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July 31, 2006

Henri Bisson — Acting State Director

Utah State Director, Bureau of Land Management

440 West 200 South, 5" Floor

P.O. Rox 45155
“Salt Lake City, Utah 84145-0155

Re:  Protest of Bureau of Land Management’s Notive of Competitive Oil and Gas

Lease Sale Concerning 31 Parcels in Emery, Wayne, Garfield, Box Elder, Piute,

Grand, and San Juan Counties
Greetings,

In accordance with 43 C.F.R. §§ 4.450-2 and 3 20.1-3,the Southern TJtah
Wilderness Alliance, Natural Resources Defense Council, The Wilderness Society, the
Grand Canyon Trust, and the Coalition of National Park Service Retirees (collectively '
referred to as “SUWA”") hereby timely protest the August 15, 2006 offering, in Salt Lake
City, Utah, of the following 31 parcels in the Monticello, Moab, Richfield, Salt Lake, and

Price field offices:

Monticello field office: UT 0806-351 (1 parcel)

Salt Lake field office: UT 0806-004, UT 0806-005, UT 0806-009 (3 parcels)

Richfield field office: UT 0806-022, UT 0806-035, UT 0806-036, UT 0806-247,
UT 0806-248 (5 parcels)

Price field office: UT 0806-264, UT 0806-267, UT 0806-269 (3 parcels}-

Moab field office: UT 0806-272, UT 0806-273, UT 0806-277, UT 0806-278,
UT 0806-282, UT 0806-283, UT 0806-284, UT 0806-285, UT 0806-294, UT
0806-295, UT 0806-296, UT 0806-297, UT 0806-301, UT 0806-302, UT, 0806-
306, UT 0806-348, UT 0806-350, UT 0806-378, UT 0806-379 (19 parcels)

| 425 East 100 South

Salt Lake City, Utah 84111
Fhone: B01-486-3161

Fax: BO1-4B6-4233
Website: www.suwa.org

Printed on recycled paper
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As explained below, the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM’s) decision to sell the 31
parcels at issue in this protest violates the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C.
§§ 4321 et seq. (NEPA), the National Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 470 et seq.
(NHPA), and the regulations and policies that implement these laws.

In sum, SUWA requests that BLM withdraw these 31 lease parcels from sale until
the agency has fully complied with NEPA and the NHPA.

The grounds of this Protest are as follows:

>

Leasing the Contested Parcels Violates NEPA

1. Inadequate Fre—Leasing NEPA Analysis

NEPA requires that the BLM prepare a pre-leasing NEPA document that fully
considers and analyzes the no-leasing alternative before the agency engages in an
irretrievable commitment of resources, 1.e., the sale of non;nu surface occupancy pil and
gas leases. Bob Marshall Alliance v. Hudel,. 852 F.2d 1223, 1228-30 (9"‘ Cir. 1988)

(requiring full analysis of no-leasing alternative even if EIS not required). See Southern

Utah Wildemess Alliance, 164 IBLA 118, 124 (2004) (quoting Pennaco Energy, Inc. v.

U.S. Dep’t of the Interior, 377 F.3d 1147, 1162 (10 Cir. 2004)) (reversing and

remanding Utah BLM decision to lease seven parcels in Kanab field office because of
inadequate pre-leasing NEPA analysis). impnrtantly, BLM’s pre-leasing analysis must
be contained in its already completed NEPA analyses because, as the IBLA recognized in

Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, “DNAs are not themselves documents that may be

tiered to NEPA documents, but are used to determine the sufficiency of previously issued

NEPA documents.” 164 IBLA at 123 (citing Pennaco, 377 F.3d at 1162).
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ft Richfield Field Office — Parcels UT 0806-022, UT 0806-035, UT 0806-036,
UT 0806-247, UT 0806-248

The Richfield DNA states that the 1975 Richfield Oil and Gas Environmental

Analysis Record (Richfield EAR) and 1975 Fillmore Oil and Gas Environmental
Analysis Record (Fillmore EAR) adequately considered the “no-leasing alternative.”
chhf'lelij DNA at 5 (citing Richfield EAR at 26; Fillmore EAR at 11). See Richfield
EAR at 128-29 (discussion of “do not allow leasipg” alternative”). A review of the
EARs, however, reveals that the “no-lease” alternative was smn.ma;ily dismissed and was
not, in fact, analyzed, considered, and evaluated. Murenﬁer, when BLM prepared the
1982 Mountain Valley MFP and 1982 Parker Mountain MFP, also cited in the Richfield
DNA, it was not accompanied by a separate environmental impact étalement or other
similar NEPA analysis and thus the cﬁrrent leasing categories and alternatives were not
considered in the land use planning context. Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, 164
IBLA at 123-24 [not-ing that BLM did not consider MFPs “major federal actions™ and
thus agency did not prepare EIS to acmmpan};' MFP). The subsequent o1l and gas NEPA
analyses cited to in the Richfield DNA — the Utah Combined Hydrocarbon Leasing
Regional EIS (1984) and the D.i] and Gas Leasing Implementation EA for Henry
Mountain and Sevier River Resources Areas (1988) — did not analyze the no-leasing
alternative, but simply carried forward the decisions made in the EARs that lands were
available for leasing. BLM should thus defer leasing parcel UT 0806-022, UT 0806-035,
and UT 0806-036 until the agency prepares an adequate pre-leasing NEPA analysis.

b. Price Field Office — UT 0806-264, UT 0806-267, UT 0806-269

The Price DNA states that the 1975 Price EAR, the 1982 Price River Management

Framework Plan, and the 1988 EA Supplement on Cumulative Impacts of Oil and Gas
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Leasing Categories adequately considered the “no-leasing alternative.” Price DNA at 3
(citing Price River MFP Supplement). To the contrary, none of these documents contain
the required NEPA no-leasing alternative analysis. As dcs;-cribed above, the Price EAR
did not adequately analyze the no-leasing alternative. The Price River MFP was not
accompanied by a NEPA analysis and thus cannot be relied upon for an analysis of the
no-lease alternative. In addition, the lF:rice River MFP Supplement did not analyze the
no-leasing alternative for lands managed by the Price River MFP, but simply carried
forward the decisions made in the Price EAR and Price River MFP that lands were
available for leasing.

2. BLM Failed to Take the Required “Hard Look™ at Whether its
Existing Analyses are Valid in Light of New Information or
Circumstances.

NEPA requires federal agencies to take a hard look at new information or
circumstances concerning the environmental effects of a federal action even after an
environmental .assassmf:nt (EA) or an environmental impact statement (EIS) has been
prepared, and to supplement the éxisting environmental analyses if the new

circumstances “‘raise[ | significant new information relevant to environmental concerns.”

Portland Audubon Soc’y v. Babbitt, 998 F.2d 705, 708-09 (9™ Cir. 1993). Specifically,

an “agency must be alert to new information that may alter the results of its original
# .
environmental analysis, and continue to take a “hard look” at the environmental effects of

[its] planned actions.” Friends of the Clearwater v. Dombeck, 222 F.3d 552, 557 (9" Cir.

2000). NEPA'’s implementing regulations further underscore an agency’s duty to be
alert to, and to fully analyze, potentially significant new information. The regulations

declare that an agency “shall prepare supplements to either draft or final environmental
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impact statements if .. . there are significant new circumstances or information relevant
© to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.” 40 C.F.R
§ 1502.9(c)(1)(11) (emphasis added).
As explained below, the Price, Richfield, Salt Lake, and Moab field offices failed
to take a hard look at new information and new circumstances that have come to light

since BLM finalized the 1975 Price EAR, Box Elder EIS/RMP, Richfield EAR, Fillmore

EAR, Grand EIS/RMP as well as subsequent o1l and gas EAs. See also Pennaco Energy,
377F3dat 1162 {expiaining that DN As determine whether “previously issued NEPA
documents were sufficient to satisfy the ‘hard look” standérd," and are not independent
NEPA analyses). In addition, to the extent that the Price field office took the required
hard look, its conclusion that it need not prepare a supplemental NEPA analysis was
arbitrary and capricious.

. Wilderness Inventory Areas (WIA)

BLM has arbitrarily determined that the sale of the following 3 lease parcels
located in whole or in-part within the Labyrinth Canyon WIA and Desolation Ca_;'j}mn
WIA is appropriate — despitf.; acknowledging that there 1s “significant new infnﬁnatinn"
about the area’s wilderness characteristics that is not considered in current NEPA
analyses: Labyrinth Canyon WIA: UT USDﬁ—jTB; Desolation Canyon WIA: UT 0806-
267, UT 0806-269. The Labyrinth Canyon WIA and Desolation Canyon WIA were
inventoried between 1996-99 by the BLM as part of the agency’s larger Utah wildemess
mventory and determined to contain the necessary wilderness characteristics as defined in
the Wildermness Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1131 et seq., for potential entry into the National

Wildemness Preservation System. See Utah Wildemness Inventory, at vii-ix (1999)
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(excerpts attached as Exhibit 1). As the BLM’s wildemess inventory documentation
explained,

The Secretary’s instructions to the BLM were to “focus on the conditions
on the disputed ground today, and to obtain the most pmfessinﬁa!,
objective, and accurate report possible so we can put the inventory
questions to rest and move on.” [The Secretary] asked the BLM to
assemble a team of experienced, career professionals and directed them to
apply the same legal criteria used in the earlier inventory and the same
definition of wilderness contained in the 1964 Wilderness Act.

Utah Wilderness Inventory, at vii (emphasis added). As the result of this review, the
BLM determined that its earlier wildemess inventories had failed to recognize 2.6 million
acres of lands that met the applicable criteria in its prior reviews, including the Labyrinth

Canyon, Desolation Canyon, and Beaver Creek WIAs. See State of Utah v. Babbitt, 137

F.3d 1193, 1198-99 (10™ Cir. 1998) (discussing history of BLMs Utah wilderness
inventories). Importantly, the Grand EIS/RMP — prepared after the 1978-80 wilderness
inventory — did not reanalyze the wilderness characteristics of lands that were passed
over for wilderness study area status. Rather, thai plan and its accompanying NEPA
analysis merely adopted the conclusion that lands not identified as WSAs did not contain
wilderness characteristics. In addition, the Price EAR — prepared before tI;f: passage of
FLPMA and before BLM’s 1978-80 wilderness inventory — did not analyze tha
wildemness characteristics of the subject lands. Indeed, it was not until FLPMA was
passed in 1976 that the Wilderness Act applied to BLM managed lands. The 1982 Price

River MFP — which is not a NEPA analysis — did not analyze wilderness values.

