources occur along the southern boundar,
of the Great Salt iake, northwest of Stansbury Park, Tooele County, and a
uranium resource occurs in the West Mountain area, utarzf(:ounty. We suggest
these two resources be added to the minera) section of ‘the subject report.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

B
fotwilliam Cochran

1.1

Response to Letter 1

The change you recommended has been made.
for page 73.

See Revisions and Corrections

ANIN3LVLS LOVdNI TVLINIWNNOHIANS TVYNIL



99

2.1

2.2

Comment Letter 2

- Division of State History
:I (Utah State Historical Society)
Department of Community and Economic Development

Norman H Rangrrier

Gearthor
Max J Evans 300 Ro Grande
et SEELAKE Ciy UNN BA10V-1182

Tann
1300

Nr. John H. Stephenson
Acting District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Salt take District Office
2370 South 2300 West

Salt Lake City, Utah 84119

RE: Draft Pony Express Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statemern:
(SAT UT880524-070)

In Reply Please Refer to Case No. L224
Dear Mr. Stephenson:

The staff of the Utah State Historic Preservation Office appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the draft versfon of the Pony Express Resource
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. Our office offers the
following comments.

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 idez

The preferred alternative, or alternative number 2, appears to consider
cultural resources in an adequate manner. Under this alternative there will
be a disposal of fifty tracts of land comprising 9,088 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 BLM-sponsored
undertakings on these historic properties, which is covered under 36 CFR
800.5. The definition for an undertaking under 36 CFR 800.2{0) is "Any
project, activity or program that can result in changes in the character or
use of a historic property.® This 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 publiic land into private ownership an undertaking 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.

Board of Swre Histors Thomas G Alexande Charman ® Dhean i May Vice Charman ®  Doumlas T Alder

Philly. & Ruller ¢ EllenG Calinter @ J Eldon Dorman ¢ Huph € Garner @ Dan € Jows @ Lewnardd Arnngion « - Amy Atiep Price & Sunpy At

2.1

2.2

Response to Letter 2

A sensitivity map for cultural resources 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. Therefore, we do not
intend to put such a map on paper. BIM is currently engaged in a study
of predictive modeling and its applicability on public lands. When this
study is completed, the Salt Lake District will follow its
recommendations in developing a predictive model for the Pony Express
Resource Area. Until that time, we believe that it is best not to have
a formal map.

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 RMP/EIS) 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 completed as part of the project
assessment.

ANIWILVYLS LOVdWI TVLINIWNOHIANS VNI
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Comment Letter 2

Thank you again for the opportunity of commenting on this draft document. We
look forward to seeing the firal management plan and environmental impact
statement. The above is provided on request as outiined by 36 CFR BOD or Utah
Code, Title 63-18-37. 1f you have questions or need additional assistance,

please contact Diana Christensen at (801) 533-7039, or 533-6017.

Sincerely,

A}k\e&’g‘ﬂ&

Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

DC:1224/5657V  BLM/OR

cc to Resource Development Coordinating Committee, State Planning Office, 118
State Capitol, Salt take City, Utah 84114
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3.1

3.2

3.3

Comment Letter 3

AMAX Magneslum
238 North 2200 West

San Lake Crly. Utah 84116
801-532-2043

TLX 6711664 AMAX UW

@ amax

lune 29, 1988

Jennis Oaks, Team Leader
salt Lake District Office
2370 South 2300 West

3alt Lake City, Utah 84119

Jear Mr. Oaks,

MAX Magnesium fs 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
;ompleted an additional 60,000 acre solar pond operation in the west desert
-orth of Knolls, Utah. We currently employee over 500 employees and contri-
sute nearly 100+ million dollars annually to the Utah economy.

‘MAX has made a tremendous financial commitment to this area and is extremely
:oncerned that the public lands which it presently occupies be managed in a
nanner consistent with its investment and the public good.

e have reviewed the draft P.E.R.M.P./E.I1.S. and AMAX Magnesium Corporation
‘AMAX) would like to submit the following comments for your consideration in
leveloping the final working plan for the Pony Express Resource Area:

AMAX prefers and strongly recommends the sale-of parcel 10 lands to AMAX
as referenced in alternative 3 in Table 2-1 and figure 2-17 (Lands
Identified for Disposal). This parcel as described contains the lands
covered under the AMAX Magnesium Right-of-way #U54897. We feel the sale
of these lands to AMAX Magnesium would meet all the criteria of FLPMA
Section 203. The sale would most fmportantly meet the public and
economic needs of Tooele County. Sale of the parcel 10 lands to AMAX
would enhance private use and further industrialization of the area in a
manner consistent with current and future planned uses. We further
recommend this concept be adopted in your most preferred alternative
number two (2).

2. Chapter 3 page 73 makes no mention of the AMAX Magnesium Knolls Solar
Evaporation Ponds System in the Solid Leasable Minerals section. AMAX
diverts minerals to BLM lands and extracts them. Our current ROW #U54897
provides for operation of a solar ponds system which deposits minerals on
these lands which may very well be utilized by AMAX in future economic
ventures. We therefore feel AMAX should be 1isted as an operating entity
with rights to these solid leasable minerals. We also feel AMAX should
be listed as a major contributor to the Tooele County economy 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

disposed of through an exchange of the criteria outiined in Pro d
Lands Secision 3 were met. Ig an applicant offered lands in anpgighange

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.

4
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3.4

3.5

3.6

Comment Letter 3

3. AMAX 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 ORY's is not compatible with the current use of these lands.

4. AMAX 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 common sense tell
us that mineral exploration and operation within a solar pond system
would not be compatible use of the lands.

§.  AMAX requests that the remainder of the AMAX ROW #U54897 lands be
withdrawn along with those proposed in Figure 2-14 (Proposed Mineral
Withdrawals) until such time as the BLM decides to sell the lands. The
remainder of AMAX's leased lands in this area are as compatible as all
other lands identified 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.1.S. is a very good analysis of the potential uses and
subsequent effects on a vast, but fragile environment, We 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
AMAX Magnesium Corporation

. Crosser

. Delcour

. Todd

. Wilkinson

cet

oo™

3.4

3.5
3.6

Response Letter 3

BLM recognized that ORY use in Tooele County has been growing steadily
for the past decade. Subsequent 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 fali, An overall plan on a county-wide basis is scheduled with
opportunity for full comment and participation by users and affected
parties. At that time, BLM would appreciate your comments on the

issue. Final designations will provide ORV users with areas for use and

eliminate serious adverse effects or safety concerns through 1imitations
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 govermnment resource management programs, and assure that
consideration is given to those state and local plans that are germane
to t:§ development of land use plans for public lands (Section 202(9)
FLPMA).

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. "
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Comment Letter 4
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Response to Letter 4

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

Grazing systems included in Allotment Management Plans and Multiple-Use
Management Plans assure proper use and management of the treated areas
and the allotment as a whole. Proper management allows for the
establishment of seeded species within the treated areas and slows the
reinvasion of the less desirable plant species into the treated areas.
All projects are done with multiple-use consideration to improve
wildlife habitat, watershed conditions and grazing capacity.
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Comment Letter 5

June 27, 1988

Bureau of Land Management
Salt Lake District Office
2370 South 2300 West

Salt Lake City, UT 84119-9908
Re: Pony Express RMP/BIS
Dear Gentlepersons:
Please accept this comment to the Pony Express RMP/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 Parms. South Shore Farms is a Utah general
partnership which is engaged in raising fruit, cherries, peaches,
nectarines, and apples., Parcel 80 is the northwest quarter of
section 15, Township 8 South, Range 1 Bast, SLM. South Shore
Parms 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 Utah Lake. Much
of it was included in the Strawberry Water Project and was
1rr§qated 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 follow are intended to indicate the
environmental changes which likely will take place if Parcel 80 :
disposed of by the United States.

South Shore's land was used for the grazing of sheep until 1975.
After purchasing it in 1975, South Shore Farms commenced farming
‘in 1976. Approximately 10,000 fruit trees were planted in 1976

A am
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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 bushes, a single willow 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., We don't recall any
other birds at the time we commenced preparing the land in the
spring of 1976, though doubtlessly there were some. Neither do we
remember any animals other than cotton tails and jack rabbits,

The orchards that have been planted have attracted birds in
profusion. Prom 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 snow 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 few birds in evidence, We see marsh hawks, red
tail hawks and two other-varieties of hawks that I am not sure
of. We see crows in the spring that nest in the cliffs above the
orchard, Kestrels 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 the birds which visit the property which were
unnoticed béfore the orchards were planted.

Skunks are valuable animals to horticultirists. Their population
varies, two years ago they were plentiful, now they are scarce.
We see blow snakes fairly frequently and occasionally see
rattlesnakes. The skunks and snakes eat mice. Mice are enemies
of horticultirists, Over the past few years we have seen several
desert foxes. 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, Very little of
the native grasses are left. Some tufts appear under clumps of
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Comment Letter 5

Bureau of Land Managenment
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.
Except where protected by sagebrush, the exposed top soil consists
mostiy of a fine pebbly gravel or in some instances, of an exposed
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, OQur 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 goil,

The result is that the water moves laterally in the depression and
rarely crosses the open area between rows of trees.

Horticultirists need a ground cover between rows of trees, Ground
cover 1s encouraged by the irrigation of the trees, We have
observed that, while it 13 a slow process, the native grasses and
plants are returning as ground cover between the rows. This is
particularly true of a little plant called filaree. Filaree .
spreads fairly rapidly now that it 1e not grazed by sheep, It is
a favorite food of sheep, high in protein.

As one would expect, there are conslderations which would favor
retention of ownership of Parcel 80, One conaideration would be
the uge 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 weeks.

We observe a few people on that land on the opening of the hunting
seagon for pheasants., The hunters do not stay long, the birds run
through the sage brush, they don't £1y and the hunters quickly
realize the futility of hunting there, We doubt that pheasant
hunters spend a total of 12 hours on that land Auring the hunting
season, We have seen an occasional rabbit hunter. We have not
observed other uses being made of the land.
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Comment Letter 5

Bureau of Land Management
June 27, 1988
Page 4

In addition to what we perceive as being environmental benefits we
believe that there are economic benefits to be gained by the
disposal of Parcel 80 by the United States. ’

The past 12 years have demonstrated that the climatic effect of
Utah Lake is beneficial to the surrounding lands as orchard
sites. In 12 years, South Shore Parms has not experienced a
spring freeze. We doubt that Parcel 80 will be quite as
beneficially affected as the land closer to the water. Also
greater elevation increases the cost of pumping water to it,
Still we believe that it is attractive for use in growing
cherries, peaches and apples.

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

South Shore Parms presently irrigates the land that it owns in
Sections 9 and 10 by pumping from Utah Lake. The water rights are
represented by shares of stock in South Jordan, Bast Jordan and
Utah & Salt Lake Canal Company. Sufficient shares of stock are
now owned so as to enable South Shore Parms to irrigate those
additional acres. .

I1f Parcel 80 should become available for purchase and if the price
were reasonable, South Shore Farms would be willing to purchase
the land for cash. We believe that most of the 160 acres could be
planted to fruit. That much acreage could make a significant
contribution to the fruit production of the State of Utah and
would significantly benefit the Utah County economy.

South Shore Parms has 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 reasonable rather
than dispute with the United States concerning our rights under
our existing application.

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

Sipenrely,

Y WA

Robert W. McMullin
South Shore Farms

v wren mmmmm g - - —®  —ee-— = e

5.1

Response to Letter 5

8LM has identified minimal public value associated with Tract 80.
agree that the use proposed in your letter would be in the public
interest because of its economic return.

We
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6.1

6.2

,values. and/or land uses" The identification of mitigation

Comment Letter 6

Utah Petroleum Association

A Divislon of Rocky Mountain O & Oes Assccietion
58 EAST 300 SOUTH, SUITE 200/BALT LAKE CITY, LITAH 8411 1-2202/PHONE (801) 363-5757

July 21, 1988

Mr. Dernis Oaks

Team Leader

Salt Lake District Office

Bureau of Land ement

2370 South 2300 West

Salt Lake City, Utsh 84119

Dear Mr. Caks:

I am writing on behalf of the Utah Petroleum Assoclation, which
is a state division of the Rocky Mountain 0il and Gasg Association
(RMOGA) . RMOGA is an o0il and gas trade association whose members
account for 907 of the exploration and production of oil and gas
in the eight western states it services.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement and Resource Management Plan for the Pony

Express Resource Area in nortlmest Utsh. While we believe the

plan does not pose a serious threat to future oil and activities,
there are several flaws or deficiencies in the draft plan which

must be rectified in the final document.

First, the planning document does not comply with the direction
contained in Section 1424 of the Supplemental Plamming Guidance
for Energy and Mineral Resources, particularly the fluid mineral
leasing direction. In addition to identifying lease stipulations
and areas where the stipulations would be applied, the plan must
also assess the potential for fluid mineral occurrence us: the
procedures and classification system described in BIM Manua
3031. Furthermore, the results of the assessment of fluid mineral
potential should be displayed in the table displayed in Appendix 1
of the Supplemental Guidance. The Pony Express Draft RMP/EIS does
not comply with this directive.

In addition, the Data Elements of the Fluid Mineral Leas
Supplemental Guidance requires the plamning staff to include a
discussion of "Data concerning the availability and effectiveness
of measures for mitigating adverse impacts on other resouxrce

measures utilized or available to protect other resource values
chr: oil and gas operations is of critical importance in a land
use p document, This information is particularly important
in light of the fact that the KIM included a description of
certain resources, such as cultural values, wildlife, watershed,
visual quality, to name a few, which could be adversely affected

PP W C e L e L e aw

Response to Letter 6

6.1 0i1 and gas potential was included in the Management Situation Analysis,
the document which provides a summary 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 73). The table on page 121 has also been modified to reflect
your concerns {see Revisions and Corrections for pages 121 and 122.)

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.

T TRIITIN e e e e LRI T s e e 1 e T N N
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6.3

6.4

6.5

Comment Letter 6

by oil and gas activities. The only way to present a true depiction
of how these resources may be impacted by oil and gas activities

is to discuss mitigation measures available to help protect such
values.

In order to adequately describe mitigation measures utilized
during oil and gas activities, it is necessary to assess the
levels of activities which could occur. Since it is impossible to
predict what the future may hold in terms of oil and gas
operations since there has been very little activity to date, we
recommend that the BIM include a generic discussion on the phases
of oll and gas activities. An tion of reasonable
mitigation measures should be included for each phase of
operations. .

Ve object to the BIM's lack of sufficient justification for the
designation of the North Stansbury Mountains and Morth Deep Creek
Mountaing Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC).

plan states that these areas will be designated ACECs only if
Congress fails to designate them wilderness. The BIM Manual,
Section 1617, ACEC Identification, Evaluation and Designation
Guidance, states that while there is no size limitation for an
ACEC, it should be held to the minimum area necessary to protect
life and safety or the resources on which the designation is .
based. It also states that the ACEC designation is not intended
to blanket large areas with specific restrictive stipulations and
that it is also not to be used as a substitute for a suitability
recompendation for a wildermess study area. Therefore, we oppose
the BIM's proposal to designate these areas ACECs because sufficient
justification for these designations has not been presented in
the plaming document.