As part of its 1996-98 wilderness inventory, BLM compiled comprehensive case
files to support its findings that these two WIAs have wilderness characteristics,

including numerous aerial and on-the-ground photographs, as well as a detailed narrative .
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with accompanying source materials and SUWA incorporates these documents, located
in the Utah State office, by reference to this protest. See also Utah Wilderness Inventory,
at 79 (Labyrinth Canyon WIA)I; id. at 127 (Desolation Canyon WIA) (attached as Exhibit
1). Based on the candid statements in these wildemness files that the 1998 Wildemness
Inventory provided significant new information that has not been analyz.ed in existing
MNEPA documentation, it is clear that these 3 parcels must be removed from the August
2006 sale list. BLM’s failure to do so is a clear violation ;:tf NEPA because: (a) the 1996-
98 wilderness inventory is undeniably new information, as BLM itself admits; (b) these
wilderness inventories meet the textbook definition of what constitutes “significant™
information; and (c) the sale of non-NS0O leases constitutes an irreversible and .
irretrievable commitment of resources and thus requires a pre-leasing EIS.

Moreover, BLM cannot credibly claim that it has ever taken a hard look at the
impact that oil and gas development would have on the wildemess characteristics of the
WIAs because the wilderness case files post-date all the NEPA analyses and
accompanying land use plans relied upon by BLM h.era, At the time that those
documents were prepared, the BLM did not know that these areas contained wilderness
quality lands. Hence, those NEPA analyses (and land use plans) do not contain the type
of site specific information about the 1W.i1||:h=.=1'rv.=:ss characteristics of the Labyrinth Canyon
and Desolation Canyon WIAs that was provided in the BLM’s own 1998 (and
subseguent) wilderness inventory evaluation, nor could it analyze the impacts of energy
development on those characteristics. That BLM’s earlier land use plans and NEPA
analyses may have discussed in general terms the values of these lands, is no substitute

for the required hard look at the impacts of 01l and gas development on wilderness
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characteristics. Seec Pennaco Energy, 377 F.3d at 1162 (explaiming that DNAs determine

whether “previously 1ssued NEPA documents were sufﬁcien.t to satisfy the “hard look’
standard,” and are not independent NEPA analyses). In sum, BLM's own wilderness
inventory evaluations and comprehensive case files constitute precisely the type of
significant new information that requires additional cnvimmnenlta] analysis before BLM
approves the irreversible commitment of resources — the August 2006 lease sale.

b Areas Likely to Have Wilderness Characteristics’

SUWA has provided new and significant information to the BLM regarding the
wilderness charactcristiﬁ of the Phonolite Hills, Rocky Ford, Kingston Ridge, Dome
Plateau proposed wilderness units and BLM has dfetenninﬂd that these areas are “likely to
have wilderness characteristics.”. See Richfield DNA at 7; Moab DNA — Wilderness
Characteristics Evaluation, at 3 (explaining that the Moab field office has inventoried the
Dome Plateau proposed wildermess unit and determined tha.t “some of the acreage . . .
was likely to possess wilderness characteristics.”). But see Moab DNA at 3 (describing
wilderness characteristics in proposed lease parcels; not mentioning Dome Plateau). See

also Map — Sevier River Area Lease Parcels (attached as Exhibit 2); Map - Moab Area
Lease Parcels (attached as Exhibit 3).

The same concerns identified supra regarding BLM’s outdated Grand RMP/EIS

am;i Richfield and Fillmore EARs (and Mountain Valley MFP) applies to these lﬁds that

BLM determined are likely to contain wilderness characteristics. The information that

" During the Price DRMP/DEIS comment period, SUWA provided BLM with significant
new information regarding the wilderness characteristics found in the greater Price River
proposed wilderness unit, including parcel UT 0806-264. To the best of SUWA’s
knowledge, BLM has never evaluated this information, but must do so before the agency
offers this parcel for sale.
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SUWA has supplied to BLM — and that BLM has reviewed and confirmed - 1s
undeniably new, significant information about the on-the-ground conditions of these
lands. Thus, BLM must prepare a supplemental NEPA analysis to evaluate this
information before leasing these parcels.
3. BLM Should Defer 9 Parcels in the Monticello, Richfield, and Moab
Field Offices Pursuant to Instruction Memorandum No. 2004-110
(Change 1) and 40 C.F.R. § 1506.1
BLM Instruction Memorandum No. 2004-100 (Change 1) “re-emphasizes the
importance of considering temporary deferral of oil, gas, and geothermal leasing in those
areas with active land use planning activities” such as the Monticello, Richfield, and
Moab field offices. This IM further directs BLM *to consider temporarily deferring-oil,
gas, and geothermal leasing on federal lands with land use plans that are currently being
-tevised.” The IM provides npn—exclusiw: examples of when deferral may be appropnate
—including instances where the preferred alternative would de_sig,nate lands in leasing
categories 2-4. The IM does not, however, in any way restrict BLM from deferring oil
and gas leasing decisions to those examples. NEPA implementing regulation 40 C.F.R.
§ 1506.1 is consistent with this interpretation as it provides that while BLM is in the
midst of an environmental analysis, such as the Monticello, Richfield, and Moab land use
planning/NEPA process, the agency must not take any g{:tinn “which would . . . [1]imit
| the choice of reasonable alternatives.” See also 40 C.F.R. § 1502.2(f) (while preparing
environmental impact statements, federal “[a]gencies shall not commit re-s,uurcﬂs

prejudicing selection of alternatives before making a final decision (§ 1506.1).m).°

* BLM’s historic interpretation of this regulation — found most recently in Section VILE
of the agency’s land use planning handbook —confirmed this interpretation of 40 C.F.R: §
1506.1.
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Another section of that same regulation directs that while BLM is preparing a required
EIS “and the [proposed] action 15 not covered by an existing program statement,” that
BLM must not take actions that may *“prejudice the ultimate decision on the program.”
40 C.F.R. § 1506.1(c). The regulation further states that “[i]jntenim action prejudices the
ultimate decision on the program when it tends to detenmine subsequent development or

Limit alternatives.” Id. (emphasis added). While BLM has a land use plan and NEPA

analysis in place for the lands at issue in the Monticello field office (the San Juan
RMP/EIS), Moab field office (Grand RMP!EIS}; and Richfield field office (Richfield and
Fillmore EARs and Mountain Valley MFP, the agency’s own February 2000 Report to
Congress — Land Use Planning for Sustainable Resource Decisions made clear that =
.exilsling land use plans such as the San Rafael RMP/EIS do not accurately reflect current,
unanticipated levels of interest and attention. See BLM Report to Congress — Land Use
Planning for Sustainable Development (Feb. 2000), at 4, 7 (attached hereto as Exhibit 4).

A decision by BLM to restrict the application of IM 2004-100 (Change 1) and 40

C.F.R. § 1506.1 to instances where there is a potential conflict with only the preferred

alternative would indicate that BLM had prejudged the outcome of the land use planning
and NEPA process, in violation of NEPA. In other words, when BLM is in the midst of a
land use planning process and considering alternate land uses and protections for certain
tracts recently nominated for oil and gas leasing, it is entirely appropriate — and indeed
mandated by NEPA — for BLM to defer leasing those lands pending completion of the
land use plan. This is particularly true here, whe.re o1l and gas leasing under the San Juan

RMP/EIS, Grand RMP/EIS, and Richfield/Fillmore EARs and Mountain Valley MFP

10
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would limit or eliminate from consideration altematives in the Monticello, Moab, and
Richfield DRMPs/DEISs.”

The numbered points below identify instances where BLM should defer leasing
until the Monticello, Moab, and _Richﬁcld DRMP.SJ"DEISS is finalized, in accordance with

IM 2004-110 (Change 1) and 40 C.F.R § 1506.1:

1. San Juan River — UT 0806-351: The Monticello field office is currently
considering designating the San Juan River as a “recreational” river pursuant to
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and as an area of critical environmental concern
(ACEC). The special management prescriptions for these designations include
no-surface occupancy lease stipulations and visual resource management class Il.
The current management regime — pursuant to the San Juan RMP/EIS — does not
provide for these protections.

2. Beaver Creek/Dolores River — UT 0806-378 and UT-0806-379: The Moab field-
office is currently considering designating the Dolores River {Segment 1} as-
“scenic” pursuant to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act; the Grand EMP/EIS does
not protect these resources.

Labyrinth Canyon — UT 0806-272 and UT 0806-273°: Both of these parcels are
located in close proximity to the Green River, Labyrinth Canyon in stretches
currently proposed in the Price DRMP/DEIS preferred alternative for special
designation as “recreational” (UT 0806-272) and “scenic” (UT 0806-273)
pursuant to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and as an ACEC.?

Led

4, Kingston Canyon ACEC — UT 0806-022 and UT 0806-036: The Richfield field
- office has evaluated this proposed ACEC and determined that it contains the

7 As IM 2004-110 (Change 1) makes clear, “[t]his policy [of deferral] may delay, but will
not, in and of itself, reduce the production of energy.”

* The legal coordinates for parcel UT 0806-273 (T248S, R16E Section 13 NE) seem to
place it west of the Green River on lands managed by the Price field office, though it is
mapped by BLM as occurring east of the River on lands managed by the Moab field
office. '

3 SUWA notes the discrepancy between the Price and Moab field offices in their
treatment of Labyrinth Canyon. While the Price field office DRMP/DEIS is considering
special management prescriptions — including at least a ¥ mile set-back from the River
for all oil and gas leasing, the Moab DRMP/DEIS has apparently not been as generous —
as parcels UT 0806-272 and UT 0806-273 are located within an area that the Price office
would close to leasing. Neither of these parcels contains the necessary stipulations to
protect the outstanding and relevant values identified by both the Moab and Price field
offices, nor the values associated with the River cormridor itself.

11
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relevant and important values necessary for ACEC designation. Proposed
management prescriptions include special stipulations. In addition to the values
considered by BLM (primary mule deer habitat), SUWA identified other values
such as significant scemc and ecological values that require no-surface occupancy
stipulations. The current management regime — pursuant to the EARs and the
Parker Mountain MFP — does not provide for these protections and thus deferral is
appropriate and necessary until the Richfield RMP/EIS is finalized.

5. Parker Mountain ACEC — UT 0806-247 and UT (0806-248&: The Richfield field
office has evaluated this U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service nominated ACEC and
determined that it contains necessary relevant and important values necessary for

. ACEC designation. The current management regime — pursuant to the EARs and
the Parker Mountain MFP — does not provide for these protections and thus
deferral is appropriate and necessary until the Richfield RMP/EIS is finalized.

4. Failure to Analyze Impacts of Oil and Gas Leasing and Development
to Golden Spike National Historic Site and Arches National Park.

As noted above, BLM “must be alert to new informaticn that may alter the results
of it;*x original environmental analy.sils, ﬁnd c;:mtinue to take a “hard look’ at the
environmental effects of [its] planned gctiﬂns.“ Friends of the Clearwater v. Dombeck,
222 F.3d 552, 557 (9" Cir. 2000).  In addition, to ensure that the effects of separate
activitie_; do not escape consideration, NEPA require_s BLM to ;:onsider direct and

indirect effects, as well as cumulative environmental impacts, in its environmental

analyses. See Davis v. Mineta, 302 F.3d 1104, 1125 {1'[}lh Cir. 2002); see also Grand

Canyon Trust v. Federal Aviation Admin., 290 F.3d 339, 345-47 (D.C. Cir. 2002).
NEPA’s regulations provide that “effects” includes ecological, aesthetic, and historic
impacts, “whether direct, indirect, or cumulative.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8. “Cumulative
impact,” in turn, is defined as:
the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact
of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or
person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from

individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a
period of time.

12
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Id. § 1508.7.

Based on these regulations, NEPA documents must provide useful analysis of

past, present, and future actions. City of Carmel-By-The-5ea v. U.S. Dept. of Transp.,

123 F.3d 1142, 1160 (9" Cir. 1997); Muckleshoot Indian Tnibe v. U.S. Forest Serv., 177

F.3d 800, 809-810 (9" Cir. 1999). As the D.C. Circuit has held, the fact that a project
may result in even a small incremental incr;asa in the overall impacts to a resource is
meaningless if “there is no way to determine . . . whetﬁér [this small increase] n addition
to the other [1impacts], will ‘significantly affet.;,t’ the quality of the human environment.”

Grand Canvon Trust, 290 F.3d at 346.

Here, the Moab and Salt Lake figld offices failgd tc analyze the potentially -
significant direct and indirect effe.i.;.ts dmlzl culnu];tiva impau:;Ls of the development of the
following 10 parcels to Golden Spike National Historic Site.-and Arches National Park:
UT 0806-009 (Golden Spike) and UT 0806-294 (Arches), UT 0806-295 (Arches), UT
(0806-296 (Arches), UT 0806-297 (Arches), UT 0806-301 (Arches), UT 0806-302
(Arches), UT 0806-306 (Arches),UT 0806-348 (Arches), and UT 0806-350 (Arches).

a. Golden Spike National Historic Site

. In a letter dated May 30, 2006, the Superintendent for Golden Spike National
Historic Site wrote to the BLM’s Salt Lake field office expressing concemns about the
potential significant impacts oil and gas development — authorized by the sale of parcel
UT 0806-009 — would have to the “scenic, recreational, and cultural resources associated
with the Transcontinental Railroad.” See Letter from Margaret A. Johnson,

Superintendent Golden Spike National Historic Site to Salt Lake Field Office Manager,

BLM (May 30, 2006) (attached hereto as Exhibit 5). Specifically, Superintendent

13
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Johnson stated that oil and gas leasing and development would negatively impact this
important National Register site:
Leasing and developing oil and gas resources in this open county would
negatively affect the scenic cultural landscape and historic features associated
with the National Register site. Resource speeialists in the National Park Service
describe this section of transcontinental railroad as looking much as it would have
in 1869 when it was constructed.
1d. Inresponse to these serious concerns, the associate Salt Lake field office manager
wrote to the Park Service and indicated: (1) that lands within the viewshed of the
'l."ran:;..n:;r:-ntimi:ntal Railroad Grade 'I.';-’.E:I'E de&ignatt:d as Class IV VEM — the lowest and
. I.east ];II‘GT.BC-T_iUE designation — which a]lnw;\rs for major modification of the landscape, (2)
that lands located on the Grade were dési gnated as Class [II VEM, which allows forg .
;nﬂdcrzitc change tn the landscape, and (3) that “BL.M will employ cil and gas bes:
management practices to reduce the visual impact of all oil and gas facilities.” Letier
from David H. Murphy, Associate Field Manager, Saﬁ Lake Field Office to
Superintendent Margaret Johnson, Golden Spike National Historic Site (June 26, 2006)
(attached hereto as Exhibit 6). Though the Salt Lake field office recently prepared a
specific plan amendment for the Railroad Grade in 1998, that planning effort did not
evaluate the cuﬁent push for oil and gas leasing and development in these remote
portions of the field office and thus did not analyze whether additional protective
stipulations were necessary to protect the integrity of this National Historic site. Deferral
of this parcel is entirely appropriate until such time that the Salt Lake office updates its

NEPA analyses and reassesses what additional stipulations are necessary to protect this

cultural landscape and associated historic features.

14




Southern Urah Wilderness Alliance er al. Protest
Re: Auguss 15, 2000 O and Gas Lease Sale

h. Arches .-F".'r{Hf:UH{Hr Park

.in a letter dated May 31, 2006, the Superintendent of the National Park Service’s
Southern Utah Group (which includes Arches National Park) wrote to the Utah BLM ‘
l:.‘.lzapuﬁ,r State Director with grave concerns about the potential impacts of twenty oil and
gas leases proposed for sale on lands close to Arches National Park to park resources and
values. 5See Letter from Supenntendent, Southeast Utah Group, National Park Service to
Deputy State Director, Division of Land and Minerals, BLM (May 31, 2006) (attached
hereto as Exhibit 7). In this letter, the Park Service highlighted its concerns that o1l and
gas leasing and development on é.ny of these ]:raﬂi-::.ul.ar parcels would negatively impact
park resources, including; air quality, visual resources, water quality, and water quanfity.
Ir: response to this letter, BLM deferred a singie pareel —UT 0806-323 - though the -
-agency ultimately deferred an additional ten I;ar':els based on unrelated resource issues.
See Letter from Kent Hoffman, Deputy State Director Land..s & Minerals, BLM to Laura
Joss, Superintendent Arches National Park (July 27, 2006) (attached hereto as Exhibit 8).
BLM is thus currently proposing to offer nine parcels within close proximity to Arches
Naticnal Park, over the Park Service’s specific objections.

i, Visual Resources

In its letter, the Park Service specifically highlighted its concerns about the
negative impacts of oil and gas leasing and subsequent déveiopmem to Arches National
Park’s night skies, among other visual impairments:

Visual analysis of parcels generally closer than 5 miles to the park (294,
295, 296, 297, 1. 299, [1. 301, [], 306, [], 348,[] and, 350) shows that all or
portions of these parcels are visible from multiple vista points in the park.
Potential impacts include light pollution from flaring and lighting of drill
rigs or production facilities which dilutes night skies, an important park
value . . . Currently. the parcels listed with “viewshed concemns” (see
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attachment — “Impact Concerns™) have no stipulations to mitieate those
impacts. For this reason we recommend that parcels with viewshed
concerns be deferred from this lease sale until such time as the Resource
Management Plan (RMP) for the Bureau of Land Management’s Moab
Field Area is complete and appropriate Visual Resource Management
stipulations applied.

Park Service Letter, at | {emphasis added). As noted above, the BLM only
deferred one parcel of the 18 requested by the Park Service on visual resource
grounds, though BLM did defer other parcels on various resource grounds. Of the
nine parcels that the Park Service requested to be deferred, but that BLM proposes
to sell at the August 2006 lease sale, BLM asserted in its letter to the Park Service
that it was BLM’s opimion that the impacts to Park Resources could be addressed
by “mp-n:-graphy and the loss of visual acuity™ at distances over four miles.
Hoffman Letter, at 1. BLM’s response does not address the Park Service’s :
specific concerns about impacts to night skies, and the Moab field office’s VRM
Staff Report indicates that the impact of development to night skies was never
given the requisite “hard look” by BLM:®
The Moab Field Office has undertaken a view shed analysis of -
BLM areas visible from six Key Observation Points within Arches
National Park. Areas that are visible and are within four miles of these
Key Observation Points are considered to be important to the Arches
National Park view shed. Of the parcels offered for lease in the August
2006 sale, Parcel UT0806-323 is wholly within this viewshed, as 1t [sic]

less than four miles from the Delicate Arch Key Observation Point.

Parcels UT0806-301, 306, 307, 321, 322, 347, 348, 349,.35{] all
contain areas visible from Key Observation Points within Arches National

% The Park Service’s letter focused on lease parcels within five miles of the Arches
National Park boundary. BLM’s response and the Moab field office DNA addressed
parcels within four miles of the Park. There is no explanation in the DNA for this
discrepancy, nor is there any explanation as to why the BLM did not defer to the Park
Service regarding that agency’s concerns about oil and gas development impacts to park
Iresources.
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Park. However, since these parcels are further than four miles from these
kev points, park visitors” davtime visual enjoyment would not be

impacted.

August 2006 Oil and Gas Lease Sale, VRM 5taff Report, Katie Stevens (Moab field
office) (May 30, 2006) (emphasis added) (attached hereto as Exhibit 9). BLM should
thus defer leasing parcels UT 0806-294, UT 0806-295, UT 0806-296, UT 0806-297, UT
0806-299, UT 0806-301, UT 0806-306, UT 0806-348, and, UT 0806-350, as requested
by the Park Service, until BLM finalizes its ongoing Moab RMP/EIS.

ii. Air Quality

The DNA (and its underlying NEPA analyses) also fail to address the direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts of oil and gas development — both at issue in this sale
and from other BLM, state, and private actions in the vicinity — to Arches National Park’s
Class [ airshed. As the Park Service noted in its letter to BLM:

Arches National Park 1s a Class [ airshed under the Clean Air Act. Asthe

number of o1l and gas operations multiplies around Arches National Park,

we have concens ahout cumulative effects of increased nitrogen oxides,

VOCs and other gases released from these operations. Changes in

visibility may impair scenic vistas in this Class I airshed. Cumulative

impacts on other air quality related values may include soil chemistry,

water pollution/acidification, and associated impacts on plants and aquatic

life.
Park Service Letter, at 2. BLM's response — essentially deferring any analysis of the

direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts that o1l and gas development is having to Arches

National Park’s Class I airshed — is insufficient under NEPA.
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B. Leasine the Contested Parcels Violates the NHPA'

As described below, BLM'’s decision to sell and issue leases the 31 parcels at
issue in this pfc-t-:—‘:s{ violates § 106 of the NHPA, 16 U.S.C. § 470(f) and 1ts implementing
regulations, 36 C.F.R. §§ 800 et seq.

As Utah BLM has recognized for some time, the sale of an oil and gas lease is the
point of “ireversible and irretrievable™ commitment and 1s therefore an “undertaking”
under the NHPA. See BLM Manual H-1624-1. Planning for Fluid M.incral Resources,

Chapter I(B)(2); see also 36 C.F.R. § 800.16(y); Montana Wilderness Assoc. v. Fry, 310

F. Supp. 2d 1127, 1152-53 (D. Mont. 2004); Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, 164

IBLA at 21-28. The NHPA’s implementing regulations further confirm that the = -
- “[transfzr, lease, or sale of property out of federal ownership and control without

adequate and legallv enforceable restnctions or conditions o ensure lone-term

preservation of the property’s historic significance™ constitutes an “adverse effect” on
historic properties. Id. § 800.5(a)(2)(vii) (emphasis added). See 65 Fed. Reg. 77689,
77720 (Dec. 12, 2000) (Protection of Historic Properties — Final Rule; Revision of
Current Regulations) (discussing intent of § 800.5(a)(2)(iii)).