Another item of concern is that the ACEC Guidelines also direct
that the status of any imvolved mining claims or Pre-FLPMA leages
which could affect opportunities to assure adequate protection or
management must be analyzed. None of this information is contained
in the plan other than the statement that the entire Resource
Area is under oil and gas lease. This statement implies that the
two proposed ACECs are currently under lease which could pose a
serious management conflict if a lessee decided to exercise his
lease rights. The mineral potential of these areas must also be
analyzed and discussed in the plan along with the trade-offs
between an ACEC designation and foregone mineral opportunities in
accordance with this guidance.

6.3

€.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 unique 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
suitability recommendation. Portions of both WSAs are recommended as
suitable for wilderness designation in the Draft Statewide Wilderness
EIS. Whether protection is provided to the unique resources of these
two areas through wilderness or ACEC designation or both, it is BLM's
objective to manage them under wise principles of conservation in the
best interest of all users.

See Comment 22.19.

There are no 0il and gas leases in either the North Stansbury or North
Deep Creek proposed ACECs. The mineral potential of both areas has been
analyzed in the Utah Wilderness IS (forthcoming) and both have been
found to have low potential for any oil and gas deposits.
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Comment Letter 6

In conclusion, while we can support the general management
philosophy displayed in the Preferred Alternative, we are unable

to support the ACEC proposals. Furthermore,:we believe it is
imperative that the BIM incorporate the Changes we have recommended
for inclusion in the final plan. These mdifications are critically
important if the BIM is to have a legal, defensible planning
document .

_Sincerely, . /7
sHhalr

Jim Peacock
Executive Director

JP:ba
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Comment Letter 7

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
FISH AND WILDLIFE ENHANCEMENT
UTAH STATE OFFICE
2078 ADMINISTRATION EUILDING
1745 WEST 1700 SOUTH
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 34104-5110

July 22, 1988

T0: 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: Oraft Pony Express Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement

Our office has reviewed the draft Pony Express Resource Management Pian (Plan)
and is providing the following comments:

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
dectining 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 improve cructal
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 Wildlife Service

The Animal Damage Control program is no longer under the auspices of the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife 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
opinfon 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
inftiate Section 7 consultation with this office. An example of such an

action would be the disposal of pubiic 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

7.2

Response to Letter 7

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
Ersxzry application and has already been classified as suitable for such
use.

The correctmn_hgs been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page
16. Hf‘len spec]flc actions proposed for the public land result in a "may
effe(:.t determination for any listed species, BLM will initiate a
Section 7 consultation with the USFWS.
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7.3

7.4

7.5

76

7.7

7.8

7.9

Comment Letter 7

With the fssuance 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.

Page 48, 2nd column, Wildlife and Fisheries Program

The phrase eyres should be changed to historical eyries. AN
peregrine eyries are historical in character, not historic.

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.

Page 101, Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Wildlife Species

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

Page 126, Alternative 2, Impacts on Wildlife

The Service is opposed to the disposal of tract 84. This tract should be
retained in Federal ownership to protect the wetland values associated with it.
Utan has experienced a dramatic deciine in wetiands and all remaining areas
should receive full protection.

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
are very important for this population, have substantial amounts of public
land. As noted on page 101, several critical roost areas occur in the Oquirrh,
Tintic, Sheeprock and Stansbury mountajns.

Peregrine faicon
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 s 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

~3
w
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7.6

1.7

7.8

7.9

Response to Letter 7

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 firing on public land for its Firex exercise. Proposed

Dgcision 4 reflects BLM's intent to prohibit these uses for future
military activities.

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

See Comment Response 22.28.

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

Tract 84 was inadvertently placed on the disposa) 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 1ittie 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.
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Comment Letter 7

practices and development which adversely alter or eliminate the character of
the hunting habitat or prey base within 10 miles and immediate habitats within

1 mile of the nesting site shouid be discouraged. Substantial amounts of
public land would fall within this area.

G ool
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Comment Letter 8

-SALT FLATS
< HACING

”1‘ )
n U * ASSOCIATION

2370 South 2300 Vest
Salt lake City, Utah 84119 A

Dear Sirs:

July 26, 1988

Ve of Utah Salt Flats Racing Asen. have grave concern for the impact that the
taking of flidd minerals will have on the race site. The salt deteriorated thru the
years as Kaiser Chemical carried on its operation. Amatingly the BSF began healing
itself like & wounded giant when the company ceased operation., Now, will this most

wrf;ct of surfaces be deslt another blow with nex leases for fluld minersl extrac-
tion

By your own Recreation Ares Management Flan for the BSF in August of 1977, you
state as goals, (1) maintain consistency in resource protection, (2) promoting the
BSF as & special recrsation management ares, (3) providing recreational opportunities
and other compatitle activities, and (&) promoting pudlic safsty,

In 1914 the real courtship between man and land speed racing began. Some mar-
velat the sfforts of san and his machine, ¥on residents comprise the mgjority of
viattors to the salt, the pullic desiring to stop and see racing activities, People
from every state in the wmnion and numerous foreign countries. At the recent July
nost of USFRA we had guests from France, Beigium, Cermany, South Africa and Poland.
A1l were in awe of the American Fot Rodding spirit that was evident at this meet,

We ask of you, no, beg of you to protect this unique geological basin from ex-
tinction. It has been reduced in the past by mans intrusion with activities such as
potash mining and salt production. We camot allow the vast tmzin of salt to become
an ugly sud basin with only plotures and memories of past glories to remind us of
what was not only a National, tut World tressure

cocs  Governor
Jin lattin, pres., SCTA
larry Volk, pres., USFRA
Trail Riders Assn.

540 EAST 500 NORTH » PLEASANT GROVE, UTAH « 84062

8.1

Response to Letter 8

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 protection 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 m;nera1s. BLM will do everything possible to maintain and protect~”
the BSF.
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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. Hedrick:

The following comments are offered in response to the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement on the preliminary Pony Express
Resource Management Plan. The comments focus on the proposed
right-of-way through the Weber property described on page 53,
Rocky Canyon, and in fig. 2-8.

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 by limiting our
ability to use the impacted area for numerous
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.

- Our 295 acre parcel is surrounded on 87% of
its perimeter by Bureau of Land Management

e vt m—m—vva A WP UmAL UV EEGE INTFUSTAT WITA AASle 4Lan .-

9.1

9.2

Response to Letter 9

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 acquired.

See Response 9.1,
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Comment Letter 9

Mr. Howard Hedrick
August 3, 1988
Page 2

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

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

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

Sincerely,

Dorothy Wiskowski

ynaea W letalbian. ()

Ronald H. Weber

DW/ew
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Comment Letter 10

United States Department of the Interior

i

—_— -
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY - .
RESTON, VA 22092
In Re%ll Refer To:
WGS-Mail Stop 423
DES 88/23 Ji 291988
Memorandum
To: Mr. Howard Hedrick, Bureau of Land Management,
Sait Lake City, Utah
From: Assistant Director for Engineering Geology
Subject: Draft Pony Express Resource Management Plan and Environmental

Impact Statement, Bureau of Land Management, Utah

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

Because fairly large exchanges of land are envisioned in the near future, the
statement should assess the potential for ground-water impacts from use by future

owners of the land.
o 7 K

19 james F. Devine

Copyto: District Chief, WRD, Sait Lake City, Utah

10.1

Response to Letter 10

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 acquired land. Such uses could include but are not limited to
agriculture, housing, community development and industry. Each of these
uses has different reauirements 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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Suzsnne Dandoy, MD. MPH.

Comment Letter 11

State of Utah

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

Norman H. Bangerter
Bursau of Weler Pomion Contral
st Darecter [ 288 NOAD 1460 West, PO Sax 16690
Menneth L Alkema § SR Lake Gy Ulsh 841160690
Durerr 8 (801) 538-8148
WMy Howar, d Hadrick

Pony Bxpress Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management

2370 South 2300 West

Salt lake City, Utah 84119

August 3, 1988

Dear Mr. Hedrick:

The Utah Bureau of Water Pollution has reviewed the Draft Pony Express Resource Management
Plan. We support the preferred alternative which provides for the development of resources while
P ing or enhancing envi tal values.

We recommend that water quality monitoring stations which are not located at either existing
STORET or WATSTORE sites be assigned a STORET number. We will assist BLM in assigning
STORET numbers to water quality monitoring stations. This process will help expand the existing
water quality data base and will allow the data to be accessible to interested agencies or
individuals.

When best management practices (BMP’s) are used to minimize pollution of water ?;mlity from
construction or recreation activitics, we recommend that they be monitgred for their effectiveness.
The monitoring of BMP effectiveness will provide valuable information when BMP’s are being
considered for similar situations in other arcas.

Wen;, i the 'ytO-- on this

opp gement plan and wish to compliment
BLM on their efforts in its preparation.

Sincerely,

Pcflant K feeknrt

{0~ Don A. Ostler, P.E., Director
Burcau of Water Pollution Control

RDG/dgm
3981-10

mna

1

.2

Response to Letter 11

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.

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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Comment Letter 12

r-
..
utaH Farm sureau Federation

5300 SOUTH 300 WEST, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84128

August 4, 1988

Mr. Howard Hedrick

Pony Express Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management

2370 South 2300 West

Salt Lake City, Utah 84119

Dear Mr. Hedrick:

Serving as Utah's largest general farm and ranch organization, representing
nearly 21,000 member families, we present this statement in response lo your
agency's Draft Pony Express Resource Management Plan and Environmental lImpact

Statement.

Generally speaking, your agency has done a commendable job of proposing a
management plan that attempts to maintain multiple use opportunities for both
public and private interests. With 77% of its acreage owned or controlled by
federal or state government {of which 32% is BIM}, this planning area’s
economic future will no doubt be significantly impacted by the final decisions
sterming from your draft,

We recognize this draft addresses various major interests such as mineral
exploration and recreation activity. These respective industries clearly
serve as major sources of revenue for county tax bases which subsequently
provide for quality education opportunities and other public services.
However, because of our strong conmmitment to Utah's most basic
industry——agriculture—the comments we offer here are generally related to
domestic livestock grazing. We trust that the concerns of these other
industries mentioned above will be addressed by respective individuals and/or

organizations.

From a quantitative standpoint, the preferred alternative's negative impact on
domestic livestock grazing is negligible, as the draft points out. We can
support the loss of 428 AUM's against the overall planning area's 108,868
AM's providing the elimination of such AUM's is acceptable to the livestock
operators associated with them. Qualitatively, however, the draft does tend
to suggest that proposed wildlife management objectives have the potential of
imposing future problems {and in some cases have) for various livestock
operations. We are concerned that in the long runm, further reductions in
domestic livestock AUM's could result. For instance, the recent expansion of
antelope numbers by 150 in Rush Valley has created undue pressure on livestock
operators in that area. This {s not only a problem because of the increased
competition it has created for public land forage, but also due to the heavy
burdens it has placed on private lands in the vicinity of these transplants.

This argument is further substantiated by the fact that suitability of the
present plant community composition of the area has not been determined for

12.1

12.3

Response to Letter 12

The lqss of 428 AUMs indicated in the RMP should be 384 AUMs (see
Revis1gns and Corrections for page 127). While the overall impact is
negligible, BLM is aware that the impact on individual operators will be
greater. BLM has made careful consideration of each disposal tract
affec§1ng.1ive§tock use in an attempt to minimize the adverse jmpacts.
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 éther
lands related actions. Impacts to individuals will be considered
closely prior to final decisions.

Forage allocations and/or maximum numbers are included in BIM's
decis%ons_to reintroduce big game wildlife into new areas. In Tooele
County, bighorn sheep are limited to 205 animals or 298 AUMs (see page
45 of the Draft RMP/EIS) and antelope to 150 animals (see page 46 of the
Draft RMP/EIS). Present information indicates that the reintroduction
of bighorn and antelope would be compatible with the existing levels of
Tivestock use.

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

The antelope reintroduction was intentionally done in an area a

: way from

private crop and pasture land to avoid depradation problems. If iuch

?roglems occur UDWR has agreed to resolve them with the private
andowner,

If future conflicts occur with either of these reintroduction

the specific problems would determine the proper action. Chazée:t:gyt::
max!mum 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.

It is correct that suitability of present plant com

C position has not been
determined in the Riverbed and Snake Valley portions of the West Desert
ante10pe.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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Comment Letter 12

antelope populations. According to page 99 of the draft, suitability of
present plant composition has also not been determined in the Riverbed and
Snake Valley portions of the West Desert Antelope herd unit nor the Puddle
Valley herd unit where 70 and 72 antelope were transplanted in 1975 and 1979,
respectively.

Moreover, we suggest that any considerations of further expansion of elk
numbers in the Heaston elk herd unit 4 also include agreements with private
land owners associated with this area and not just BLM, UDWR, and the Forest
Service as page 99 of the draft points out.

The recent introduction of elk onto the Goshute Indian Reservation is another
concern we have, Where forage allocation has not been assessed in the Deep
Creek Mountains for elk, as page 47 in the draft recognizes, migratory
expansion of this herd will undoubtedly create problems for livestock
permittees. We strongly urge BIM to commit to help mitigate this potential
problem.

The reintroduction of bighorn sheep into the Deep Creek and Stansbury
Mountains is an issue to which the draft does not give clear direction. In
one stroke the draft stresses that big game use would be managed at current
levels. In another stroke, however, the draft lends its support to the
expansion of bighorn sheep numbers from 16 to 85 in the Deep Creek Mountains
and from 0 to 120 animals in the Stansbury Mountains. Page 45 points out
that bighorn and livestock forage appear to be noncompetetive here. And yet
page 48 points out that grazing use could be changed to allow for reduced
conflict of livestock class and wildlife since disease transmission potential
is high. It appears that the resolution of this conflict would take place
strictly at the expense of domestic livestock producers which we strongly
oppose.

We support your 8! t objectives as outlined in the Tooele Management
Framework Plan to continue to work towards the limjiting of wild horse numbers
to 85 and 45 animals in the Cedar Mountain and Onaqui Mountain herd units,
respectively. However, reports have come to us that private landowners
associated with the Onaqui Mountain herd have experienced growing conflicts in
this regard.

With the exception of the Bonneville Salt Flat ACEC, the BLM's preferred
alternative appears to be the only one of the four alternatives that supports
the inclusion of 3 additional ACEC's to the planning unit. Our experience
with interpretive management of proposed ACEC's has not been favorable in
other parts of the state. We have reservations about these three ACEC's from
the standpoint that various restrictive management schemes could preclude long
term domestic livestock grazing interests in these areas. We therefore oppose
designation of any additional ACEC's to the planning area.

CQurrent Farm Bureau Policy supports disposal of Federal lands providing 1) Due
regard is given to traditional rights of use and 2) Dominant economic users
have first right of refusal. We support your proposal to dispose of S50 tracts
totalling 9,088 acres of lands under BIM's jurisdiction in Tooele and Utah
counties, so long as it is consistent with such policy. In light of BiM's
proposal of gaining legal access to 12 sites in Tooele and Utah counties, we
support such action only 1f it meets approval by various landowners affected

12.4

12.6

12.7

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.

BLM 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 required. 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 1ivestock kind
requires BLM to work with the permittee 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 transpiant is made.

™~

We acknowledge that conflicts can occur between private landowners and
wild horse herds. Wild horse counts continue to be made each year to
determine 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 summer of 1987.

Also see Response 12.2.

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 requirements of BLM's evaluation of proposed land sales is
the jdentification 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 equities
in the land. Depending on the circumstances, BLM may allow a preference
to existing users (FLPMA, Section 203(f)).

The acquisition of legal access across private property is done through
ne?otiations with the landowners and pursuant to PL 91-646 Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Land Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 which
requires just compensation to landowners.
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Comment Letter 12

and property owners are justly compensated.

As you know, the average actual use of AUM's by livestock permittees in your
district has often been below that of active preference. Indeed this suggests
a general conservative attitude in the 137 permittees using this area. We
hope as allotment management plans are developed in the future under the final
version of this plan, that BIM will continue to recognize this character, in
spite of ever-increasing pressures from anti-livestock groups.

We appreciate this opportunity to comment, and respectfully request your
favorable consideration for the concerns we have addressed. We further pledge
our support to assist you in sustaining proven multiple use principles as we
cooperatively manage these valuable, renewable, range resources.

Sincerely,

AN A

C. Booth Wallentine
Executive Vice President
and Chief Administrative Officer

cc Representative Jim Hansen
Representative Howard Nielson
Commissioner Leland Hogan

bce Bill Hogan
Robert McMaltlin
Tom Bingham
Wayne Urie
Vic Saunders
Reed Balls
Kim Christy

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 te 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 1ivestock operators.
Repeated nonuse applications may result in cancellation of permits.
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13.1

Response to Letter 13

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
Management Policy and Guidelines
Recommendations”on whether these
designation are contained in the

being managed under BLM's "Interim
for Lands under Wilderness Review."
three WSAs are suitable for wilderness
Draft Statewide Wilderness EIS.

Wilderness designations are made by Congress.” The RMP does not
recommend 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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ey
wenDOVER

BOX 680, WENDOVERN UTAMH 84083 —801/886-2241 OR 360-0681

August 9, 1988

Mr. Howard Hedrick

Pony Express Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management

2370 South 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 &
Chemical Corforation and its operating division, Reilly-Wendover
("Reilly"), in connection with the Draft Pony Express Resource
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement ("“RMP")
published by the Salt Lake District of the Bureau of Land
Managemcent ("BIM'") in May 1988.

First, may we express our appreciation for the
cooperation we have received from the BLM in connection with the
RMP. The BLM 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 RMP. We appreciate the work involved
in the preparation of the RMP. We also appreciate the willingness
of the BLM to consider the input 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. However, you might be interested to know that
Reilly has for more than 60 years been active in the State of Utah
with a plant in Utah County.
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Hr. Huoward lodrick
August 9, 1988
Page 2

We at Reilly are proud of the contribution we make to the
economy of Tooele County and the State of Utah. 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 chogsen to comment on the RMP 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
"fogter and encourage . . . the orderly and economic development
of domestic mineral resources." (RMP page 15.) Reilly also
firmly believes in the continuing importance of the multiple use
concepts in connection with the management of BLM resources.

Reilly's Operation

Before providing comments on the RMP itself, it might be
helpful to the BLM persomnnel to understand the importance of
Reilly*s operation to the economic development of Utah and
surrounding states. In the Reilly operation at Wendover brine
from a shallow aquifer is collected in 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
primary pumping station where it is transferred to primary
evaporation ponds comprising 8,500 acres.

Typical brine analysis at the pumping station is 1.0%
potagsium chloride (KCl), 1.2% magnesium chloride (MgCl,) and
23.0% sodium chloride (NaCl). When the brine reaches a
concentration of approximately 7.0% KCl, it ig 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 KC!-NaCl) will precipitate after
further evaporation. The brine is held in the harvest ponds until
it reaches a concentration of about 22.0% MgCl,. The brine is
then transferred to holding ponds where further evaporation
results in the precipitation of other salts - primarily carnalite.

The sylvinite precipitated in the harvest pond averages
30% RC1 and 70% NaCl. 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 RCl crystals from
the NaCl crystals. It is then subjected to two stage froth

AN3N3LVLS LOVAINI TVLNIWNOYIANT TVNI4



Z6

Comment Letter 14

Mr. Howard Hedrick
August 9, 1988
Page 3

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 KC1:NaCl ratio in the shipped product.

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

1. Potash (KCL): Potassium chloride is harvested as
degcribed 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. The
final product, potash, is sold in three forms: coarse, a
compacted product for dry fertilizer applications; standard, with
a smaller particle size for fertilizer compounding, oil field
completion fluids and as a flux in certain metal recovery
proceasses. 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
2 lesser extent Northern Utah and Eastern Washington depend
heavily 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.

R During drought years potash's importance is even greater
as more of the product is required per farmed acre. Potash acts
to enhance nutrient absorption and protects the plant during
stress. Continued dry years will mean even greater regional
demand ag 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
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imported from Canada or the Middle East. However, imports to the
western United States would be very expensive in relation to the
costs paid by mid-west growers.

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

2. Magnesium Chloride: This product is sold as a
solution (28-35% MgCl, 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.

Nuigance dust from unpaved roads is prevalent throughout
the western U.S. MgCl, brine is enhanced to DUSTOP™ and sold
to the National Forest 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. MgCl,
brine from Wendover as a raw material for magnegium metal plays a
critical role in the continued viability of Amax Magnesium's
smelting 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
MgCl, brine was strategic as a supplement. During the last
three years MgCl, brine from Reilly Wendover's operation helped
Amax's smelter to remain in operation. (Amax provides 500 jobs to
the local economy.)

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

3. Brine Regidue of Potash or Manure Salts: Reilly
Wendover supplies manure salts (30% KCL and 70ZNaCl) to several
aluminum secondary recovery smelters throughout the U.5. The
manure galts act as a fluxing agent to reduce the melting point of
the gcrap aluminum. Recovered aluminum processes use only 10% of
the energy to produce a pound of aluminum in comparison to initial
virgin metal production in a smelter. The Reilly Wendover product
is unique in its properties in that the KCL/NaCl combination is
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not & blend of two mixtures, but & 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. Salt: Used as a raw material for chemical
manufacturing, road de-icing and water softening. Major West
Coast chemical producers now depend upon imported salt from
Mexico, 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 agsistance 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 RMP 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 RMP does not
gatisfy the obligations of the regulations with respect to
resource management planning and environmental analysis.
Therefore, it is Reilly's position that the RMP must be withdrawn
and a new draft must be prepared which follows the requirements of
the governing statutes and regulations. The revised RMP 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 regource management plan is required to provide a comprehengive
framework for managing public lands within the Pony Express
Regsource Area (RMP page ll1). Based upon Reilly's review of the
RMP, it is Reilly's position that the RMP 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

14.1

14.2

We disagree with your conclusion. Your comment does not ide

. ntif
why the Draft RMP/EIS does not meet the requirements of the citez how or
regulations. Therefore, no response is possible.

Please see Comment Responses 14.3 and 14.5.
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position that the BLH must more fuiiy evaluate the mineral
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 RMP is the fact that it appears that the
decigions were made with respect to management of the potash
regsources before the planning process began.

As referred to previously, in Chapter 1 concerning
"Purpoge and Need," it is specified that the BLM's continuing
mineral resource policy ie 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
(RMP page 15). Notwithstanding these two statements, it is clear
with respect at least to potash, that those decisiong were made
before the impact statement was prepared. Thus, it is apparent
that a decision was made at some time in the past concerning the
closure of approximately 104,000 acres of land to further leasing
of solid minerals (RMP 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
environmental impact statement is prepared.

Thig 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 as an
ACEC." We are not aware of the environmental impact statement
that was prepared in support of such a decision nor are we aware
that notice was given to all interested parties with respect to
that decision. However, as we read the provigions of 43 CFR §
1610.7-2 it appearsg that whenever a draft resource 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 use limitations that will apply. This
would apply to the first action and any subsequent action
regarding an ACEC.

L e e m e e et g e m m e rreme e g - mman mere e e — =y e o= —————

14.3

14.4

The decision to close 104,814 acres to further leasing for brines
extraction was made in 1982, and was reaffirmed in the Toocele Management
F{ame7ork P]a? £@FP) in :?84. The MFP was prepared in accordance with
planning regulations applicable at the time. Following th

of the Bonneville Salt Flats as an ACEC in 1985 {see Agri]ezgfsggggtion
Federal Register, p.16157), the closure also became a feature of the
ACEC Management Plan and the Bonneville Salt Flats Special Recreation
Area Management Plan (RAMP), both prepared in October, 1985. The
closure was brought forward into the Draft Pony Express RMP/EIS as a
feature common to all alternatives. The impact to brine extraction
industries would be continued closure of the above acreage until it
becomes clear that such closure is unnecessary to maintaining the
quality of the area.

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 requirement to
prepare an EIS. Environmental assessments, while not required, were
done for several resource-use limitations related to the Tooele WFP
decision to designate the ACEC. Uses experiencing 1imitations included
tand 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 proposed ACECs that were identified
in the Federal Register noticae of availability of the Draft RMP/EIS
because it has already been designated.
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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
notice has been given with respect to the Bonneville Salt Flats
ACEC .proposed in the RMP.

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
general comment is that it appears that the ACEC designation with
respect to the Bonneville Salt Flats is a conclusion rather than a
means by which the use of the ACEC designation is evaluated.

Thus, it appears to Reilly that the BLM has not followed its own
regulations in the designation of an ACEC. The BLM has prepared a
draft environmental impact statement to support its prior
decisions in that regard rather than one in which all significant
resources are evaluated on an equal footing basis and all of the
environmental impacts are fully evaluated to assist in the
management process.

A third area of general concern relates to the fact that
the RMP generally ignores the importance of the existing mineral
regources and the potential for future development of golid
leasable minerals within the Pony Express Resource Area. As
outlined above, Reilly's operation makes a significant
contribution to the State and national economy. Reilly believes
that the potash resource offers the potential for continuing
mineral development and that future development can take place
under principles of balanced multiple use management while still
protecting other resources.

The RMP specifies that the potash leases held by Kaiser
(now Reilly) near Wendover are the only active leases on public
lands in the entire.resource area (RMP page 73). The RMP also
states under "Social and Economic Considerations" that the
greatest contributions to the economy come from potash production
near Wendover (RMP page 110). Notwithstanding these statements,
there is 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 RMP as found at pages 202 and 203,
contain not a single reference to any of the publighed data
concerning golid leasable minerals. Also, while the RMP contains
such information as the average sheep ranch budget and the average

Response to Letter 14

14.5 The appearance of "ignoring the importance of existing mineral

14.6

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. BLM 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 unti) 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 Teft in place as s, reduced or increased in size,
or eliminated as appropriate.

The following references will be added to the 1list 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;

In addition to these references, approximately 30 other publications are
also available at the Salt Lake District Office.
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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
outgide that area. From Reilly's perspective we can only assume
that this information was deleted from the RMP because the
management decision had already been made that no futuze leasing
would take place north of 1-80 and the area south of I-80 on
Federal lands has no potential. Therefore, it was better to
ignore those significant values rather than try to justify why the
management decisions were contrary to the obvious economic
benefits to be obtained. -

The fourth general comment with regard to the RMP relates
to the congideration of alternatives. Again, this comment applies
specifically to the evaluation of the future development of solid
jeagable minerals. One of the essential requirements of a
resource management plan is the consideration of all reagonable
resource management alternatives. 43 CFR §1610.4-5. The
regulationg, therefore, require that several complete alternatives
must be developed for detailed 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 §1610.4-6. Only after a full evaluation and
estimation of the effects of those alternatives can the area
manager establish a preferred alternative for incorporation into
the draft resource management plan. 43 CFR §1610.4-7.

Generally, the RMP does contain an evaluation of
alternatives. However, 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 (RMP page
42). The stated reason for this position is *'to protect the
hydrologic balance critical to maintaining the Bonneville Salt
Flats." However, it is impossible from the materials contained in*
the RMP 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
congidered 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
talternatives” 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 action.
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Response to Letter 14

14.7 The Draft RMP/EIS did not analyze the future social and economic

?enefits 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 1ikely. 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 only limitation on future leasing is the area now closed to
leasing. It is the position of ‘BLM that there are no reasonable
alternatives to the course of action prescribed for protection of the
Bonneville Salt Fiats ACEC until the effects of brine extraction are
better known.

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

Yalley Playa, Utah. This document, often referred to as the "Lines
Report™ after its author, shows a 1ink between brine removal and
direction of flow of brines in the Bonneville acquifer. 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.
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Piedmont Heights Civic Club, Inc. v. Moreland, 637 F.2d 430 (5th
Cir., 1981). In the area of the Salt Flats, it is obvioug that
there are conflicts concerning the alternative uses of available
regources. The courts have clearly held that the National
Environmental Protection [Policy] Act requires the agency to
vgtudy, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to
recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves
unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available
regources.” &0 USC §4332(2)(E) as quoted in River Road Alliance
Inc. v. Corps of Engineers of U.S. Army, 764 F.2d 445, 452 th
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
Henderson v. Hodel, 768 F.2d 1051 (9th Cir., 1985).

Since there are competing potential uses of the Salt
Flats area and since the RMP 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 congidered before a
final impact statement can be issued and a final decigsion made
with respect to the future management plans for the Salt Flats
area. Among those alternatives must be the possibility that
leages would be issued in the future in the Salt Flats. The
possibility that the Salt Flats area would not be designated as an
ACEC must also be considered. It is also suggested that even if
the ACEC degignation is retained, the RMP must fully evaluate
those management practices and uses, including mitigating
measures, that are rcguired to protect the resources identified as
relevant to the ACEC.

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
adeguately addressed. Again, this is a problem that permeates the
entire RMP but can be identified with some specificity. Stated
differently, it appears that the RMP 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 RMP. There is no general congideration of the
competing alternative uses for the Salt Flata. There is also no
clear evaluation of methods whereby the competing uses could
continue to exist in a harmonious relationship. This is of
particular concern given the fact that we were told at the public
meeting, by BLM personnel, that thoge within the recreational use
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Response to Letter 14

The RAP 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.
When 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.