1. Salt Lake Field Office

The Salt Lake field office L;!NA' and the:. office’s cultural resources report both
assert a “‘no historic properties affected” determination for the sale of UT 0806-009. This

assertion is undercut by the field office archaeologists own statement that “[s]iting a well

" To the extent that BLM’s issued Instruction Memorandum 2005-003 Cultural Resources
and Tribal Consultation for Fluid Mineral Leasing, Oct. 5, 2004, is inconsistent with the
Interior Board of Land Appeals” decision in Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, 164
IBLA 1 (2004), the BLM must comply with the IBLA’s interpretation of the agency’s
duties under the NHPA. See 43 C.F.R. § 4.1(b)(3).

18




Santhern Utah Wilderness Alliance er al. Protest
Re: Auguse 13, 2006 Ol and Gas Lease Sale

on any of the parcels or tracts in this grouping [including parcel UT 806-009] while

avoding archeuiogicalds'ttes shoul;l be possible.” See BLM Salt Lake Field Office
Quarterly Oil and Gas Lease, August 2006, Laird P. Naylor II, at unnumhcred 2 (June 5,
2006) (emphasis added). Mr. Naylor’s candid statement that oil and gas development on |
parcel UT 0806-009 is possible undercuts his later assertion that the sale of this parcel
will not affect historic properties. Compare 36 C.F.R. § 800.4(d)(1) with id. §
800.4(d)(2) (noting distinction bﬂtween “no effect” and “may effect”). Indeed, because
Mr. Naylor cannot rule out that adverse effects from leasing and subsequent development
_are possible, there is no support for his and the Salt Lake field offices “no historic
properties affected” determination and a decision to proceed with the sale of this parcei
- would be arbitrary and capricir:rué. :

y A Failure to Involve the Fublic — All Field Offices/All Farcels

BLM is further violating the NHPA by failing to adequately consult with
members of the interested public regarding the effects of ]ﬂasir{g all the protested parcels.
Such consultation must take place before the BLM makes an irr.cversihle and irretrievable

commitment of resoirces — in other words before the August 2006 lease sale. See

Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, 164 IBLA 1 (2004). The NHPA requires BLM to
“determine and document the area of potential effects, as defined in [36 CF.R.] §
800.16(d),” identifyv historic properties, and to affirmatively seek out information from

the SHPO, Native American tribes, consulting parties, and other individuals and

organizations likely to have information or concerns about the undertaking’s potential

cffects on historic properties. 36 C.F.R. § 800.4(a). See Southern Utah Wilderness

Alliance, 164 IBLA at 23-24 (quoting Montana Wildermess Assoc., 310 F. Supp. 2d at
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1152-53). The NHPA further states that BLM shall urfli-;..: the information gathered from
the source listed above and in consultation with at a minimum the SHPO, Native
American tribes, and consulting parties “identify historic properties within the area of
potential affect.” Id. § 800.4(b). See id. § 800.04(b)(1) (discussing the “level of effort”
required in the identification process as a “reasonable and good faith effort to carry out
appropriate identification efforts™).

The DNA process also violates the NHPA and Protocol § I'V.C., which states that

“BLM will seek and consider the views of the public when carrying oul the actions under

terms of this Protocol.”™ As BLM’s DNA forms plainly state, the DNA process is an

“internal decision process™ and thus there is no opportunity for the public to participate in_
the identification of known eligible or potentially eligible historic properties. Permitting
public participation only at the “protest stage,” or arguing that the tilme penod for seeking
public input ended when BL.M completed its dated resource management plans, is not
equivalent to encouraging participation in an open NEPA process, and BLM should
withdraw the 31 parcels in the Price, Monticello, Salt Lake, Moéb and Richfield field
Dfﬁ-;as that are the subject of this protest.
REQUEST FOR RELIEF

SUWA requests the following appropriate relief: (1) the withdrawal of the 31

protested parcels from the August 15, 2006 Competitive Qil and Gas Lease Sale until

such time as the agency has complied with NEPA and the NHPA or, in the altemnative (2)

¥ Because the National Programmatic Agreement — which the Protocol is tiered from —
was signed in 1997, well before the current NHPA regulations were put in place, it is
questionable whether either document remains valid. This further reinforces the need for
BLM to fully comply with the NHPA’s Section 106 process.
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withdrawal of the 31 protested parcels L!ﬂti] such time as the BLM attaches unconditional
no-surface occupancy stipulations to all protested parcels.

This protest is brought by and through the undersigned legal counsel on behalf of
the Southern Utah Wildemess Alliance, the Natural Resources Defense Council, The
Wilderness Society, the Grand Canyon Trust, and the Coalition of National Park Service
Retirees. Members and staff of these organizations reside, work, recreate, or regularly

-visit the areas to be impacted by the proposed lease sale and therefore have an interest in,

- and will be affected and impacted by, the proposed action.” - .

- Stephen Bloch
Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance
425 East 100 South
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Attorney for Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance et al.
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Introduction

History

Far mroree than 20 years, debave has raged
over the identification and management
of certin public lands in the State of
Utaly, and whether some areas should
have been designated for wilderness sudy
a5 part of the original inventory proces
required by the 1976 Federal Land Palicy
and Management Policy Act (FLPMA]

FLPMA sets forth the basic principles and
procedures the federal Bureaw of Land
Management [BLM] must follow in the
management of public lands. Fellowing its
enactrment, BLM inidated a westwide
inventory of public lands w determine
areas with wilderness characveristics, 35
defined by the 1964 Wilderness Act.

There were three stages in that process:
an initial inventory to select lands for
further consideration, the identification of
lands with wilderness charscuesistics, and
recommendations for Congressional desig-
nation or release based on “suitability” and
“manageability”, as judged by BLM and
the Administration at the time.

Charges that the BLM imprﬂp{i‘i}. omitted
qualifying areas in the original inventory
led to protests and appeals, hearings
before Congress, legislative preposals to
protect the disputed areas, and the most
intractable controversy over any resource
inventory since the passape of FLPMA.

Dwuring this tme, Unah wilderness became
the subject of national debate, with
members of both parties attempting to
pass legislation to resolve the issue.
Despite many years and numerous effores,
none have yet succeeded. In a fune 19965
letter to Representative James Hansen of
Litah, Chairman of the Public Lands
Subcommittes of the House Resources
Committee, Interior Secretary Bruce
Babhitt observed that “an imporant reason
for this stalemate is that the various
interests involved are so far apart on the
threshold, fundamental isswe of how much
BLM land has wilderness characteristics in
the state”.

Accordingly, the Secretary directed that a
six-month administrative field review of
the lands in question be conducted to assess
conelitions on the ground two decades after
the first inventories began. In the same
letter to Representative Hansen, the
Secretary reported that the team under-
taking the review was "explicitly instructed
to apply the same legal criteria that were
used in the eriginal inventory, and o
conzider each area on its own merits, sole-
Iy to determine whether it has wildemess
characteristics. The team will have no
pasticular ecreage Larget o meet; the
chips will fall where they may*

The inventory team hegan gachenng
informanion in July 1996 and field work
was inftiated in September 1996, In
Cletober 1996, the State of Utah, the
Litah State |nstituticnal Trest Lancls
Administration, and the L'tah Association
of Counties filed suic in federal district
court in Utah, challenging the Secretary’s
authority to conduct the re-inventory. In
Movember 1996, the federal district coun
immzend @ tempurary restraining arder harring
further work on the inventory. The United
States complied with the injunction but
appealed the decision to- the Tenth Circuit
Court of Appeals. In March |998, the
Tenth Circuit reversed the district court
on all counts relating to the inventory.

In deciding the case, the Court referred to
the "plain language” of Section 200 of
FLPMA, which savs:

“The Secretary thall prepare and main-
tain o a continuing batis an invetory af
all public lands and their resoeroe o
other valuss (inchading, but wor limised o,
putdoor reereation: g seemic values],
giving priority tn areay of critical eurirom.
meal concern, This inventory chall be
It cuirretit so a5 ta reflact changes in
conditiony ane o {dentify new and enerp-
img resorerce and other values. The prepa.
ratian and mainterance of such inventory
ar the ideitification of such areas shall
not, of itsell change or prevent changs of
the meanagmmnent or e of problie leds*

On June 19, 1998, the injunction was lifi-

ed and the inventory team was asked o
reagsernble, finish the field work and write
the following report.

Secretarial Direction
ﬁx; Sedretary ﬁa.blz:sjfl wrote ta the Senate

Appropriations Commiteee In 1995, “This
i5 4 narsowly focused exercise directed st

.-fa unique problem: the t'xtrmr\q]imnr 20-

year-obd Utah wilderniess inventory-con-
troversy” The Secretany’s instructions to”
the BLM were to “focus on the coaditions
an the disputed ground today, and to
nhtain the most punfqﬂ'n:mn'l_, ohiective,
and accurate repart possible so we can
put thie inventory questinns 1o rest and
move nn.‘_ He ashed :Lht BLM 1o astemble
a teamn of experienced; career professionals

* and directed them to apply the same legal

criteria-wsed in the earkier-inventory and
thesame definition ofwilillemess contained
i the 1964 Wilderness Ac

The Secretary asked the tearm to review
the written public record on the subject
of Utsh wilderness, including information
anid materials generated by bothi the stave
and federal government diring the past
20 years. The teamiwas then to undertake
a comprehensive “ground-truthing™ field
review, using proposed lesslition before

Cangress [HR 1300 and MR 1745) 10
whentify the areas for examination
Conditions on the ground would determae W
whether the houndary lines of the inven:
ey unit exactly followed those specified
in the propesed legislation, or were
adjusted based an the presence or
ahsence of wildermess choracteristcs.

From the outsel, the Secretary gave
clear instruction that the process would
be stricely limited to the administrative
identification of lands with wilderness
characteristics based on established Jegsl
definitions. The team would not make
recommendzations regarding legislative
designacons of wilderness areas or the
creation of new wilderness study areas,
Because FLPMA provides that only
Congress can abolish existing wilderness
study arcas created as a result of the inital
inventory nearly two decades ago, the
team was also instructed not to review
lands within wilderness study arcas

Mo public hearinas or meetings were held
during this phase The BLM was directed
to comiplets the administrative document
and field review and to report the results
to the Secretary. Secretary Babbitt said
that after the repart was rr..adc_puhl_-u:, ke
would consider initiating a Legislative
Environmental Impact Statement and/or
a FLPMA Section 202 planning process
that could lead to recommendations to
Congress or to changes in the status of
certain lands studied duning the inventory
PTOCESE

INTRODUCTIONMN.

If these steps are taken, the Secretary
promised the opportunity for public input
in any resulting process. Unitil then, the BLM
was explicitly instructed not to change
the management of any lands within the
inventory areas based on the results of
this survey. The Court of Appeals noted
this ¢lear direction when it ruled thas the
BLM could procesd with an internal staff
inventory prior to any public hearings
held as part of a secuon 202 planning
process

[nventory Team

In keeping with the Sccretary’s determi-
nation that the inventory be & professional
exercise with ne preordained outcome
about its findings, the BLM assembled a
team of carcer professionals to conduct
the review. Bob Abbey [Colorado
Associate Swate Director at that time) was
asked by the Diirector of the BLM to head
the inventory effort.