The Draft RMP/EIS has addressed the Bonneville Salt Flats in a
multiple-use resource management approach. This is a biologically
sterile and geologically unigue area that precludes consideration of
wildlife, plants, domestic livestock, watershed, cultural resources
other than historical recreational use, fire, and forestry. A1l 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.

?ee Responses 14.1, 14.3, 14,4 for a discussion of our analysis of
ssues.

Concerning whether extraction of brines for potash is improving racing
conditions, the salt on the Bonneville Salt Flats was excellent in 1986
and 1987. During preparation of the salt for the 1988 racing year, it
was found that the salt was only approximately 4 inches thick 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 commgnt is too general to provide specific responses.

BLM disagrees with Reilly's assertion that the present draft must be
withdrawn and a new draft produced.
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community have even stated that the condition of the sgalt 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 believes that such a
possibility must be fully evaluated. It is also Reilly's
conclugion that the RMP does not fully address the issues
identified on page 15 with respect to mineral development.
without doing so, the RMP must be considered inadequate. For the
reagons stated, Reilly believes the RMP 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 RMP page by page and now provides specific comments with
respect to the text of the RMP. The comments concerning the text
are in page order to allow you to follow the comments directly.
Algso, we have not commented on the content of the summary inasmuch
as it reflects what is contained in the body of the RMP.
Obviously, the summary would be changed to the extent changes are
made in the relevant text.

First, wvhere a reference to Kaiser appears we would
suggest, 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 review, it appears that the detailed 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 desc:i?tion of Parcel 9 as contained on pages 21 and 22
compared with the content of Figures 2-7 and 2-17. The figures
ghow lands in Township 1 South, Range 17 West, Sections 20 (E%,
21-28, 29 (E4), 33-35; and Township 2 South, Range 17 West,
Ssections 1, 3, 4, & (E%), 8 (E%), 9-15, 17 (E%) which do not
appear in the legal description. The maps and descriptions should
be compared to insure both are accurate.

Another specific comment with respect to the lands
program relates to the congideration as to whether or not minerals
will be the subject of disposition. While reference is made to
the fact that Section 203 of FLPMA will be used as the statutory
authority for disposal, there is no indication as to the
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Response to Letter 14

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

The legal description as shown in Table 2-1 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
801?i?gs gould be available for exchange as described in Proposed Lands
ecision 3.

Mi?erals 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
?overnment 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.
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management considerations given to mineral utilization. It is
suggested that in order to properly plan for the future, the RMP
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
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 significant defect with respect to the
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
ilands 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.

Ag we will discuss in the evaluation of the ACEC, there
is also no information to indicate what is meant by "maintaining"
the flats. Reilly suggests that maintaining the flats implies
that the Bonneville Salt Flats will be managed in such a manner as
to fully utilize all available resources involving both mineral
and recreational resources. It also means that management
restrictions imposed within the ACEC will relate to the relevant
resources identified. Certainly one can argue that the crowds
attendant to racing are significantly more disturbing to the
viewing of ''unique vistas" than is the development of the potash
resource. Such factors must be considered in the final management
decisions regarding the ACEC.

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." Again, there is no support for
this conclusion. In fact, we have been unable to find a reference
in the RMP 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
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Response to Letter 14

See Comment Response 14.3 and 14.7.

A correction to the third sentence will be made to complete the existing
sentence with these additional words: "until additional data verifies
;hat :;ch closures are not needed." See Revision and Corrections for
age 42.

Several studies indicate 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".

The term"maintenance' refers to the preservation of the 30,203 acres of
crystalline salt surface within the ACEC so that quantity 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
tg view and participate 1n motorized racing events does not violate
Visual resource management classifications that are intended to prevent
enduring and long-term adverse change in visual quality through
human-caused events:

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 unique opportunity exists to evaluate and model
hydrologic conditions and stresses. Many new sampling and brine models
have evolved since the "Lines Report.” BLM invites Reilly's involvement
in any future studies.

e T AW AT AN AT TIRACA IS
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Comment Letter 14

Mr. Howard lcdilck
August 9, 1988
Page 12

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 BLM position, we have
obtained and reviewed the report by Gregory C. Lines entitled:
Hydrology and Surface Morpholo, of the Bonneville Salt Flats and
Pilot Valley Playa, Utah. Geological Survey Water Supply Paper
2057 (1979). Without fully evaluating the content of the report,
it is apparent that two factors have a great impact on the
‘‘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.

Reilly has found that a great quantity of important
technical information is available both publically and privately.
This available literature must be given proper consideration in
the resource management procegs. 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, The contractual rights of Reilly
under the existing leaseholds will be honored.' It appears to us
that this language accomplishes the same purpose without the
implication that the BLM will "nit-pick' Reilly with respect to
the ''leage 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 publi¢ lands . . ."
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

(IS S

Response to Letter 14

14.18 See Comment 14.15.

14,19 The sentence has been ¢larified: See Revisions and Corrections for

page 43.

BIM 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 controlied by a private party, the
private party may exert a great deal of influence on the surrounding
public lands. This situation could adversely affect BIM's ability to
manage public lands. When there is a public need for waters on public
lands and those waters are privately controlled and not available to the
general public, BLM will make every effort to secure water for public
use. Thjs may 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.
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14.22

Comment Letter 14

it huwara Hediick
August 9, 1988
Page 13

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 BLM -
position.

Continuing to page 49, Reilly has previously raised the
issue as to the need for both a special RMA 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 isg
no need to designate the Salt Flats as a special RMA. 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 1s also some question as to whether or not a designation as
an RMA ig consistent with the 'relevant resources" identified for
the Bonneville Salt Flats. We are not avare 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 Mud Flats. These factors must be
evaluated. It appears to Reilly that the RMA 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."™ Ag 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 our
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
we suggest that page 60 must be amended under the heading
“"Minerals" in order to consider an alternative to the no leasing
policy. The RMP is also deficient because it does not contain any
congideration that new potash leases will be issued as to any
landg nor is there any indication as to what lands have the
potential for potash development. It is Reilly's position that

 TIMTI L T BT TMT T B ot (o +remnte o~ eae 1l 1es Tt e e e . . W o e

14,20

14.21

14,22

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 acceptablé
activity on the ACEC but requires 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.

It is the position of BIM 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.

See Comment 14.3.

Your comment 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. Rellly 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 shailow brine area leaving approximately
40 percent of the area north of 1-80 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 leas2 application is
evaluated utilizing existing support documents and any new information
and is provided to the manager prior to issuing or denying an
application.

1 o Te 1L - Tt ITL e . ¥ .o
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Comment Letter 14

Mr. Howard Hedirlck
August 9, 13988
Page 14

the Area Manager cannot adequately evaluate lease applications if
the RMP contains no evaluation of lands having leasing potential.
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 clasgified as prospectively valuable for solid leasable
minerals lie within national forest boundaries.'" This¢ statement
raises at least two questions in Reilly*s mind. The first isg:
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 ig: Were no lands identified as prospectively
valuable for potash leasing? Again, we are unable to answer this
question from the RMP.

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 are potash leases held by
Reilly near Wendover, we would assume that some evaluation would
be contained in the RMP with respect to adjacent lands that might
algo 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 pqtash
production near Wendover . . .“ While we d0 not guestion the
content of that sentence, we also do not find any support for that
conclusion. 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
igsue the existing potash leases. Such a discussion might also be
relevant as management decisions are made with respect to future
leasing.

A 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

14.23 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

10 fawaba oy bk
August 9, 1948
Page 15

104,000 acres of the Salt Flats is to retain the lands as “closed
to new leasing.” Again, Reilly objects to the fact that ne
consideration is given to the alternative of leasing these lands.

T that ne

The second paragraph on page 120 under the heading
Non-Energy Leasable Minerals is particularly troublesome to
Reilly. 1If we read the substance of that paragraph correctly, it
in effect says "BLM has previously decided not to igssue 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 BLM
on notice of that interest. Reilly has no effective method to
express that interest if the area is already closed to future
leaging and the BLM is not considering any alternatives to that
decision. It is Reilly's position that there is a gignificant
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 algo has a serious impact on the potash reserves of the
United States. It is Reilly's position that the logic of this
entire paragraph is flawed and must be reconsidered in the final

Appendix 2 beginning at page 151 contains another example
of a built-in prejudice in the Under the heading Bonneville
Salt Flats, there is a description of the Bonneville Salt Flats
but there is not one word 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
ig there any indication of the fact that Congress felt the Salt
Flats were of such economic benefit that special congressional
legislation was enacted in order to allow for the mineral
development., See Act of October 2, 1917 (40 Stat. 297) and act of
July 2, 1932 (47 Stat. 566). It is our conclusion that the BLM
has either defined the Bonneville Salt Flats to exclude those
areas that have been developed for their mineral resources, or the
BLM is so prejudiced against mineral development that it has
chosen to ignore 70 years of history. Obviously, Reilly feels
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
act1vity'that is indeed a part of the history of the salt flats. We
have revised the referenced section to include mineral development. See
Revisions and Corrections for page 151,
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Comment Letter 14

e dluwaid jivdi bk
August 9, 1988
Page 16
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 is
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 supporting
material. If that information exists, it is not referred to in
the references used in the compilation of the RMP.

Another concern with the content of Appendix 8 relates 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 §1610.7-2 (b). From Reilly's pergpective, it
would appear that a specification of resource limitations should
be contained in the RMP and the notice. It would alsoc 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 (RMP page 156) 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 ciosed to leasing must be three times the size of the
ACEC. We also do not find any explanation as to what the
"resource uge limitations" will be other than the no leasing
policy. The RMP must explain why 104,000 acres must be closed
when the ACEC contains only 30,0600 acres. The RMP must also
provide reasonable support for the conclusions reached and the

management decisiong 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 gcenic values of the ACEC.  Future potash
development is not going to impact historic valuesg in any way.
Also, 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.

s S L C o u R I o N [t

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. These are ORV designations, visual
resource ngegemept categories, and fluid mineral leasing categories,
mineral withdrawais and ciosures, and recreation management objectives.

The 104,814 acres closed to potash leasing surround the ACEC and
pmv!des 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. BLM, USGS, UGMS, and
Reilly need to agree on studies that could be undertaken in the next two
g: fh;e$1¥e§rs to provide data for review of the closure. We believe
that Reilly's extensive involvement in this research wouid 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.
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Comment Letter 14

Mi. Huweld llada ok
Auguet 9, 1988
Page 17

Again, referring to the regulations, it is specified that
the approved plan "shall include the general management practices
and useg, including mitigating measures, identified to protect
{the) designated ACEC.'" 43 CFR §1610.7-2(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 BLM 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
leage' management while only 30,000 acres are contained within the
ACEC, but it would 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
RMP with respect to the continued utilization for recreation
activities at the expense of future leasing. A8 previously
mentioned, Reilly also questions whether or not the combined
RMP/ACEC degignation is appropriate.

It is Reilly's conclusion that the entire ACEC
degignation must be revisited and compliance must be had with the
requirements of the regulations and applicable statutes before any
conclugions 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 RMP 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 RMP.

With tesgect to the figures contained in the back of the
RMP, we have previously identified several inconsistencies. With
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 BLM 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.

14.32

14,33

14.34

Response to Letter 14

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
3g]the_f13ts is allowed to the extent that it is compatible with ACEC
ues.

This comment does not identify what information should be supported by
references. 1t 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 1ist of references (see Revisions and Corrections for
page 202). ‘

Figures 2-10,2-13,2-19, and 2-21 erroneous!

. s s y included private land.
F:gure 2-13 has been_correcteq 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.
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Comment Letter 14

Mi . Huwaid dHoedy ok
August 9, 1988
Page 1

We have not heen able to find a figure that depicts the
104,000 acres withdrawn from leasing. The RMP ghould 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 2-17. Either the maps or the description needs
to be corrected.

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 foregoing commentg will assist you in
the preparation of an adequate Pony Express Resource Management
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. If any additional
information is required based upon the comments submitted, Reilly
would endeavor to assist in the process to the extent

appropriate.
"Gl
John E. Fendt
General Manager M ~
shnr B ¢ ‘
Glenn D. Wadsworth
Plant Manager
JSK/1lc
8045K
080988

Response to Letter 14

14.35 A change has been made. Figure 3 includes the 104,814 acre solid
leasable closure.

14,36 See Response 14.12.

14.37 This error is acknowledged. However, these maps have not been
reproduced in the proposed plan.
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15.2

153 |

15.4

Comment Letter 15

Mr, Howard Hedrick

Pony Express Resource Area Manager
Bureau of land Management

2370 South 2300 West

Salt Laks City, Utah 84119

Dear Mr. Hedrick:

Vernon, Utah
August 8, 1988

We are writing in response to your Draft Environmental Impact Statement
on the preliminary Pony Express Resource Management Plan,

We feel some concern about the proposals being made and one is the loss
of our F.L.M. Grazing Allotment., The loss of our grazing permits will cause
an adverse effect to our grazing plans., These permits were established many
years ago, and we have paid fees and based our winter grazing on these permits
since the beginning of the Taylor Grazing Act, The elimination of these

grazing priviledges will be determintal to our basic

ranch operations.

, Fish and Wildlife, we feel, should pay their share of grazing fees. The
placing of antelope in our area will add to our grazing loss. The drought
this year has caused grazing problems and with the implant of additional
wildlife, it only adds to our problems. We are in favor of restricting off=
road vehicles to certain areas so they can be controlled better.

We are more in favor of Alternative #4 because it seems to us to be more
balanced and reasonable. We are having a hard time to understand why a change
needs to be made. There have not been any problems between us and the B,L.M.
through all these years of grazing, that we are aware of.

iz

' e I " i e Dl e e T

erely

Era

16.1

15.2

15.3

Response to Letter 15

In the Draft RMP/EIS, the disposal of Tract 26 (which affects the entire
Vernon allotment) was analyzed in Alternatives 1 and 3. In BLM's
preferred alternative (Alternative 2), Tract 26 would be retained and
would only be considered for disposal through land exchange. This
alternative has been carried forward as BLM's proposed deciston;
therefore, Tract 26 could be transferred from BLM ownership through
exchange only, and impacts to all affected parties would be considered.
The exchange criteria as stated in Lands Proposed Decision 3 must be met.

1t is Federal policy that grazing fees should be assessed only on
domestic livestock that utilize public lands. At this time the BiM is
unaware of any pressure antelope in the Rush Valley area have made on
livestock use. These reintroductions have taken place with relatively
Tow numbers. Monitoring of the poputation and range condition will

continue to be done to determine the continued productivity of the range.

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. BIM'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.

BIM will monitor effects of the use of off-road vehicles. As needed,
designations may be amended, revised,. or revoked. Balanced use will
allow ORV users certain areas to ride in and will also restrict or close
us$ by off-road vehicles where resource impacts, safety or use conflicts
arise.

15.4 See Response 15.1.
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Comment Letter 16

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
TOOXLE ARNY DEPGT
TOOELE, UTAM 54074-3009

August 4, 1988
Environmental Office

Mr, Howard Hedrick

Pony Express Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management

2370 South 2300 West

Salt Lake City, Utahr 84119

Dear Mr. Hedrick:

Tooele Army Depot has reviewed the Draft Pony Express Resource
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and con-
curs with this document as written. 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,

SEPH é;:1f£égzg£:

irector of Engineering
and Logistics

Response to Letter 16

Your comments are appreciated.

LML UE W e uuie
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Comment Letter 17 Response to Letter 17

State of Utah

47 South Main Suect-Tooele, Uish 24074
801-882-5550 Tooele - 801-355-1539 Salt Lake

R Tooele Count

Kelly Gubler, Commissioner
Leland Hogan, Commissiover
William Piet, Comminssomer

August 3, 1988

Mr. Howard Heondricks

Pony Express Resourves Arve Muanager
Burveu of Land Munagement

2370 South 2300 West

Salt Lake City, Ulah 84119

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL TMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS)
PONY EXPRESS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Dear Howard:
After reviewing the Draft Pony Exp R M Plan X
17.1 prefenres altommatu: novevers v dout have & cloar wslervientiog ab (o 17.1 BLM will meet with Tooele County officials on either the proposed date
. the Burwau of Land Mansgement’s inlent as il deals with land dispowsl or another to explain land disposals and exchanges set forth in
and those arees noted for exchange. Alternative 2. Alternative 2 coincides with the Proposed Plan.

I strongly recomsend that the Bureau of Land Mamgement, Tooele
County Commigwion and the Toovele Counly Planning Cosmission have a
Joint review meeting at the next Planning Commission work meeting
scheduled for Wednesday, Augusti 24, 1988 at 7:00 p.m.

Should you find thal this date would confliot with your achedule,
please ezl free Lo contucl this offioce.

Respectfully,

TOOHLE OOUNTY COMMISSION
William E. Pitt, Cosmisvioner
1=

oc:  Jue Urbanik

Assamor Audisar Recorder Survayar
Anse R Dunyon Glean W. Caldwell Doana McKendrick Donald Rosenberg

Atornsy Qo
Ronald L. Elve Dennis D. Ewing Doaald Procior Grant L. Pendlewon
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Comment Letter 18

UTAH POST SALT LAKE
WILDLIFE OFFICE CiTY, UTAH
FEDERATION BOX 15636 84115

August 7,1988

Mr. Howard Hedrick

Pony Express Resource Arsa Manager
Bureau of Land Management

2370 South 2300 West

Salt Lake City, Utah 84119

Subject: Response to the Draft on the Pony Express management
plan

Dear Mr. Hedrick

The Utah Wildlife Federation 1is pleased to have the
opportunity to respond to the draft on the Fony Express Plan. Ve
have read the draft carefully and have come up with the following
comments.

1. We would 1ike to see all of the Riparian areas given a
high priority, so that work could be done on them.
One suggestion we would have on these areas would be

18.1 that livestock grazing be done only in moderation and

. then only in the spring and then they should be off
limits to grazing. Forest Service studies show that
this msthod works vsry well,

2. The Federation would support only alternative 4 as
the draft {s now written. Ve could support
alternative 2 with some changes. The following would
be the changes to #2 that we support. Parcels
available for disposal would only be numbars
2,4,6,13,26a and 69. Parcels 98,70, 107,108 and 108

18.2 would only be available for 1and exchanges. All
other parcels we would not accept disposal status
on. The Federation strongly opposes Federal lands
being disposed of, under any conditions. The BLM has
the duty of managing the public lands, even if some
of those lands are difficult to manage.

3. We would 1ike to see the BLM take a harder Jook at

the grazing permits in assuring that the nusber of
18.3 iivestock that is permitted on the land really is the
: number that are there.

4, With the exception of the above comments the
Federation opinjon {s that the BLM has done a very
good job on this draft.

DEDICATED TQO THE CONSERVATION OF OUR NATURAL RESOURCES

AFFILIATED WITH THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION

18.1

18.2

18.3

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 BiM is always looking for
improved methods for management of its riparian habitat and will take
you; comments into consideration in the design of future management
systems.

BLM is authorized to sell public land that is "...difficult and
uneconomical to manage..." (Federal Land Policy and Management Act,
Section 203{a){1). Our analysis has determined that the parcels
identified in Alternative 2 meet this disposal criteria. As depicted in
Table 2 of the Draft RMP/EIS, 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 we spend managing these parcels of land takes time and dollars

away from more critical areas where our resources may be better utilized.

Use supervision on BLM land is an ongoing program within the range
department and is limited by the availability of funds. Within this
limitation, every effort is made to assure that compliance with permits
jssued for livestock grazing on BLM lands are adhered to.
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Comment Letter 18

5. The Utah Wildlifte Federation will respond to the
supplement to this draft on ORV use in the area whan
it is made availabile for comment.

The Federation faeels so strong about the land disposal issue
that we wili take what ever steps that may be necessary to insure
that the public-lands are protected for the use by all citizens
of the country. Wa would like to thank you for the opportunity to
make our comments on this draft., We wiii be iooking forward to
the final draft on this management plan.

Patrick Sackett
Second Vice President
Utah Wildlife Federation
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Comment Letter 19

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN 3ERVICES Public Health Service

Centars for Diseass Control
Atiants GA 30333

August 12, 1988

Mr. Howard Hedrick

Pony Express Resource
Area Nanager

U.8. Department of the
Interior

2370 South 2300 West

Salt Lake City, Utah 84119

Dear Mr. Hedrick

Thank you for sending the Draft Pony Express Rescurce Mansgement Plan and

Envir tal Impact Stat t (RI8). We are responding on behalf of the
U.8. Public Health Bervice. These environmental documents describe
d ce strategies for a large tract of public land

prop ag

in the Salt Lake District. Four alternatives are considered in this
analysis over s wide range of issues/concerns (s.g. vegetstion management,
mineral development, etc.). Off-road vehicle use is & major component of
all four proposed slternatives. Off-rosd vehicle use is increasingly
recognized as s high risk recreational activity. In the Final

Envir tal Impact t (FEIS), we recommend the consideration of
the relative harards of off-vehicle operatlon for sach of the proposed
slternatives. Idsally, this consideration could be added to Table 2-8
“Comparison of the Alternatives” to clearly indicate that public
health/safety has been and will continue to be s in the t
of public lands. Purthermore, & section should be added to the FEIS
detalling proposed BLX plans to minimize hazards of off-road vehicle
operations under the selected land management plan.

Plasse send a copy of the Finsl Environmental Impact Statement for this
project when it ls available. Also, please insure that we are included on
your mailing list for future documents which are developed for other
projects under the National Snvironmental Policy Act (NKPA).

Sincersly yours,

~.

7 log, W
B
Environmental Health Sclentist

Speclal Programs Group
Center for Environmentsl Heslth
and Injury Control

19.1

Response to Letter 19

BLM acknowledges your comment on the importance of heal

the recreational user public., Also, we desire the safegz :ggr::{$;{a$f
experience available for all users. Many forms of recreational use are
associated with some type of risk: wind surfing, rock climbing
hunting,‘Spe1unk1ng, hang gliding and, riding ORVs. Relative h;zards
are considered and recognized in BLM planning; however, given the
enormous areas of use and styles of diversified users, a specific
Tisting of all hazards in all areas would be extremely difficult.

As the population along the Wasatch Front increases and people 1

new forms of recreation, ORV use has been increasing in galg Lak§°ku£§§
and espeqia11y Tooele Counties. ORV use sometimes occurs in area§ which
are fragile or have high resource values. This use tends to intensify
tﬁe cgntroyersy surrounding ORV use on public lands. The Salt Lake
District will prepare a comprehensive off-road vehicle plan for the Pony
Express Resource Area. The plan will review the decisions made in this

document. BLM invites your participation in the pre i
upcoming ORV plan. preparation of this
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20.2

Comment Letter 20

Sierra Club

{ Utah Chapter Conservation Committee

August 14, 1988

Mr. Howard Hedrick

Pony Express Resocurce Area Manager
U.S. Bureau of Land Management
2370 South 2300 West

salt Lake City, UT 84119

RE: Comments on DEIS on Preliminary Pony Express Resource
Management Plan

Dear Mr. Hedrick:

The Utah Chapter of the Sierra Club, a statewide citizens
conservation organization, has reviewed the Draft BIS for the
Pony Express Resource Management Plan. Please note that these
comments were postmarked on August 14, 1988,

Our comments follow:

Ganeral Comments

(1) Overall, we are very disappointed with the options presented

in the DEIS. The presented plan appears to cater to off-road
vehicles and ignores protection of public 1lands in areas which
qualify for ACEC designation. All of the alternatives permit a
vast majority of the land under BLM's jurisdiction in this area
to remain open for ORV use. This indicates a failure in

adequately addressing the needs of the non-ORV community, impacts
caused by ORVs on public lands and the impact of ORVs on wildlife
needs. The DEIS is inconsistent with 43 CFR 8340 regarding ORV
guidelines since the land will not be adequately protected.

(2) The BLM has failed, in the preparation of the DEIS, to
adequately consider the wilderness issue in the Pony Express
Resource . Area. This 1is one of the most significant resource
issues facing the RA today. Since wilderness suitability and
non~suitability recommendations are specifically provided for in
the BLM's "Wilderness Study Policy™ as being a part of the
planning process, then the issue should be considered in a
revised Management Framework Plan, an amendment to a MFP, or as
an element in the RMP.

Instead, however, the draft RMP has pushed the wilderness issue
aside because of the current Statewide Wilderness KIS being
written by the State Office in Salt Lake City. Since the most
recent wilderness document for BLM lands 4in Utah, the "Utah BLM

Utah Chapaer Sierra Clab « Stase Office
177 East 900 South, Suite 102 » Sait Laks City, Utah 84111 » (301) 363-5621

20.1

20.2
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Response to Letter 20

BLM recognizes its responsibility to protect natural resources on public

lands but at the same time acknowledges the appropriatenes i
s of
recreational uses on these lands, such as ORV use? certain

See Response 19.1, 2nd paragraph for a discussion of ORY designations.

Wilderness is not an issue in the RMP. A1l 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. Adequacy
of the Statewide Wilderness EIS is not an issue in this RMP.

ANFWILVLS LOVANI TVLNIWNOHIANI TVNIS
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20.6
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Comment Letter 20

Statewide Wilderness DRaft Environmental Impact Statement™ did
not do an adequate job of considering the wilderness issue in the
Pony Express RMA, there is a need to includs the issue in the
Pony Express RMP.

For example, there are two areas in the RMA which recieved wide
apread wilderness gupport both during the May. 1386 wilderness
hearings and afterwards during the comment period to August.
1986. These areas are the Silver Island Mountains and Cedar
Mountains. Yet, the current DEIS all but ignores the protection
of these areas. Instead, under most parts of all the
alternatives, these areas are wide open for ORV use.

(3) The Pony Bxpress RMP DEIS makes a number of references about
the importance of ACEC designation, yet fails to properly address
these values within the RMA. The inclusion of Appendix 8 almost
seems to be an afterthought. We are especially concerned about
the public involvement process for ACECs since they are important
tools for resource protection. Instead of a detailed review of
potential ACECs, the DEIS summarily dismisses complete areas with
one or two paragraghs. Considering the controversial nature of
ACEC designation, this appears to be a vioclation of NEPA. This
is another example of a significant flaw of the current analysis.

(4) The DEIS fails to recognize that Salt Lake City and its
metropolitian area is a major, nearby population center with
citizens who enjoy a variety of recreation pursuits. The DEIS
ignores the recreational needs of non-ORV users who need non-
motorized arsas for hunting, hiking, camping, nature study and
other similar activities. Again, the overall DEIS bias towards
ORVs is evident throughout the document. The needs of non-ORV
users along the Wasatch Pront needs to be reviewed. With proper
management, the Pony Express RMA could provide a number of
exceptional and protected outdoor experiences for non-ORV
recreationists.

This lack of consideration of non-ORV users appears to violate
FLPMA, especially Section 103(¢), Section 202(c}{5) and Section
202(c) (6).

(5) The DEIS fails to consider the long term damage done by ORVs
in the Knolls Area. Instead, the BLM, in its cursory examination
of ORV issues in the DEIS, simply seems to imply that the Knolls
Area will continue to be a designated ORV sacrifice area. The
DEIS should take-a very close 1look at the current situation of
the Knolls Area and extrapolate the information presented to the
reat of the RMA.

(6) The DEIS identifies the possibility that hazardous and toxic
waste disposal facilities could be located on BLM land, or
disposed BLM tracts, within the RMA. Under "Air Quality,”
however, the DEIS fails to consider the effects of accidental

-2 -
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Response to Letter 20

20.3 The November 21, 1988, Federal Register (page 42141) notice of intent to

20.4

20.5

20.6

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 1ike BLM to consider for the area. No nominations
were made from any source.

The RMP Planning Team, the Pony Express Area Manager, and the District
Manager went through a detailed procedure in which all subjects
identified in Appendix 8 were evaluated for possible ACEC designation.
The process involved group and individual evaluation assignments
1nvo1viqg 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 (MSA) 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 r:

aon-ORv users in the North Stansbury Mountainsgand the aorgggS:eEOCreek
ountains. Visitor numbers have been low. We do not agree that the

management plan is biased towards ORVs.

Regarding ORY designations refer to Response 19.1, 2nd paragraph.

Knoll§ pas been an area ORY users have used due to adequacy of terrain
and minimal yser conflicts over more than a decade. BLM has noted thai
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/riparian) 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 whi

ch
addresses soil and vegetation impacts associated with ORY 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 Waste 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 BLM land, the environmental
documentation (such as the Aptus EIS, 1988) does discuss and analyze air
quality and accidental spills.
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20.8

20.9

20.10

20.11

20.12

Comment Letter 20

releases of toxic and hazardous substances which could then be
carried toward population centers along the Wasatch Front. The
DEIS also fails to identify potential 1liquid leaks which could
affect ground water resources in the RMA if hazardous facilities
were allowed to be constructed.

(7) All of the proposed ACECs in Appendix 8 have significant
values, especially when considered in relation to the large
population of the Wasatch Front. We request that all 21 areas
not considered for ACEC designation be reconsidered and
recommended for such status. The sites all have either
significant archeological, cultural, historical, wildlife or
recreational values which need protection now.

(8) The DEIS fails to identify critical wildlife habitat for
small and large animals, including deer, moose and elk, for
protection from minerals development, land sales, land trades or
ORVS.

(8) The DEIS fails to  identify where, because of the proposed
high level of ORV use, how watersheds will be protected.

(10) The DEIS fails to note how that scenic views along I-80, the
principal highway running west of Salt Lake City, should be
protected (ACECs are a good start). The management objectives
for visual resource protection is inadequate and does not address
the protection nor ideatify the numerous spectacular vistas
available from I-80.