At the request of the state BLM office in
Utah, the veam leader sought to draw on
expertise throughout the Bureau, with
approximately half of the tesm staffed
with Llah BLM personnel and the other
half with BLM team from other states. s
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The exeroise brought together a combina-
twan of BLM s maost expeninced wildensess
provdessionals [many fram outside Liah}
with those having extensive field cxpen-
ence in Litah (primarily from exstng
Litah BLA staff). Many of the team mem
bers had participated in the easler Utah
nventory andfor in earlier wildeviess
invenlories in other states. All told, the
inventory team had many decades of
expernence in wilderness issues throughour
the West. Teamn members and contributars
1 this report are listed in the Appendix
[see pages A2 and AJ)

While a number of BLM personnel
worked on the project between 1996 and
1998, team did task-specific work, such as
historical document review, aerial photog-
raphy anabysis, field study, review of find-
ings, and writing, editing, and publishing of
the report. All team members served on a
part-time basis, as needed; the inventory
exercise rad no full-tme staff

The team ceased all work when the
district court issued the injunction in
Movember 1996 In June 1998, when the
court infunction against proceeding with
the inventory was lifted, the Director
sppointed Larry Hamilton, Swate BLM
Director in Montana, 1o oversee the |
resumption and conclusion of the report
to the Secretary. He and Bob Abbey, who
had since become State BLM Director in
Mevada, worked closely together w assure
a seamles ransiton and assure that bath
State Diirectors had confidence in the
inventory team and the report

.
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Methodology

The Wilderness Act delines wilderness as
an area of undeveloped Federal Band
retaining its primeval characer and wilu-
£Nce, witthout PLrmAscnl Mnprovemenis
or human habitation, which i prowected
andd manaeed 50 as to preserve its natural
conditions, and which:

[1] generally appears m have been affected
primarily by the forces of nature, wath
the imprint of man's work substanually
unnoticeahls;

[2]) hias eumstanding opportunities for soli-
tude or a primitive ond unconlined
type of recreation;

(3} has az least five thousand scres af land
or is of sufficient size as to make proc.
ticable its preservation and use in an
unimpaired conpdition; and

[4)may also contain ecological, geological,
or-other features of scientific, educa-
tional, seensc, or historical value:

These crteria, commaonly referred tmoas
naturalness, outstanding opportunities,
size, and supplemental values, direcied
this inventory as well as all previous BLM
wilderness inventories, A more derailad
description of thess criteria is inchaded in
the Appendix (see page Al)

The BLM reviewed the 1078 wilderness
Jnventory handbook and the three organic
act directives that guided the earlier
inventory, and combined them intoa
single puidance document: Because the
purpase of this reinventory was limited -
simply to documenting on-the-ground
conditions regarding the presence or

* ahserice of wilderness characteristics; it

w6 pavssi bl w eliminane several sieps
from the precnvs process

Faar example, the vardier himdbuod nclawbed
many planning steps, such as the puahle

TN WY

e comment tweded w o amend

nent derermine whether any anca shonsld b
recommended o Congress (or wilderness
designation, made into 3 wibienmess stwdy
arca, or subject w any ather mansaement
rezime, no peocedures for these steps
were needed and none were included

Twa ather medifications v the eartier
guidance were made, one of which tended
ty increase, and the other to decrease, the
acreage invenioned, First, in the carlier
mventory, boundarses were drawn o

avoid state lands, which had the =ffect in
some cases of eliminating intermingled
public lands from wilderness inventory.
Boundaries in the regnventory were nat
drawn o avedd state lands. This was done
for several reasons, including the fact that
recent Utah wilderness bills introduced by
heth parties have included state lands, and
that the State of Ltah has expressed its
interest in exchanging any state lands
included within designaced wilderness. The
decision to include, rather than aveid, state
lands within the boundaries of inventory
units had the effect of adding public land
areas and acreage to the inventory units.

Secand, the earlier inventory guidance
allowed lands with a substantially notice-
able human imprint 1o be identified as
having wilderness characteristics where
thess imprints could be reduced either by
natural processes or by hand labor to g
level judged 1o be substantially unnotice-
able. In this just-comgpleted inventory,
however, areas determined to have
subatantally noticeabls human imprints
were categorized s lacking wilderness
characteristics, regardless of the potental

Terry Sinm
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document review, the specific steps taken
o conduct the inventory included the

following

# The boundaries of the areas proposed
for wildermess designation in legslanon
before Congress (H.R. 1300 and HR
1745} and the BLM W5A boundaries
were firs transferved 1o serial pho-
wopraphs

“Trained aerial phowgraphy interpreters
reviewed each photograph and marked
them to identify anv and all potential
surface dusturbances

Potential surface-disturbance informa-
tion was transferred from the aerial
phatographs to large-scale {7, 3-minute]
arthophoto and ropographic maps

The aerial photographs and arthophoto
and topographic maps generated in the
first three steps were gathered into
individual inventary case files and given
1o an inventory team.

Avilable information on each inventory
umit was gathered and n_:ri.cw{:d

Each mventory unit was vigited and
surveyed on the ground. Field checks
were macle wing helicopter fights, driving
boundary roads and ways within the
units, and hiking o remaote locations. All
surface disturbances were examined.
The invenuary team was equipped with
Global Pasitioning Svstemn [GFE] units,
which use satellite technology to deter-
mine precise locations on the ground.
The GPS equipment, in concert with
current maps and acrial photographs,
allowed the team to quickly and acew-
rately document the location of all sur-
face disturbances, rosds and ways, and
photo paints

& The presence of roads or ways associated
with rach inventory unit was documented
on field maps, road/way analysis forms,
and photographs. This decumentation
was placed in each case file.

The presence or absence of other surface
Ii,ls'[l.;ri}‘ncﬁ wWas dI'.H.'I.I.III.l.'II.lL'd Ol [!EH
maps and photographed. This decumen-
tation was placed in the case file

Each case file was reviewed hy the field
team, the teamn leader, and in some cases
the project leader, and a preliminary
finding of the presence and/or absence
of wilderness characteristics was made.

A draft Wilderness Inventory Evaluation
was written for each inventory unit and
the Permmanent Documentation File was
complered.

= The project leader reviewe] Wilderness

Inventor: atyens and made

decision on bn

Presentation of
Findings

Inventory Products. This inventory pro-
duced rwo specific products: {1 ths
1088 [izh Wilderness Inventory Report
to the Secretary, and (2] a Permanent
Documentation File for each inventory
unit

1. This Report to the Secretary contains
averal] results of the wilderness inven-
tory und summiries of the dota gathered
for each inventary unit, including:

Inventory Uit Acres—Acreage totals for
the area inventeried, acreage found to
pomsess wilderness characteristics, and
acreage found 1o lack wilderness
characteristics. When an area contiguous
to the inventory unit has wildemess
characteristics (=ither an existung BLM
Wiliderness Study Area, other agency
desgrated wilderness, or an area 2dmin-
istratively endorsed for wiklemess by,
another agency]), this is noted on the
acreage table.

Uit Deseription—A summary of the
inventory unit, including its general’
lecatlon, major features, general topog-
raphy and vesetation, and current and
past uses

Wilderness Characteristics—A general -
surnmary: of the wildernesss valoes found
a5 defined by the Wildemes Act of 16964

siwe, naturalness, solitude or & primitive

and unconfined type of recreation, and
supplemental values.

Inventary Unit Map—A map showing
the inventoried areafs]. Wildermes
Study Areas that are contiguous ar
within the general area are identified
and shown, as are lands managed by

~ other agencies. Arcad with or without
wilderness chameteristics within'the

inventory units are also shown.

Maps in this dew ument represent inves-
ey wint and WEA houndaries 1o the
degree of accuracy avpilable a1 a smull
P detailiad lesrmiatn

sl flawial

mans &t a karger acale are filed in cach

Permimnent Do wimeniation File

2 The Permanent Docimentaton
Filie i5 a case libe established for eac
snventory uit. Thoese case files cone
tain the infermatnon gathered i the
inventory, including 2 -3 page
Wilderness Inventory Evaluation,
roaddway forms, variows wepographic
maps, phomgraphs and photo lags,
aevial photegraphs, and miscellancous
information.

Organization of this Report, This report
ETOUpS invenLory units ine seven geo-
graphic regions,

1. Morthwest Region: includes the
northem portion of Utah's West
Desert

2. West Central Region: includes the
southern portion of Utah's West
Diesert.

3. Southwest Region: includes the
vicimties of Zien National Park,
Cedar Ciry, and 5t. George

4. Sputh Central Region: includes the
Grand Staircase-Escalante National
Monument and sreas west of Capitol
Reef Mational Park.

5. East Central Region: includes the San
Rafzel Swell and Henry Mountains

arcas

6. Southeast Region: includes the
Canyonlands country

7. Northeast Region: includes the Book
Cliffs and Dinesaur Mational
Monument areas.

The general locatzon and extent of these
regions in relation to the entre State of
Utah are shown on the accompanying
Regional Grouwps map. Individual inven-
tory units within each region are listed
in the Teble of Contents and are also
grouped within the document by regions

e Lo

STUDHOASE PEAKS=Vimw of the inveniary unitin the foreground 1o the rim of North Escalaree
Caryons |54 Boulder Mowntain on the far hesizon,
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Findings

|NVENTQRY UNIT ACRES
FEdaral " Total
With Wilderness Characieristics

192.329 26,500 211,220 (%)

Without Wilderness Characterstics

State

5700 o 5,700 (%)
Inventory Wnit Total
188.020 18,500 215,720
Contiguous Arpa-Wilderneis Characteristics
Desolation Canyon WEA 790,845
(UT-Da0-068.4)
Fley Canyon WA [LW-G&D—GG-‘HS: T2,605
T Sl

About 211,220 acres of the nine Desolatian
Canyon inventory units have wildermess
characteristics. These units are 3 continua-
tion of the many features and landforms
found throughout the contiguous Deesolation
Canyon Wilderness Study Acea [WSA)
and enhance its magnificent wilderness
qualities. In combination with the WSA,
the nine units represent one of the largest
blocks of roadless BLM public lands within
the continental Linitgd States. This is a place
where 2 visitor can experience true soli-
tude—where the forces of nature convnue
to shape the colorful, rugeed landscape.

Approximately 5,700 acres in three places
alang the fringe of the inventory units are
unnatural and do not have wilderness
characteristics.

The Floy Canyon and Desolation Canyon
imventory units are physically connected
at the end of the Right Hand Tusher
Canyon Road within the state section.