(11) Since the Draft RMP does not provide adequate protection for
numerous resources in the RA, the overall range of alternatives
do not represent balanced use of public lands,

(12) Because of interest in the Silver Island Mountains, an ACEC
study should be conducted, Such a study would find important
recrasational, scenic and natural reasons for ACEC designation.

Conclusions

We believe that the draft EIS for the Pony Express RMP is fatally
flawed and should, therefore, be reissued, fully incorporating
the wilderness suitability issue and properly comparing and
analyzing its relation to all other resource values, issues and
conflicts.

In addition, other flaws include the elimination of preliminary
ACEC‘s in the DEIS' appendix 8. This appears to be the first
public notice of this important and controversial decision. We
believe that this is a violation of NEPA.

Overall, the range of alternatives is completely inadequate. We
hope the BLM will redc the DEIS so that the controversy over the

-3 -

20.7

20.8

20.9

Response to Letter 20

A potential ACEC must meet both the relevance and importance criteria

(43 CFR 1610.7-2) to become eligible for further consideration. While
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 fn ACEC designation.

Ac}ditignal inform@tion you have on significant archeological, cultural,
historical, wildlife or recreational values would be appreciated,

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 wildliife
habitat for antelope, deer, moose and elk were taken into consideration
in determining land actions, ORY use and minerals development.

See Table 8 in this document for ORV designations in relationship to
crucial wildlife ranges. Also tefer 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.
§r1t1ca1/crucial habitat for bald eagle and other raptors was also taken
into consideration.

Please refer to Response 20.1.

20.10 Scenic values along 1-80 are recognized by BLM and are managed by visual

20.11

resource management objectives for Class IV.

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.
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Comment Letter 20

San Juan RMP does not have to be repeated.

The Sierra Club will not allow the Pony Express RMA to become an
ORV sacrifice area for Utah. There are many natural values which
need to be protected in the area, but which the BLM seems to have
completely ignored in its analysis. Again, we urge the BLM to
redo and reissue the DEIS for the Pony Express RMA.

RGAY Lukez,

amy B

Conservation Ch
Utah Chapter Sierra Club
P.0. Box 520242
Salt Lake City, UT 84152
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Comment Letter 21

Tooele County
Industrial Development

Corporation

August 11, 1988

Mr. Howard Hedrick

Pony Express Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management

2370 South 2300 West

Salt Lake City, Utah 84119

Dear Mr., Hedrick,

Herein are written comments that the Tooele County Economic Development
Corp. would like to have considered in the formulation of a responsible,
practical plan for the management of 2 million acres of public land in the
west desert. As an organization charged with the responsibility of
stimulating and sustaining growth in the economy of Tooele County, the
Tooele County Economic Devalopment Corporation has a keen interest in the
implications of such a resource management plan for future expansion and
diversification of the county's industrial base.

Tooele County Economic Development Corporation strongly supports and
recommends slternative #3 with the exception of increased ORV use on land
now leased for commercial mineral extraction. The possible adverie corze-
quences of increased acreage open to ORV use include:

1. Possible threat to life and property.

2, Disruption of evaporative processes critical
to mineral extraction operations.

3. Protection of existing and future cormercial
facilities.

Trank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Pony Express. Resoucce
Management Plan and EIS. It is hoped that these comments will have
utility in the preparation and adoption of a final plan for management
of this valuable public resource.

Sincerely,

Earl Tate
Chairman of the Board
Tooels County Economic Development Corporation

sM/cb

cc: TCEDC file
L. Prown

P.O. Box 176 e Tooele, Utah 84074-0176 e 801-882-1894

21.1

Response to Letter 21

Your comments are appreciated. BIM has selected Alternative 2 because
the decision§ for resource management in this alternative are balanced
and are consistent with BLM's multiple-use mandates.
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Comment Letter 22

STATE OF UTAH
NORMAN H. BANGERTER OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
GOVEANOR SALT LAKE CITY
84114

August 11, 1988

Mr. Howard Hedrick

Pony Express Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management

2370 South 23C0 West

Salt Lake City, Utah 84119

Dear Mr. Hedrick:

The State, through its Resource Development Coordinating Committee, has
revieved the Draft Pony Express Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement. Before presentation of the Committee's comments, I would
firet of all like to thank you and your staff for making the extra effort to
expose the Committee first hand to the Resource Area and its management
problems and successes through the field trip you sponsored last June. The
Committee found the Resource Ares to contain 2 surprisingly varied reacurce
base. This Draft Plan represents a critical step towards thoughtful, balanced
‘management of those complex systems. The State has appreciated the efforts of
the BLM to involve it in all stages of the planning process.

The State supports adoption of the BIM's preferred Alternative 2 with
minor adjustmenta. Those r ded ch are dell d below.
Additional technical 8 on the & are provided thereafter.

I. Comments Relative to Alternative 2

- s We have no known problems with
disposing of this parcel. However, ¢14ff areas within the parcel have
potential for nesting raptors and ve recommend a raptor survey of the area be
conducted prior to disposal to determine the presence or absence of raptor
neats.

2-1, Parcel Number 31: This parcel of land is located
within sage grouse neating, brooding and vinter habitat. There is an active

strutting ground located within Section 31, T. 6 S., R. 5 W. We would not be
opposed to the proposed disposal provided the BLM land is exchanged for

3 vs  savivvvaves e vmem—aeg ———— ===

22.1

22,2

Response Letter 22

Parcel 2 is presently under R&PP lease to the city of Wendover. It
serves as a landfill for the community. It is BLM policy to dispose of
sanlt?ry landfnl:yung:rfR&PP to the lessee. BLM has reviewed the
parcel's topography a ound no cliffs. Therefore, it 1

suitable for nesting raptors. ’ would net be

A1l parcels that were identiffed for disposal were the result of
]
coordinated planning effort between the UDMR and BLM, fncluding a
two-day field trip to review the lands in question. BLM's preferred
;;Eernativetreflected the recommendations made by UDWR at that time. If
r present concerns regarding disposal had been ide
have been {ncorporated into thg plan. ntified, they would

Parcel 31, due to the 1984 MFP decision, is already in the process of
being disposed. Ten acres are presently under an R&PP lease to Rush
Yalley for a Yandfill. 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.
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22.9

Comment Letter 22

Page Two
Mr. Howard Hedrick

private land in Section 27 (west of Highway 36), 28 and 30, T. $§8., R, 3 W,
or Sections 26 and 35, T. 6 5., R. 6 W, in an effort to attain a #0lid block
of BLM land for management purposes. Otherwise we would de oppozzd to
disposal of this parcel,

Page 26, Table 2-1, Parcel Numbers 35, 36 and 37: These parcels of land
are located within historical sage grouse winter, nesting and brooding
habitat., There is a mage grouse strutting ground located i{n the SW1/4 of
Section 30, T. 4 5., R. 5 W. vhich was inactive during the period from 1974
through 1986, However, there has been sage grouse breeding activity observed
on the atrutting ground the last two years and sage grouse have been observed
perfodically in the last few years from there north to the area west of the
Tooele Ordnance Depot. Based on the recent breeding activity and bird
sightings in the area, we recommend these parcels be retained in public
ownership in an effort to maincain and impruve the existing sage grouse
population.

Page 27, Table 2-1, Parcel Number 53: We recommend retention of Parcel 53
in public ownership. It is located on the Oquirrh Mountains vhich comprise
the Heaston Deer and Elk Herd Unite. Public land ie extremely limited in this
area making big game management extremely difficult. If we hope to maintain
big game populations in this ares, it ie imperative that we retain all
existing public land in public ownership.

RPage 28, Table 2-1, Parcel Nugber 69: All of Section 7, T. 6 5., K. 2 W.,
weat of Highway 73 has been identified as eritical value deer vinter habitat.
As such, we recommend this parcel be retained in public ownership.

Rage 28, Table 2-1, Parcel Number 84: This parcel is located on the east
end of Provo Bay and consists of important wetlands habitat. We recommend 1t
be retained in public ownership.

ble 2-1, Parcel Number 94: This parcel is located southeast of
Thistle near UDWR property snd constitutes high priority value big game winter
habitat, We recommend it be retained in public ownership.

Page 29, Table 2-1, Parcel Mumber 95: This parcel is located northvest of
Indlanola and borders UDWR propercy. It is critical value deer winter
habitat. We recommend it be retained in public ownership.

- t This parcel is critical value elk
wvinter habitat and high priority value deer winter habditat. We recommend they
be retained in public ownership.

Page 30, Table 2-1, Parcel Numbers 107 and 109: Thease parcels are located
in Parley's Canyon and constitute critical value deer and elk winter habitat.
We concur in the recommendation that they be disposed of to either Salt Lake
City or the Forest Service,

22.3

22.4

22.5

22.6

22.7

22.8

22.9

Response Letter 22

Parcel 35 1s already classified as suitable for Desert Land Entry.
Wells 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 fdentified for disposal in the proposed RMP.
They will be maintained in public ownership for future sage grouse
habitat use and improvement as the opportunity and need arise.

Parcel 53 is within the Mercur mining 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 wildiife. For these reasons, this parcel {s identified for disposal
to adjacent landowners and n1n1ng clafmants. The loss of this habitat
is ugiortunate but fnevitable with such mining operations.

Tract 69 is presently under R&PP lease to Cedar Fort. It serves as a
landfi11 for the community. See Response 22.1.

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,

Tracts 94 and 95 have been dropped from the 1ist of parcels in the
proposed RMP to reflect your concern about loss of wildlife habitat.

See Response 22.7.

Tract 98 is listed for disposal to Forest Se.vice. It will therefore be
retained in Federal ownership.
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Comment Letter 22

Page Three
Mr. Howard Hedrick

- : This parcel is located north of
Parley's Canyon along the Wasatch Front and is critical value deer and elk
winter habitat. We concur in the recommendation that they be diaposed of to
either Salt Lake City or the Foreat Service.

II. Additional Technical Comments

Page 21-22, Table 2-1: The following lands identified in Table 2-1 for
disposal are (ngcording to Indemnity List 324), state lands.

Parcel 9

1i8 _Ri6W

Section 19, Lots 1-4: E2W2E2
Section 20, All

Bection 27, W2

Section 28, All

Section 29, All

Section 30, Lots 1-4: E2w2, E2
Section 31, Lots 1-4: E2wW2, B2
Section 33, All

Section 34, W2

128, Ri6W

Section 3, Lots 1-4:. S2N2, S2
Section 4, Lots 1-4: S2N2, S2
Section 5, Lots 1-4: SW4, S2NW4
Section 6, Lots 1-7: E2SWA, SBANW4, S2NB4, SE4
Section 7, Lota 1-4: E2wW2, E2
Section 8, W2

Section 9, K2

Section 10, N2

Section 17, W2

Section 18, Lots 1-4, B2wW2, E2

These changes ahould alsv be reflected on the ownership map.

Page 11, Paragraph 2: Figure B shows land atatus and not Figure A as
stated.

Page 50, Paragraph 2: Figure 2-5 referred to should be Figure 2-3.
Page 56, Fire Management, Qbiective (2): 400-500 acres may be & more

reasonable target,

AVAE L7 AGUIE L~f. FATC®I MITMNASY ULs Thise naman . A e ..

Response Letter 22

22.10 These lands are State lands and have been taken off the list. Since

22.1

22.12
22.13

Parcel 9 is not in the Proposed Plan, the new legal description will not
be printed in this document.

The map labels were incorrect. The land status map should read Figure A
and Grazing Allotments should read Figure B.

A change has been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 50.

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 unti) initial attack forces arrive. In conjunction
with black 1ining, use of a small agricultural spray plane for fire
retardant and a 3,000 gallon water tanker has improved our fire
suppression capabilities. Limiting wildfires in the sagebrush-grass
community to no more than 300 acres is a realistic and attainable
objective.
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Comment Letter 22

Page Frour
Mr. Howard Hedrick

: The Summary, Description of the
Alternatives and Table 2-3 all list different numbers for AUM liveatock
allocations. For example, under Alternative 2, the Susmary indicates that
2,487 AUMs would be made available; whereas, the Description of the
Alternatives section allocates 2,327 AUMs to livestock and Table 2-8 lists
2,627 AlUMs.

Page 71, Paragraph l: Figure B shovs land status rather than Figure A an
stated,

Page 72, Paragraph 1: Figure A referred to should be Figure B.

- Rage 73, First Sentence: The document states that "Most of the Pony
Express Resource Area is under oil and gas lease.” This statement appears to
be in error. While it may have been true & number of years ag0, vwe question
its validity today.

: Grazing allotment boundaries are outlined in
Figure A rather than Figure B as stated.

With the exception of years 1955 through 1957 and
1970, an annual restricted harvest has occurred aince at least 1951.

Page 99, Paragraph 5: A total of 374 antelope were observed in the Puddle
Valley Antelope Unit during the 1988 UDWR aerial census conducted on Fasbruary
26, 1988,

Page 99, Paraxravh 7: A total of 287 antelope were observed in the Toosle
County portien of the Snake Valley Antelope Unit during the 1988 UDWR aerisl
census.

Page 99, Paragraph 9: An additional 63 animals vere re-introduced in late
1987 rather than 75 as stated.

Page 100, Paragraoh 2: Figure 3-5 referred to should show additional sage
grouse crucial habitat along the Tooele-Juab County line on the southeast side
of the Sheeprock Mountains. :

¢ The shorebirds listed, with the exception of the
Canada goose which is not a shorebird, are actually colonial neating vaders.
Shorebirds should include stilt, avocet, phalarope, dovitcher, etc,

Page 100, Paragraph 7: The marsh havk should be listed as Northern
harrier. Additional raptor species should include goshawk, Merlin and
rough-legged hawk,

: There are 10 streams in Tooele County that
presently support fish. They include Blue Creek draining out of Blue Lake;
Deep Creek north and south of Ibapah; North and South Willow Creeks on the

Response Letter 22

22.14 The correct figures for the livestock allocations for each alternative
after proposed allotment eliminations and lands disposals are as follows:

Alternative T.......c0uuune veeees 1,890 AUMs
Alternative 2....icvveivicnnnnnns 2,315 AUMs
Alternative 3.....c0vnvenennn veee 2,333 AliMs
Alternative 4. ..iveiiiiincnnnnns 2,410 AUMs

This includes both sheep and cattle AUMs. Appropriate changes will be
made to the Summary, Description of the Alternatives, Table 2-8 and
Appendix 6B. See Revisions and Corrections for Appendix 6C and 6@
(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 22.53.

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 tor page 100.

22.26 The change has been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 101.
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Comment Letter 22

Page Five
Mr. Howard Hedrick

east slopes of the Stansbury Mountains; Clover Creek in the clover‘nea;
Barlow and Indian-Hickman Creeks on the west slopes of the Stansbury

Moumtaings, A majority of these streams are not located on BLM lands; however,
at least four (Deep Creek, Clover Creek, Barlow Creek and Indian-Hickman
Creek) are located partially on BLM lands. Known fish speciea present in the
above four streams are as follows:

Deep Creek - Rainbow trout, German brown trout, speckled dace
and mountain sucker.