Unit Description

Desalation Canyan is located in Grand,
Emery, Carbon, Ducheasne, and Uintah
Counties. The southern boundary of the
inventory unit is five miles north of Green
Riwer, Utah, while the northern boundary
is located some 38 miles southwest of
Vernal. The Green River bisscts the unit on
the north. The Uintah and Ouray Indian
Reservation forms a part of the boundary

of the north end of the unic. Vairious mads,
pipelines, and private lan.s form the

bowundaries of the remain ter of the unit,

The werrain varies dramancally, from rver
bottoms and eowsd plains at abeut 4,200
feet elevation to the high ridges of the
Tavaputs Plateau at 9,500 feet. Numerous
mesas, ridpes, plateavs, canyans, and deep
remote drainages intersect with the Green
River. The south and southwest portion-of
the inventory unit is defined by a 32-mile
portion of the Book Cliffs The units
contain a wide diversity of vegetation;
ranging from riparian zones along the -
rives, to pifbon and juniper woodlands; areas

dominated by sultbush/apebnshs shadscale -

plant communities; and high ridges and
plateaus forested with aspen, spruce, and fir,

Recreation o a dominant, uss with some

7,000 beaters a year floating the Green =
River threogh Disolation Canyon, Many:
more recreationists uttlize the aceessible 1=
lower. strevch of Gray Canyon for camping,
fishing, hiking, and water sparts. Hunting =
und sightsesing accur in outlying areas | ©

along the boundaries. Some cattle prazing =
takes place; and remmuuofpzst m.lmd
e -:xpl.qmtmn are also present, ;

Wlldernéss -

Characteristics .

Naturalness

Mearly'all of the inventory units appear.
natural. While there are many scattered .
human imprints, sheirindividual and.
cumulative impact on the natural L'hanctcr
of mose of the inventory units is minpr- =

The imprints are in various stages of reha” &
bilitation, with mostbeing substantially

unnoticeshle b the ared a8 3 whale The™
expansive landscape diverse bopngnp]ﬂy,
and vegetation screens the scattered =
himan intrusions within the units. ’ﬂmo.r +
remnants of past ol and gas :xp]nraunn
livestock grazing, and recreation purdiits
remain, but most disturbanes has heen G
ernsed over time by the forces of wind, 7
water and vesetation regroweh. Mostof

the significant or noticeable intrusions are-

located autside the houndaries.

.a_'_-'_!!._&

Threee areas do lack natiral « A
small area e Uit 1 on the northenn
boundary near Fourmile Wash and Fowrmile
Bortom an the Green River lacks natural-
ness because of roads, old sesmic lines, amd
reclaimed drill pads. Twa semall areas in
Linit 8 akso lack naturalnes because of
extensive off-highway vehicle use

haracy

Outstanding Opportunities
Solitude

All nine units are contiguous to Desolation
Canyon WA and enhance the outstanding
opportunities found in the WA, Units |
and T are of sufficient size and configura-
tion to provide outstanding opportunities
for solitude on their awn. All of the unirs,
together with the Desolation Canyon
WEA, comprite a large, remote area
where a visitor is truly isolated from the
outside world. The vast size, configuration,
nUmeTous scendc vistas, diversity of vege-
tatbon, and rugged topography provide the
wisitor with numerous places and appor-
tunities to become isolated fram others.
Must of the wnits are remote, accessible

= oaly by foot, horseback, or baat,

Primitive and Unconfined
Recreation

The inventory units are contiguous 1o and
are on extension of the Desolation Canyon
WSA. They enhance the outstanding
opportunities provided by the WSA,
including multiple-day river fleat-boating
trips in a primitive setting, hiking, huntng,
horseback riding, backpacking, back-coun-
try camping, climbing. fishing, swimming,
photography, viewing of cultural and his-
woric sites as well as a diversity of wildlife,
nature study, and viewing of scenic land-
scapes The large sive and configunation of
this vast, wild area enhances the variety
and extent of activities available.

Supplemental Values

The inventory unit contains cultural,
scenic, geologic, botanicsl, and wildlife val-
ues. Elevations and wpography in the units
vary from desert canyems to high mountain
environments Yegetation and wildlife habi-
tats and species also vary greatly becase of
the diversity of termain. Six endangered ani-
mal species ooour or may occwr in the wnits,
including the peregrine falcon, black-footed
ferret, bald eagle, Colorade squawfish,
humpback chub, and bonytail chuh Ten
special status animal species and six special
status plant species also occur or may occur
in some of the units

DESOLATION CANYOMN—

The Gresn River flows by Mutters Hele theeugh
Desolation Carpron; the imventory unit & on the
righe sice of e river,
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Findings
INVENTORY UNIT ACRES

Federal State Total
With Wilderness Charactoristics

B4.300 8000 92,300 (%)
Without Wilderness Characteristics
33,600 4,000 37,600 {T7%)
Inventory Unit Total

75900 12,000 129,900

Contiguous Area-Wilderness Characteristics

Horseshoe Caryon (Morth) WA 20,500
(UT-060-045)

Canyonlands Matienal Park—
Horseshoe Canyon Unit

T T TR A O ALt | AT TR R

Maost of the four Labyrinth Canyon inven-
tory units (92,300 scres) have wilderness
characteristics. However, the natural
character of some portions (37,600 acres)
is impacted by vehicle routes, livestock
facilittes, and mineral exploraticn: there-
fore, these portions lack wilderness
characteristics. The units have & diverse
combination of incised sandstone canyons
and rugged benchlands that provide out-
standing opportunities for both solitude
and primitive and unconfined recreation.
Soraddling both sides of the spectacular
Labyrinth Canyon of the Green River, the
units are contiguous to the Horseshoe
Canyon [Marth) Wilderness Study Area
[W5A] and to the culuerally significant
Canyonlands Mational Park’s Horseshoe
Canyon Unit, which has heen endorsed
for wilderness designation. The inventory
units encoempass the natural characteristics
and values of these remarkable areas

3,000

Unit Description

The Four inventory units are contiguous
o Florseshoe Canyon [Morth) WSA, Glen
Canyon Mational Recreation Area, and
Canyonlands Mational Park_ They are
lneated i southeastern Emery County,
northeastern Wayne County, and south-
western Grand County (about 15 miles
sousth of Green River and 15 miles west of
Maoazh). The units comprise the benches,
rims, and side canvens straddling Labyrinth
Canyon of the Green River and incorporate
lands surrounding the north end of
Horseshos Canyen {Barrier Creek]. The
Cireen River winds through steep-walled
sanclstoise canyons past nwmerous side
cenvons. The units provide exceptionally
diverse habitars, including the extensive

riparian areas slong the fver and in magor
cide canvons that support a large number
of anunal and plunt specivs. Vegetation
abowe the canvon hottems is predominantly
sagebruch and Blackbrush, with scattersd
suands of pifon and juniper woodlands at
the higher elevations

Recreational opportunities abound,
incleding hiking, mountain biking, off-
highway vehicle (OFNV) exploring,
climbing, camping, hunting, river floating,
photography, and the study of the region's
natural and cultural history. Grazing,
while nat extengive, GOCUrSs on some river
battoms and benches. Minersl exploration
has occurred within the area i the past.

Wilderness |
Characteristics
Naturalness

Most of the Labyrinth Canyon units are
natural, wild, and remote. Most of Unit 1
retains its naturalness, which is enhanced

by topographic screening from desp canyons

and rugged terrair’ as well 28 from the
natural re-vegetation of disturbed areas,
which obscures most intrusions. However,
the cumulative impact of tntrusions in the
form of old seismograph lines, drill holes,
abandoned airstrips, and vehicle ways
crisscrossing the flats and benchlands has
resulted in loss of natural character in two
places Three frequendy waveled routes
have been cherry-stemmed from Unit 1.

Meoar of Unit 2 is natural; although ald
seismic lines, remnants of mineral explo-
ration activity, and minor vehicle ways
cross the uplands, most have little effecy
on the area’s overall natural character, The
expansive rolling topography minimizes
the impact of these intrusions. However,
the eummulative disturhance from OHW
use, range developments, and mineral
exploration has impacted the ratural
character of portions of the unit. Several
reads and intrusions have been cherry-
stemumed out of Unit 2.

Unit 3 generally retains its naturalness. In
some locations on the upper benchlands
in the sastern porton of the unit, intrusicons
cumulatively detract from the natural
character of these benchlands. Several
rottes have been chesry-stemmed out of
Linit 3. Except for evidence of old min-
ing exploration in an isolated portion of
the upper reaches of Flell Roaring
Canyon, the canvons retain their natural

character. Unit 4 appears natural averall
A read has been cherry-stemmed from
the unit, Other intresions include old
seismic lines und s single small, unusabie
landing strip. These are revegetating
naturally and are not substantally
noticeable

Outstanding Opportunities
Solitude

The inventory units are contiguous o and
are extensions of the Horseshoe Canyon
{Marth) WSA, which provides outstancding
opportunities for solitude. The inventery
units have the same topographic diversity
that provides opportunities for solitude
within the WSA. The extensive side
canyons, cliffs, and other topopraphical
features that have worked to maintain the
units’ natural chamcter also provide out-
standing opportunities for solitude, The
arez is wild, remete, expansive, and rugged.

Primitive and Unconfined
Recreation

The inventory units are contiguous to and
are extensions of the Horseshoe Canyon
[Morth) W5A, which provides outstanding
opportunities for primitive und wncon-
fined recrestion, The units augment the
primitive recrestion opportunities found
within the W5A, providing excellent
oppartunities for dispersed, undeveloped
recreation. There are interesting geologic
features, rugged and varied termain, exten-
sive vistas, hidden and remote grottos,
incised canyons, river floating opportunities,
nurnerous cultural sites, a number of
trails, and epportunities to climb exposed
rock faces

Supplemental Values

There are several historical features,
including two old hand-built sheep access
trails, the remains of homesteads, and sig-
natures of early steamnboat passengers. The
wnits contain the same type of nationally
significant prehistoric cultural sites and
rock art found within the contiguous
Mationul Park area. The endangered
Colorado squowfish is found in the Green
River, and the humpbacked chub and
bonytail chub may alse be present. The
units provide habitat for bighorn sheep,
peregrane falcons, bald eagles, and
ferruginous hawks.
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Sevier River Area Lease Parcels
Federal Lease Sale - Utah BLM, August 15, 2006

E Lease Parcels (generalized to PLS5 section)

Land Management & Administration

BLM USFS BB Wilderness (BLM & USFS)

BlA m Scaze Parks & Rec Areas i1 BLMWilderness Study Area

LoD State E[l Citizans' Wilderness Proposal
- NP5 Private o __ Area wi'Wilderness Character®
=i LISFYWS suoonn] USFS Roadless Area

# |998 BLM Wilderness Characteristics Inventory

M o -]
A
L

NAD 1983 UTH Zone 12N r
Drara Sources: BLM, NRDC, SITLA, o e
USDA-F5, UIT-AGRC, WLP
Sara Warterson, July 10, 2004

a 5 14 15

Miles.
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Land Management & Administration

Moab Area Lease Parcels
Federal Lease Sale - Utah BLM, August 15, 2006

[ Lease Parcels (generalized to PLSS section)

BLM =+ LISFS
BlA m State Parks & Rec Areas
DoD Sate
B res Private
LISFWS

558 wilderness (BLM & USFS)

it BUMWilderness Study Area

m Citizens' Wilderness Proposal
. -_._ Area w Wilderness Character®

55 Uss Roadless Area

& 1998 BLM Wildermess Characueristics Inventory

MNAD 1983 UTHM Zone 12N 5
Data Sources: BLM, NRDC, SITLA, o
LEDA-FS, UT-AGRC, WUP

Sara Warmersan, July 10, 2006

4 5 ]
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Report of the Congress
Land Use Planning for Sustainable Resource Decisions

This repart responds o 8 request 'n the Howse Raport from the Cornmiltes on Appropriatons on the 2000

OO Aporopriatons B, The Cammift
vear 20071 budoet recuest the results of IE ongoing analyas and rewew inin the raguirsd leved of land use
mianning and NEPA revisw acions the Bursauw will have l6 undertake in order fo corect denfind
defliciencies in thase areas”. The Commmiltes alsg reguested the Burgay lo “inciude i its reques? theievel

=& speciicaily requastas! that the Sureaw "submit a5 part of itz iEcal

Executive Summary

Land Use Plans (LUPs) and planning decisions ara the basis for every action the Bureau of Land
Management {BLM) takes and serve as its primary tool for building consensus and providing the
public a voice in BLM's land and resource management programs. Without adequate and up-to-date
plans, the BLM's planning decisions cannot ensure the integrity and sustainability of the lands nor
assure their use and enjoyment by the public in an environment of increasing legal and public scrutiny.