Clover Creek - Rainbow trout and German brown trout.
Barlow Creek - Rainbow trout.
Indian-Hickman Creek - Rainbow trout hybrid.

Additionally, Ophir and Harker Creeks are currently being surveyed with

intentions of introducing Bonneville cutthroat trout in both if found suitable.

Page 101, Paragraph 6: Kanaka Lake and Clear Lake located in Skull Valley
are also clasaified Class 3 fishing waters. Kanaka Lake contains largemouth
bass, carp and mosquitco fish and Clear Lake contains largemouth bass and
carp. Blue Lake in extreme western Tooale County, although not located on BLM
land, {s also claseified a Class 3 fishing water and contains largemouth dass,
bluegill, carp and mosquito fish., Attempts are also being made by UDWR to
establish a warm water fishery in Rush Lake, located near Stockton, Utsh,
vhere largemouth bass, bluegill, yellow perch snd channel catfish have been
stocked,

An additional major furbearer present in the
Resource Area is the bobcat.

Seventy~one percent seems high to us and may bear
double checking.

: This paragraph dealing with the peregrine falcon
needs to be clarifisd and rawritten,

Page 102, Paragraph l: We suggest rewording the second sentence as
follows:

A hacking tower was constructed in the Timpie Springs area and fledgling

peregrine falcons were released in 1933, 1984, 1985 and 1986. In 1987, a

pair of adult peregrine occupied the tower. In 1988 the first succeasful

young peregrine was naturally raised by the nesting pair.

v : Although fisheries are limited on
BLM lands within the Resource Area, there are some present (Deep Creek, Clover
Creek, Barlow Creek, Indian-Hickman Creek, Horseshoe Springs, Clear Lake,

22.27

22.28
22.29

22.30
22.31
22.32

Response Letter 22

Kanaka and Clear Lake are on private land, so they were not described in
the document.

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

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 Rush Valley
roost...Lead shot from shotgun shells was found in seveniy-one percent
of the pellets." Source: Platt, Joseph B., “Bald Eagles Wintering in a
Utah Desert," American Birds, National Audubon Society, August 1976,
Vol. 30, No. 4, pp. 783-78B.

See Comment Response 7.6.
The change has been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 102.

The limited fisheries on public land would not be significantly affected
by the Proposed Plan. No riparian/aquatic habitats will be disposed
under the Proposed Plan.

Riparian/aquatic habitats will be protected by restricting seismic work,
well deve1o?ment, new road construction, rights-of-way, organized
recreational activities, militawy exercises and other disturbing
activities within 1,200 feet of riparian/aquatic habitats. Further
protection is provided by special stipulations for fluid mineral leasing.

Through the Habitat Management Plan (HMP) 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 equate 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 quality standards. A1l four creeks, Clover,
Indian-Hickman, Deep and Barlow, are classified {3A) for cold water
fisheries/habitat and (4) 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 public land will be managed as a wetland
$ver the long-term due to the periodical fluctuation of the lake water
evel.

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 guality
and quantity of these streams for fisheries, by the time they enter BLM
lands, are questionable and warrant further investigation during the HMP
development process. Information available from the UDWR would be
appreciated.
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Comment Letter 22

Page Five
Mr. Boward Hedrick

Kanaka Lake, Rush Lake, etc.) and should be discussed accordingly. We could
find no such discusaion,

Page 126, Paragraph 10+ As noted earlier in reference to diaposal of
Parcel 31, some recent activity has been noted on the atrutting ground and
sage grouse still persist in the area.

Fold-Out and Pocket Maps
- 8] : Parcel 9 is not

accurate--see IL 324,

. ~10, Flujd Mineral Leasing Catepories, Alternative 1: Category 2
stipulations appear to be covering a portion of the bed of Utah Lake which is
state sovereign land. Also T2S, RIW, Section 16, is state land,

= : Parcel $ is not
accurate--see IL 324,

= = = : It
would have been helpful to include land ownership status on these maps to aid
in establishing the relationship between those tracts being recommended for

disposal and ownership of surrounding land. This would include distinguishing
BLM from Forest Service managed landa.

Pocket Map: Some parcels of public lands did not appear on the map, e.3.,
Parcels 94 or 95.

Please note that the Division of State History sent their comments on the
Draft Plan under separate cover. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

/ /mw..f/ 2ed

Governor

NHB/mec

Response Letter 22

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 BLM 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 iandownership 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
tonger proposed for disposal. (See Response 27.7.)
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Comment Letter 23

721 Second Avenue
Salt Lake City
Utah 84103

August 10, 1988

Mr. Howard Hedrick

Pony Express Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management

2370 South 2300 West

salt Lake City, Utah :84119

Dear Mr Hedrick:

Comments concerning the Draft Pony Express Resource Managment Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement:

page 2: What private Jands would be acquired at Rush Lake and would this
include the appropriate water rights?

Page 13: Table 1-1. Utah County land ownerships percents do not add up
to a 100%X.

page 41: Horseshoe Springs and Rush Lake should also be considered for land,
mineral, oil and gas leasing, and water rights withdrawal.

Page 43: Should not the Forest Service also be involved with water management?

Page 44: Perhaps a second column should be added to dencte actual animal
numbers . The wild animals are present all seasons. Are the 1ivestock
also present all season? -

page 47: Will the introduction of bighorn sheep cause any species to become
threatened or endangered?

Page 47: BLM should also restrict unorganized recreation in protection of
important wildlife habitat- expeciall within 1200 feet of riparfan/aguatic
habitats. Unorganized recreation is more 1ikely to leave tracks in
riparian areas.

Page 48: Should not the BLM conduct a biologica) survey of its wetlands to
make sure aquatic improvements will not endanger or threaten any of the
Yocalized species, Note that Fish Springs Nationmal WildVife Refuge f1s
blamed for the extinction of a gastroped.

Page 49: Knolls Off-road vehicle area special RMA should be inventoried
for unique species of plants and animals before the dedication of such
lands to the highly destructive usage. Will QORY activities cause any
species to become threatened or extinct?

23.5

23.6

Response to Letter 23

A legal description of the private lands that BIM wishes to acquire at
Rush Lake is outiined on page 54 of the Draft RMP/EIS and in the :
Proposed Plan. This acquisition would inciude 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
mammals. 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, BiM's
coordination with adjacent landowners is not 1imited 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 aliotments are given in Appendix 2
{page 85) of the Tooele Grazing EIS and Table 3-6 (page 86) of the Draft
Pony Express RMP for Utah County allotments. As these tables indicate,
Tivestock 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 permittees hold grazing permits for several
allotments which allow livestock to move to the 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 (AUMs) 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.

If BLM were to restrict unorganized recreation to protect riparian and
aquatic 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 resourcas of these sites.
Diversified recreation {non-motorized) is a legitimate use of such areas.

Regarding ORV designations, refer to Comment 19.1, 2nd paragraph.
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Comment Letter 23

-2-

Table 2-8: Why is not Horseshoe Srpings an ACEC designation in

Alternative 42 23.9

Page 106: Water sking, motor boating and windsurfing should be restricted
on Rush Lake from probhitfon during waterfowl nesting season {March to
July 1) and during fall migration ?September through November) to
reguiation as to motor size and speed the remafnder of the year.

Page 113: Analysis assumptions implies that no species of plant or animal
will become extinct or threatened. Since biological surveys are not being
proposed and since Great Basin is a reglon of a high number of endemic
species or species of high scientific values (Giant Stonefly), more species
will become extinct unless there is better knowledge of the plants and
animals, their Vife histories, and their distribution,

Page 114: Analysis of the cheatgrass-fire s excellent. We have Yong noted
the disappearance of desert shrub by the increasingly larger areas of cheat
grass due to fires- especially on the west side of the Cedar Mountains.

The Resource Management Plan should address the efforts to control cheat
grass to break this cycle,

Page 115: Since sheep grazing can increase perennial grass production

which enhances retention of sofl and water, would not cattle which consume 23.11

perennial grass therefore contribute to loss of soil and water? What
plans exists which sheep grazing allotments will be converted to cattle
grazing allotments? :

Page 116: Cattle grazing also, along with ORY and fluid mineral activities
increase sediment and bank erosion.

Page 118: Fire suppression may Also destroy native ecosystems which
contain threatened and endangered species by preventing the destruction
of competing plants., For instance, rabbitbrush survives fire and sagebrush
is ki1led, Fire suppression encourages therefore sagebrush whereas fires
encourage rabbitbrush. One must know the ecological requirements of the
threatened or endangered species before using fire suppression techniques
to "save” these species.

Page 140: It seems that the decision for Issue 1 is to make I1-80 an
industial corridor. This drive between Salt Lake City and Wendover use

to be very unique for North America as well as for Europe. The experiences
of the Bonneville Basin and the salt flats have been eroded away by

past 8LM and State and Tooele County decisons. This erosional processes
will continue with the solutions to Issue 1.

Page 140: Both Rush Lake and Horseshoe Springs hsould be unsuitable for
mineral exploration and development and should be placed in category 4
for oil and gas leasing.

Page 151: Pleistocene history needs revision. 1) Lake Bonneville was formed
by increased precipitatfon and not from melting glacters, 2) Lake Bonneville
occurred in fts latest episode from 26,000 years ago to 13,800 years

ago. 3) The giant stonefly distribution suggest ancient aquatic connections
between the Deep Creeks and the west coast mountains. However such connections
may have occurred in the Pliocene era and not in the Pleistocene era. Such
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23.10

23.12

23.13

Response to Letter 23

23.8 Aquatic and all other improvements are subject to an environmental

analysis process to ensure that the BLM 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.

Knolls off-vroad vehicle area has been used by off-road vehicle
enthusiasts for over 10 years. It has become popular and intensively
used in the tast 2 years. The Special RMA is an in-house designation
that helps pricritize the funding for improvements {(such as facilities,
signing, etc.) and protection 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, microclame)
does not lead us to believe that there is a potential for threatened and
endangered species at Knolls off-road vehicle area.

New ACEC proposals {i.e. those not previously designated or recommended
in the Tcoele Management Framework Plan) were included in Alternative 2

only.

BLM does not have jurisdiction over the body of water at Rush Lake. The
lake itself {s managed by the State of Utah, Department of Parks and
Recreation. BLM doés, however,crestrict 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.

Any activity proposed on public land will be analyzed through the
Environmenta)} Assessment or Environmental Impact Statement process.
Impacts to all resources will be analyzed. BLM is mandated to protect
and preserve species that are threatened or endangered.

In recent years a major objective of the Emergency Fire Rehabilitation
{EFR) -plans completed on the Pony Express Resource Area has bgen to
break the cycle of repeated fires in the cheatgrass type. This is done
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 quite costly and
potential for successful establishment is very low on these desert

ing is often done in 80- to 100-foot strips. These green
Sltesy soeding S o e o ou "the advance of wildFires. The final

result is reduced fire size and occurrence and improved establishment of
native 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, cheatgrags-dominated areas. Again,
cost is restrictive and establishment is difficult.
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Comment Letter 23
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connections may not have been continuous, but occur over millions of years.
None of the Lake Bonnevilles ever flowed into any other region but the
Snake River (the last Lake Bonnevilie) but the Bonneville Basin may once
have been connected to the Colorado River drainage. Enciosed are two
figures. Figure 1 is taken from Donald R. Currey and Charles G. Oviatt
paper in “Problems of and Prospects for predicting Great Salt Lake Levels”
{ed. Paul A. Kay and Henry F. Diaz), Center for Public Affairs and
Administration, University of Utah, May 1985) and the Figure 2 is taken
from William D. McCoy paper “Quaternary aminostratigraphy of the
Bonneville Basin, western United States™ fn Geological Society

of America Bulletin, v. 98, pages 99-112, 1987.

Page 152: Riverbed-Dugway water course probably was not operative
100,000 years ago {see Figure 2) but was associated with one of the
wetter Pleistocene cycles.

Page 151; It seems that the Donner-Reed party was trying to hook up with
the Hastings party rather than electing to take the Great Salt Lake route.

Page 151: Bristlecone pire (Pinus longaeva) is unigue to the Great Basin
and not just to Utah.

Page 153. White Rocks archeological sites and the local flora and fauna are
also threatened by ORV use.and dispersed recreation.

Ak

In reading the response to Letter 7 in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement, Aptus Industrial and Hazardous Waste Treatment Facility

(June 1988 by the Salt Lake District Office of the Bureau of Land Management,
Response 7-11): "The vegetational communities located at the three alternative
sites are not considered unique to the West Desert. Legislation currently
protects plant species 1isted as threatened or endangered or those proposed
for 1isting, according to the Endangered Species Act of 1973. As stated 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 Managers
of the region. One could just as well state that the Deep Creek Mountains

are not considered unique to the West Desert for they are like every range

in the Basin and Range physiographic 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 are 1ike the Ranges in that they are isolated

and have long histories and are full of evolutionary processes of new species
and retic populations, Utah Nature Study Society strongly urges that

all land transactions and new uses be accompanied by a thorough biological
survey. Many species, just as unique as the Giant Stonefly and the Bonneville
Cutthroat trout and the Bristlecone pine are being eradicated from the
Bonneville Basin by processes that have started some 30 years ago.

Amphibians (Spotted Frogs, Woodhouse Toad, Western Toad, Leopard Frog where
native), reptiles {Collared Lizard), and birds {Snowy Plover) have been
greatly restricted or destroyed. Biological Surveys would allow Resource
Managers to get a handle on the events and should not be summarily dismissed
as areas not unique to the West Desert.

Response to Letter 23

Black lining is also being used to control the size and occurrence of
wildfires in the cheatgrass type. In black 1ining, an 80- to 100-foot
strip of cheatgrass is burned along a road early in the summer to again
stop or slow the advancement of wildfires. 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 graziqg, especially during the spring growth period, can

have the same detrimental effecfs 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
g??]t;f :h(_e 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 RM?/EIS on page 126, Paragraph 8. Impacts in Toocele County
are covered in the Tooele Grazing EIS. .

23.16 We are not aware of any fire-climax species in the Resource Area which

are candiqates for threatened and endangered status. In areas of
highest fire occurrence, we have noted a gradual loss of the native
plant gommunities and a replacement by predominantly annual plants.

Many times these are introduced species. This is especially evident in
southern Skul) Valley, where reoccurring fires have changed an area from
a native brush-grass community to one dominated by cheatgrass, an
introduced annual species.

23.17 The lands decisions identified in the Proposed Pian do not call for the

actions 1isted on page 140. See Figure 1 for proposed. disposals.

23.18 Through our analysis we have concluded that the riparian/wetland

stipulation prohibiting fluid mineral activity within 1,200 feet of live
water adequately protects these resources.

23.19 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 Pla i
bearing on i p n, no change will be made

23.20 Your comment is correct. The text should have read "10,000" years ago.

See Revisions and Corrections for Page 152.