BLM has been preparing land use plans since the 1960s and today has 162 plans covering most of
the 264 million acres of public lands, (see attachment A). Some of the BLM's plans are current, but
others date as far back as the mid-1970s and do not adequately meet the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) or current BLM program requirements. Most LUPs lig in the mid-
.range category of “aging” plans that are in need of updating to reflect current conditions and statutery
requirements. In addition, many of the BLM's NEPA documents also must be updated.

The inadequacy of the BLM's aging and outdated LUPs and NEPA documents has left the Bureau ill-
prepared to address areas with vulnerable, sensitive or at-risk resource values and increasingly
exposed to litigation. Many of the BLM's LUPs and assoclated NEPA documents do not address
critical habitats for threatened or endangered species or noxious weed invasions revealed in recent
science and resource assessments, nor do they address new or amended mandates, such as those
providing new point source water quality standards. The effects of these deficiencies are also being
felt in BLM's energy and minerals programs that make a significant contribution to the Mation's critical
needs for coal and oil and gas, while providing the States and the U.S. Treasury with over one billion

doliars annually in royalties, rentals, and bonus payments.

On a broader scale, the unprecedented expansion of urban areas, urban encroachment into previously
rural areas, and the wildland-urban interface have resulted from dramatic demographics changes in
the Western U.S, These changes have led to conflicting land uses and cultural values as well as
incraased risk to humans and public property from natural events, such as fire, that were not
anticipated or addressed in the BLM’s aging plans. Most plans were developed with the intent to
guide management for a 10 to 15 year period, and did not forecast the dramatic and accelerated
changes occurring in the West. Clearly, what is needed are updated plans that are adaptable to

changing conditions and demands.

Beginning in the mid-1890s, dramatic reductions were made in funding for land use planning. Actual
and threatened litigation, the new mandates, changing sentiment abcut public land management,
changing uses and demands, and new science are driving the BLM to confront
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the challenges posed by its many oider planning and NEPA documents. An ongoing analysis and
review is being conducted info the required level of tand use planning and NEPA review acticns the
Bureau will have to undertake in order to corraect identified deficiencies in these areas. Basedon this
analysis, the BLM is requesting an additional 519,000,000 and 108 FTE in the FY 2001 budggt
reguest to the Congress. This will help provide the start-up capability to address land use planning
and NEPA deficiencies. With these additional funds, the BLM would accomplish the following:

- By 2004, prepare 11 new RMPs to replace 19 MFPs, which are between 16 to 28 years old.
{Beyond this, there will still be an additional 33 MFPs needing revision to RMPs.) An additional
& new or revised plans will be prepared which will not result in the replacement of MFPs.

- By 2003, amend 21 land use plans through 12 separate plan amendment efforts to address a
wide varnety of issues. In addition, BLM will prepare plan amendments to address Canadian
Lynx management, recently proposed listing as a Threatened specias, which could affect as

many as 36 land use plans.

- By 2004, have RMP-level plans in place for three new MNaticnal Monuments (California
Coastal, and Agua Fria and Grand Canyon - Farashant in Arizona), 9 existing NCAs (Steese,
Alaska; San Pedro and Gila Box, Arizona; California Desert and King Range, California;
Gunnison Gorge, Colerado; Birds of Prey, ldaho; and El Malpais, New Mexico) and the Otay

Mountain special conservation unit.

- By 2002, prepare management plans far & military ranges, as required by the Military
Withdrawal Act of 1999 (P.L. 108-65). These military ranges are the Fort Wainwright and Fort
Greely Ranges in Alaska, the Mellis and Fallon Ranges in Nevada, the Barry M. Goldwater

Range in Arizona, and the McGregor Range in New Mexico.

- By the end of 2001, have comprehensive evéluations completed on 65 of our 162 land use
plans, Our goal is to have comprehensive evaluations completed for all land use plans by

2002,
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Backlog of Planning Needs - Kesping Pace with a Changing Matien

The BLM's LUPs establish management direction for areas that typically contain 1,000,000 to
2,000,000 acres of public lands. They normally identify land and rasources far public uses and also

limit or restrict selected uses on lands within
the planning area. In acdition, these plans
identify related levels of use, resource
conclition goals and objectives, and constraints
and management practices to achieve these
conditions and protect identified resources.
LUPs are developed with considerable public
involvement, and in close consultation with
local communities,

QOver the past two decades, the magnitude of
resource issues relating to management of
public lands has grown at a rate which exceeds
the BLM's current capacity to resolve existing
land use conflicts, much less comect
deficiencies in older planning and NEPA
documentation or complete systerhatic and
comprehensive planning for the expected
demands coming over the next several
decades. Since the completion of the BLM's
first land use plans and associated EISs, many
new demands and mandates have emerged.
The mast important include: 1) rapid population
growth in the West; 2} listing of many species
under the Endangered Species Act, 3)
development of new standards in implementing
the Clean Water and Clean Air Acts; and 4)
increasing designations and public use of
special areas on America's public lands
needing protection of unigue values. As a
result, the BLM is increasingly finding its land
use plans and NEPA documents out of date
and not reflecting current natural resource and
socio-economic conditions. The Bureau must
update its planning and NEPA base to address
these issues, provide cumulative impacts
analysis, and meet new environmeantal
standards. Absent such a planning update, the
BLM will be forced to continue to rely on aging
documentation to support its core programs
and rescurce allocation permitting activities.

Understanding BLM's Planning and NEPA Bas#:

The BLM relies on a variely of [and use planning and MEPA documents
as the basis Tor itz decisions governing the management of pubdic lands
These decumenis are oftzn referred 1o a5 BLM's “planning atd NEPA
base”. Thes planning ana MEPA base has changed over time 85 @ result
of several iaciors, ncleding.

1. Evphving fagal inlerpratalions of basic stalutony requirements
incfuding MERPA, FLPMA, the Endangarad Species Act, lhe Clean Air
and Water Acts, and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Acl.

2. Changing demands and rasourca conditions, such as coal bed
methane development, fragmentation aof wildiife habitat, deterorating
waler guaily {Zisle-identiied non-aitasinmant areas), changind
demographics and unprecedented urban growdh thraughout the West

3. Animproved scientific understanding of whal is raquited o manage
nalural resaurcas, ncluding Iha need o consider many issues 0N a
landscape or requonal basis, which has pracipitated the nead o conduct
broad-scale resource assessments [oidentify resource conditions and o
tailer appropriate deasicns. There is alsa @ need o eslabésh chaar
resource objectves and standards and 10 work collaboralively across
jurisdictional boundaries. Ower the past several years BLM has been
wiarking wilh Resource Advisory Councils to develdop land health
standards.

BLN makes respurce aliocations through a lznd use planning process
defined in tha regulations under 43 CFR 1600. The regulzticns
implement Sactions 201 and 202 of FLPMA. BLM planning ard
dacision-making procéssas usa the public involvement and
envirenmenlal analysis process mandaled under the National
Envirpnmental Palicy Act (MEPA - 42 USC 4321- 4347). Befors the
passage of FLPMA and  the promulgation of regulations in 1983, BLM
developad 25 first lad use plans, calied Management Framesw ok Plans
{MFPs), starling in Lhe late 1960s. The BLM's curren! planning basa is
composed of 52 MFPs, 110 AMPs, and numerous amendments. The
MFPs date from the mid-1970s fa the mid-19305 and generally predale
the BLM's cummen! planming regulations al 43 CFR Part 1600, The dales
thesa plans and plan amendmenis wers compleled is porrayedd n
Altachmen! 1 on a slale-by-slate basis, BLM's abifty to maini2in a
current and legally defensible planning basa, including replacing MFPs
wilh RMPs, is hampered by budget and slaffing culbacks. Be tweaen
fiscal years 1981 and 19869, the Sureau's planning staff was reduced by
50 percent. In FY 1823, BLW axpeviancad and additional 30 pencen
reducticn in basa funding for planning, leading o furdber declings in ils
key planning and resource siaff positions.
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This may cause unforeseen environmental darnage, in turn increasingly exposing the BLIM to itigation
and further hampering the BLM's ability to address its planning and NEFA werk oy diverting staff and

resources from pro-active land managemant efforts.

To avoid this situation, and as an alternative to relying on decisicns in existing plans, the BLM has
initiated LUP amendments for specific requested actions not adequately addressed in the older plans.
This approach has been very inefficient, providing only short-term, piecemeal decisions and delaying
any decisions until the planning and NEPA process can be completed,

& direct factar that has contributed to the failure to update planning and NERPA decuments is ihe
reduction in funding for BLM's Resource Management Planning budget line item, down from a high of
$10.474,000 in 1894 {current dollars) lo the 1999 level of $6,444,000. At the same time, increased
scientific complexity and the intensity of public interest have caused planning costs to escalate while
limiting the number of planning efforts the BLM has been able to complete. Funding in other programs
which benefit from planning efforts {depending on the specific issues within the planning areas) have
been contributing funding, but this has not met the overall need.