23.21° A change has been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 151,

23.22 Regarding ORV designations, refer to Comment 19.1, 2nd paragraph.
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Comment Letter 23

R

Skull Valley contains two operculated gastropods which have not been
fouhd is any other basin (examined Snake, Tule, Rush, Steptoe, Spring,
Lake, Ratlroad, Ruby, Clover, Pilot, and many others). Both species
occurs in Horseshoe Springs and each species occurs in some of the
other springs in Skull Valley. These species should be identified.
Again a biological survey of all wetlands should be made. Certainiy
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 Mountains and other island systems. If
the only species that are of interest are the threatened or endangered
species or extinct species as recognized by law, many more species
will become extinct under the federal protection laws.

Sincerely,

Peter Hovingh, Chatrman
Issues Committee
Utah Nature Study Society

Response to Letter 23

23.23 Refer to Comment 23.8.

Further, it is unfortunate that BLM does not have the resources required
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 unique basins and
ranges of the west desert.
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Comment Letter 23

Hgdre 1. Reproduced from Donald R, Currey and Charles 6. Oviatt, 1985. “Durations,
Average Rates, and Probable Causes of Lake Bonneville Expansfons, Stillstands, and

Contractions During the Last Deep-Lake Cycle, 32,000 to 10,000 years ago". Pages 9-24.

In "Problems of and Prospects for predicting Great Salt Lake Levels, ed. P.A. Kay and

H.F. Diaz, published by Center for Public Affairs and Administration, 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

13 Augusc 1988

Mr.Howard Hedrick

Pony Express Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management

2370 South 2300 West

Salt Lake City,Utah 84119.

Dear Mr., Hedrick,
I concur with alternate #2,

1 applaud retention of Onaqui,White Rocks and North Stansbury
in a no trade,no sale status.l agree the Cedar Mountains should
be managed for wild horses.

Sincerely,

orrin P.Mil;erm

President,
Tooele “ounty Historical Society

Cwe e — e rempeh e mmmmm etme et e — e e ——g g — e Amm e e -

Response to Letter 24

Your comments are appreciated.

4
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Comment Letter 25
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Response to Letter 25

Your comments are appreciated.
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26.1

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION VN

\’" 999 18th STREET - SUTE 500

DENVER, COLORADO 80202-2405

AUG 111988
Ref: 8PM-EP

Hayward Hedrick

Pony Express Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management

2370 South 2300 West

Salt Lake City, Utah 84119

Dear Mr. Bedrick:

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air
Act, the Region VIII office of the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Pony Express Resource
Management Plan (RMP) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
We offer the following 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 management, and off-road vehicle
(ORV) use. Our review reveals the draft RMP/EIS provides an
understandable evaluation of the existing environment, the -
alternatives considered and their potential impacts.

Identification of soil, water and air resources on page 43,
and the discussion of cooperation and coordination with
responsible local, state, and Federal entities should enhance
watershed and vegetation management programs associated with
these resources. Monitoring programs and appropriate best
management practices (BMPs) need to be coordinated with adjacent
land owners/management agencies.

We note that the preferred alternative, Alternative 2,
proposes .."that all areas not mandated to be closed by
legislation, executive order, or BLM policy would be open to ORV
use.” This would result in 1,669,267 acres open to ORV use and
363,439 acres restricted to limited ORV use. The implication of
limited use is that there is a resource{s) which 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 would be most helpful.

26.1

Regarding ORV designations refer to Response 19.1, 2nd paragraph.
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We have rated this draft RMP/EIS as EC-1. This means that
our review has identified environmental impacts which can be

avoidad +a fully nratact tha anvironment If vau hava anvy
avoideada TO Tuily protect The environment. <% you nave any

guestions, please contact Mike Hammer of my staff at
(303) 293~1618 or FTS 564-1618.

Sincerely,

Tt T Lo

Robert R. DeSpain; Chief
Environmental Policy Branch
Policy and Management Division

cc: William Dickerson, OFA A-104
Kerry Clough, ARA 8PM
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Comment Letter 27
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Response to Letter 27

Impacts to the livestock operators resulting from the disposal of public
land are a major concern to the BLM. Your comments 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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Comment Letter 28

SEE Couy,  Tooele County
& Weldlefe 3

(/) N Ly g J Eé{s wation
LUrg pEDE®™
BOX 223 TOOELE, UTAH 84074
“PEOPLE WHO CARE™

Mr.Howard Hedrick August 13, 1988
Pony Express Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management

Dear Mr. Hedrick
After reviewing the Pony EXpress Management Plan & E.I.S.
the Tooele County Wildlife Federation and members find we
must support Alternative # 4.
We strongly opgose the sale or trade of the public as

28.1 indicated in Alt. 1-2-3 most of which is critical wildlife
habitat.

Additional funding is needed for wildlife and developement
of habitat for wildlife in this area.

In addition the T. C. W. F. feelsthe B. L. M. should
strongly consider a phase out of grazing allotments on

28.2 the Deep Creek and Stansbury Mountains to protect the
Big Horn Sheep from desease transmitted by livestock and
domestic sheep.

Sincerely

Géne J. Ekenstam

President of T.C.W.F.

28.1

28.2

Response to Letter 28

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 DeeP 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.
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29.1

29.2

29.3

29.4]

Comment Letter 29

GEOLOGICAL RESEARCH SERVICE

JOHNSTUN & JOHNSTUN
(801) 942.5188

212t E. LONSDALE
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 83124

August 15, 1988

Dear Howard Hedrick,

In the areas you are making plans to withdraw, my assoclates and
myself muast strongly protest your plans, we have spent great research
efforts and are now nearing the time to clsim and start mining and
other activities in the proposed withdrawl area.

1, Ve proﬁest closing any public lands for mining and or gas and
oil leases.

2. We not only protest but contest the BLM assertion of 'no" gold
of commercial value in Tooele, Utah, and Salt Lake counties.

3, We protest such an atrosity on any future mineral extraction in
the entire state of Utah as Utah needs the industry.

4, We not only feel it is illogical but unreasonable to think .
BLM has to protect the mud flats because it is an "Area of critical
environmentsl concern to protect existing recreation and senic qualaties
from potential mining development,®

We in the industry wonder why it will “send up a red flag" when
the greatest interests on the earth are for man and his survival above
recreation and even scenic beauty.

From our research we feel the lands invclved in the hearing is a
chief source of many elements that can be used to bennefit the State
and Nation,

We also contest the extension of the Goshute Indian Reservation

29.1

Response to Letter 29

Figure 2-13 in the Draft RMP depicts the fluid minerals leasing
categories for Alternative 2, the preferred alternative. Figure 5 in
this document depicts the Proposed Plan. 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 exploration and development.

BLM has never made the assertion that no gold of commercial value exists
in Salt Lake, Utah and Tooele Counties. Quite the contrary, the Salt
Lake District is proud of the role that publi¢c 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. ODue to the area's uniqueness and public demand
for (non-surface disturbing) racing and fiiming, BLM has demonstrated
its commitment to protect the fragile and limited salt resource base.

Although public lands may be involved in such actions, it is not a
decision which BIM will make. As stated in the draft document, any
increase in the size of the Goshute Indian Reservation would result from
legistation in the U.S. Congress.
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Comment Letter 30

United States Department of the Interior &'“J

IN REPLY REFER TO:

30.1

30.2

303 l

30.4

1
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE me——
ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGIONAL OFFICE b e
12795 W. Alameda Parkway - -
P.O. Box 25287
Denver, Colorado 80225-0287
RMR-PP
AUS 15 18eg
Memorandum
To: Salt Lake District Office, Bureau of Land Management, Salt Lake
City, Utah
From: Associate Regional Director, Planning and Resource Preservation,

Rocky Mountain Region

Subject: Draft Pony Express Resource Management Plan and Euvironmental
Impact Statement, Salt Lske District, Bureau of Land Management
(DES-88/0023)

Ve have the following comments on the subject draft Resource Management Plan
and Environmental Impact Statement,

The Deep Creek Mountains would be a fine addition to the nationsal wilderness
system. Unfortunately, the Pony Express Resource Ares boundary bisects the
range. The plan does not speask to a companion wilderness proposal for the
rest of the range, which is in the next resource to the south. The entire
range should be included in the wilderness area, because it would be very
difficult to effectively manage half of the range as wilderness.

Generally, the preferred alternative (Alternative 2) seems appropriate. We
would prefer the Off-Road Vehicle (ORV) Plan and mineral development plans
outlined in Alternative 4, ORV users should have specific areas where the
activity 1s permitted in order to minimire resource impacts.

The discussion on cultural resources should provide for s thorough baseline
inventory and site-specific protection recomsendations,

We would like to see a stronger commitment to wildlife habitat protection and
active wildlife wmanagement, We believe that the strongest growth area in
the Great Basin is recreation and tourism. Enhancement of recreation value,
including wildlife habitst and visitor facilities, would do much for the
long-term economic well-being of the area.

We appreciated the opportunity to review this generally well-prepared
document.

ANl Het~

Richard A. Strait

30.1

30.2

30.3

30.4

Response to Letter 30

The Deep Creek Mountains are being evaluated in total for possible
addition to the wilderness system. See Response 20.2

Your preference is noted. While 1t would be the most restrictive on
ORVs and mineral development, BLM feels that the designations identified
in Alternative 2 and the Proposed Plan are more compatible with the
present balanced-use objectives.

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.

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.
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Comment Letter 29

to govern the right of way, lease permits, and other lane-use rights
as we feel it would also shackel the industry.
We protest closing any of the Pony express route for the same

reasons.

295 !

o/

Respectfuly,
s
Agfi;zijffg_._______~_~
/ . A
almer and A.W,. hnstun

2%.5

Response to Letter 29

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.
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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
costson 77,003 acres. No land would be closed to
fluid mineral development.

New potash leases would not be given on 104,814
acres closed to furtherleasing, 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
acresin Category 1 and 245,857 acres 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

139

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.

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 Il and Il{'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.



FINAL 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 coulid
improve livestock distribution.

ORV use in grazing areas could decrease vegeta-
tion, resulting in increased erosion and invasion
of undesirable plants. Unrestricted ORV use could
harass livestock, particularly in the following
areas: Five Mile Pass, Lake Mountain, Simpson
Springs, White Rocks, Faust Canyon, Ophir
Canyon, and Horseshoe Springs. Vandalism could
occurin 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
acresin Category 1and 245,857 acres in Category
2. Disturbance of cultural resources would be
reduced on 77,003 acres in Category 3.

Cultura! 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 $1,250. 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 drilIiné
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

140

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 roads and
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 containabie 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 .
In 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 recreation opportunities on
363,439 acres.

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 wouid 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, lIso-tract Ludlow, Iso-tract Willes,
Cherry Creek, Scofield, and Genola Hill.

Page 13, change table to read:
Utah County

Land Acres Percent of Percent of

Ownership Owned Planning Area County
BLM 79,854 1 7
Withdrawn BLM 45,434 1 4

39
3
a7

463,025
39,433
554,624

~

Forest Service
State

o -

Private

Totals 1,182,370 19 100

Page 16, Table 1-2, 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.
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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.18.
Page 54, last paragraph, sentence 1, change to:

Under this alternative, livestock would graze
atactive 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:

2,149 to 1,890
2,627 to 2,315
Alternative 3 2,592 t0 2,333 -
Alternative 4 2,710 to0 2,410

Page 65, Table 2-9 under Item 8, Livestock
Grazing, change as follows:

Alternative 1
Alternative 2

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-
sionand 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 3021.1)

Page 73, column 1,
change to:

paragraph 4, sentence 1,

Most of the areas classified as prospectively
valuable for solid leasable minerals are locat-
ed within national forest boundaries along the

\Wnnntinih Cernmé 12 irm than WA Aant MAacAard
yvwaoallll ITUtig, Wlllllll LHE VWOl LJToTit Ddblll,

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(Falco peregrinus), list-
ed as Federally endangered in 1970, is a
historic resident of the PERA.

Page 102, column 1,
change to:

paragraph 1, sentence 2,

A hacking tower was constructed in the
Timpie Springs area and fledgling peregrine
falcons were released in 1983, 1984, 1985 and
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 dataindicated 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
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occupied up to 6 months and may takeupto3
years to rehabilitate. If the well'is capable of
production, the well site isrehabilitated 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 dllaanfIPQ 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 tofuture 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, Locatabie 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 | years. Extraction continues with the
main mineral product being potash.

Page 151, column 2, last paragraph, sentence 2,
change to:
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TABLE 441
FLUID MINERALS !
Low to Moderate Low or No
Potential Potential
Not
Leasing Prospectively Prospectively
Alternative Categories Yaluable Valuable
1 142 1,926,000 (93%) 78,000 (4%)
3 27,000 (1%) 2,000 (-)
4 39,000 (2%) 1,000 (-)
2 14&2 1,967,000 (95%) 78,000 (4%)
3 25,000 (1%) 3,000 (-)
4 0 0
3 1482 1,992,000 (96%) 81,000 (4%)
3 0 0
4 0 0
4 1842 1,967,000 {95%) 78,000 (4%)
3 25,000 (1%2) 3,000 (-)
4 0 0
1Approximate acreages
TABLE 4-2
NON-ENERGY LEASABLES!
NOT
PROSPECTIVELY
PROSPECTIVELY VALUABLE (PV) VALUABLE
OPEN TOTAL PV TOTAL PV TOTAL TOTAL
OPEN CLOSED PY NPV
Standard
Alternative Limitation
1 599,000 §99,000 104,0002 703,000 1,371,000
(85%) (15%) (34%) (66%)
2 599,000 599,000 104,0002 703,000 1,371,000
(85%) (15%) {34%) (66%)
3 599,000 599,000 104,0002 703,000 1,371,000
{85%) (15%) {34%) (66%)
4 596,000 ac. 599,000 104, 0002 703,000 1,371,000
(85%) (15%) (34%) (66%)

‘Approximate Acreages
2Bonneville Salt Flats - Highly Saline PV
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1Approximate acres

TABLE 4-3
LOCATABLE MINERALS!
ALTERNATIVE OPEN CLOSED TOTAL
Standard Limitation Year-Round Limitation
] 2,037,000 0 37,0002 2,074,000
(98%) {0%2) !(2)
2 1,939,000 8,000 127,0003 2,074,000
(93%) (=) (6%)
3 2,037,000 0 37,0002 2,074,000
(98%) (-} (2%) :
4 1,948,000 89,000 37,0002 2,074,000
(94%) (4%) (2%)

2071 shale withdrawal,Bonneville Salt Flats Withdrawal, Simpson Springs Withdrawal
30i1 shale withdrawal, Bonneville Salt Flats, Simpson Springs,and Knolls.

Thistree, unique in Utah and the Great Basin,
is one of the oldest living organisms in
existence.

Page 152, column 2, paragraph 2, sentence 2
c‘hange 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.
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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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