Planning and NEPA Deficiencies

Several prevailing themes have emerged from BLM's assessment of its planning deficiencies. First, a
rapid expansion in‘the population in the Western U.S. and increaded Urbanization of traditionally rural
areas have significantly changed the face of the land over the last decade. Second, changing
demographics have ied to conflicting values, dramatically increasing public controversy over the
management of public lands. Third, plant and wildlife communities have become fragmented and
many new species are being listed under the Endangered Species Act. Fourth, demand for
commadities has continued to grow and is beginning to exceed the development scenarios addressed
in older planning documents. Correcling these deficiencies would prevent costly litigation and delays
in autharizing uses. Fifth, highly flammable, invasive exotic weeds and build-ups of hazardous fuels,
both resulting from past land uses and fire suppression, are placing plant and animal communities at
risk, increasing soil erosion, and decreasing water quality and the safety of the public and their

personal property,
BLM's capacity for managing the public lands and their resources must by necessity keep pace with
these rapidly changing circumstances. Without adequate LUPS, the Bureau's ability to continue to

make timely decisions will be adversely affected. Outdated plans result in curtailment of many uses
and the inability to take corrective restorative actions. This will result in serious consequences both to

local communities and economies and to the Nation itself.

The follewing details some of the program areas where there are critical planning and NEPA
deficiencies: '

L] Wildland/Urban Interface

The last decade has seen an unprecedented growth in many cities and towns in the west, and this
growth is projected to continue. This has changed the way communities relate to surrounding p ublic
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lands and has changed their expectations as well. The BLAM manages significant acreage bath within
and near urban areas and rapidly growing rural communities. This is calied the “wildland/urban
interface.” These areas have become the focus of interest for many city and county governments,
land developers, and the environmantal community. Changing values about public land maragement
and more and different demands for public land resources have exacerbated environmental concerns,
such as maintaining healthy air standards, preventing water source depletion, maintaining water
quality, and preventing fragmentaticn of critical wildlife habitat. As growth in the wildland/urban
interface conlinues, issues such as development patterns, the need for transpertation and utility
corridors, and demand for increasing and varied recreational uses and open space will all contribute to
heightened interest in, and conflicts on, these lands. Specific issues include:

Land Tenure - Rapid community expansion significantly changes the nature of use on the lands

[ ]
and the expectations and values of communities. Land acquisition, retention of public lands,
and disposal criteria must be re-evaluated and updated to raflect current needs of communities
and their environment.

2 Use Authorizations - Changing demographics result in more new rights-of-way for power lines

and pipelines to support and create new community infrastructures. Rapidly changing
telecommunications technology is resulting in expansion of telephone and fiber optic systems
and wireless communicalion sites to provide optimum grids and infrastructure coverage in
many areas previously inaccessible to these types of technology. .

&  Public Safety - BLM, in partnership with local communities, must update land use plans for fire
- protection and hazardous fuels reduction near homes, subdivisions, and public utility

infrastructures. Inadequate planning has resulted in catastrophic natural events, such as fire
and landslides. These nalural disasters have wiped out billions of dollars of private and public
investment and have taken a foll in human life. As more development cecurs, natural disasters
from major storms, seismic events, and catastrophic wildfire and subsequent floods from
denuded areas will have more of an impact in terms of property damage. Associated with
these costs are more incidences of search and rescue and human caused wildfires, disaster
relief, and increased fire suppression and rehabilitation activities to protect life and property.
Planning for the wildland/urban interface will lessen the risk that BLM's permitting for
developments, facilities and recreational opportunities ccours in areas anappropr:ate for their

intended use and places the public at unnecessary risk.
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] Special Arsas

In recent years, tha BLA has seen a growing demand o acknowledge significant and specia
rescurces on Public Landz. This demand reflects statutory mandates such as the Congrassional
designations for highly visible rescurce protection actions, or by identilication of arsas for specific
uses. Only rarely have these special designations or

specific use requests come attached with funding. As a
result of Congressional and Administration initiatives
there are a significant number of special management
areas on the public lands. These include designations for
Wild and Scenic Rivers, Wilderness Areas, Mational
Conservation Areas, National Monuments, and Areas of
Critical Envirenmental Concern. Areas designated for
specific purposes also require new land use plans
including military withdrawals and special designations
such as the National Petroleum Reserve - Alaska (NPR-
AY. In 1857, the BLM responded to the need for the
nation's sustained supply of energy resources and
engaged in an unscheduled planning effort for the NPR-A
that led to a lease sale in 1999 the generated over
$104,000,000 of bonus bids. Because of their spacial
nature and the critical resource values these designations
sfrive to pretect or manage, these areas become the
agency's top priorities.” The limited BLM base
infrastructure and its associated funding often must be
directed to complete the planning needs for these critical
areas. This has often come at the expense of BLM's :
ability to meet cther legal requirements. Gunnison Gorge Nalinal Canservstien Ars

® Qil and Gas

The Department of Energy expects domestic drilling to continue its growth begun in 1997, especially
for natural gas. Increasing industry interest in public oil and gas resources first manifested itsaIf in
demand for leasing, starting in 1992 and continuing through the present. Leasing requires significant
new planning, use authorizations, and NEPA compliance. Wyoming, Montana, Mew Mexico, Utah,
and Colorado are all experiencing very rapid growth in the development of coalbed methane on public
lands. The BLM estimates that over 8,600 new applications for coalbed methans wells will be filed
between 1999 and 2003. This demand exceeds the reasonable fcraseeable development scenarios
used for analysis in the existing land use plans and associated E15s for these areas. When this
happens, BLM must revise or amend its planning and NEPA documents to address the capability to
meet this need. By law and regulation, the BLM cannot process actions or permits beyond the scope
of the existing planning/NEPA analysis. This situation inevitably leads to delays on cil and gas |easing

autharizations, which further postpones approvals of drilling permils.

BLM is alsc facing increased demands on its workforce costs far post-lease processing of APDs and
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relatec] MEFPA compliance, and for long t—"-’“" mspection, compliznoa reviews and monitoring. Criliing

permits cannot be approved without adeguate envirormental anzlysis, nor sustained withizu! 3
corras ponding increase in inspecticn and nr'“w* ment and maonitaring 1o ensure environmenial
stipulations are being fallowed. The lack of a planning and NEPA infrastructiurs to handle this

worklpad is expected to only warsen in the futurs unless BLM lakes proactive measures to address its
planning/NEPA deficiency.

. Coal

Wyoming contributed approximately 26 percent of
the nation's coal output in 1997, About S0 percent
of Wyoming's coal is produced from Federal coal
leases. The BLM prepared four regicnal EISs in the
1970s and eary 1980s to address the impacts of
regional leasing in the Powder River Basin.
Another 12 environmental documents have been
prepared to address coal leasing in the Powder
River Basin since 1991,

The BLM has identified several emerg.ng |35ueq
"within the Basin:
- There has been significant non-coal energy

{coalbed methane) and associated
development in the Powder River Basin that has exceeded prediction scenarios in LUPs and

®

Elss.
- Coal production has exceeded predictions for the southern group of mines.
. Both ground water and surface water impacts are areas of concern.

The extent of air quality impacts was not anticipated in the existing (outdated) regional
environmental documents and has become an issue.

Successfully planning for future coal and noncoal development on a regional basis means addressing
new environmental standards and cumulative impacts for mineral development in the Powder River
Basin. Failure to address these concerns could result in litigation over future leasing decisions and
significant delays in leasing coal reserves. These delays, particularly for current coal operators who
are short on reserves, could lead to mine closures or financial losses which impact royalty incorme to
the Federal and State Government, as well as coal availability nationally. A fresh and comprehensiva
analysis of all activities within the Basin will aliow for innovative sclutions and mitigation measures to
provide for the envirenmentally sound enargy production on which the nation depends.

e Special Status Species Management

More than 400 species of plants and animals afforded protection ("listed”) under the Endangered
Species Act inhabit the 264 million acres of public lands in the 11 western states, including Alaska.
This number has grown by maore than 300% within the last 15 years. An additional 1,500 specie s are
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considered sansitive because they have aeclined in abundance and distributicn to a point which
warrants concern. All this has occurred since completion of many of the ELM's planning dooumants
and, as a result. many of the conservation needs of Special Slatus Species (listed and sensitive) have
not been addressed. Many older LUPs lack cumulative impacis assessments for wide-ranging
species. Similarly, the BLM did not always consult with the U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service (FW3)
under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act until required to do so in Pacific Rivers Council v.
Thomas (1994

The BLM is increasingly faced with endangered species litigation arising from its outdated land use
plans. In Arizona and New Mexico, BLM has recently settled several endangered species related
lawsuits. These settlements have required BLM to consult more extensively with the FWS, prepare
biological assessments, re-initiate consultation on land use plans and associated EISs, and implement
additional monitoring and planning actions. In California, BLM recently received a Notice of Intent to
File Suit on Endangered Species Act compliance issues related lo their Resource Management Plans
and Management Framework Plans. If pursued. a lawsuit would draw personnel away from on-the-
ground work and direct financial resources to cover litigation costs. Without sustained additional funds
and resourcas, the BLM cannot develop comprehensive LUPs addressing the needs of threatened,
endangered and sensitive species in high pricrity areas such as these. The Bureau needs to be more
pro-active in its land management by writing or revising LUPs to address the habitat needs before

listings occur.

- I .o
i = 2 i

e Off Highway Vehicle (OHV) Designations

By Executive Order, all BLM lands are to be
designated through the land use planning process as
open, closed, or limited to OHV use. In the last
decade, the popularity of Off Highway Vehicles, such
as all terrain vehicles, has increased dramatically.
The BLM needs to complete route inventory and
mapping on millions of acres in order to document
and understand management needs and prepare
OHV implementation plans. Ernvironmental inierests
have expressed concern about the encroachment of
OHVs into wilderness study areas. Conversely,
OHY interest groups are concemed that BLM is
excluding them from public land and that OHV i :
recreational opportunities will diminish in the future. Off highway vehicle (OHV) on public lands.
Intensified controversy over OHV use is inevitable
unless the BLM can revise or amend existing LUPs
to reflect changes in regulations and public
expectations. New planning efforts would aliow BLM to revisit pricrity LUP's, evaluate OHY
designations, and madif; them, as needed, in a public forum. Examples cf areas where this kirnd of
pianning is needed are the Owyhee Front in Idaho, Five Mile Pass in Utah, and the Ord Mount=sins and

Imperial Sand Dunes in California.

As human populations increase in wesiarn citizs and towns, the need to find recreaticn opportiinities
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close to thase locations alse grows. The dramatic increase anc subsaguent environmental impacts
fram these popular recreation vehicles was not anticipated.  Therefore, most of BLM's plans do nat
adequately establish designaticns for use and other requirements that provide an adequate basis for
OHV recreation. Consaguently proliferation of OHV trails, cortinued widespread rescurce damage
affecting other uses such as grazing and wildlife, fragmentation of T&E habitats, 2 reduction in air and
water quality, and visitor use cenflicts between matorized and non-motorized users has led toa
concerted campaign against OHV use by environmental groups, resulting in litigaticn and court orders.
Encroachment by OHVs into Wilderness Study Areas has aiso exacerbatad both the loss of

wildermness character and the RS 2477 road issue,

. Invasion by Non-Native Plant Species

Since the last generation of land management plans, millions of acres of invasive weeds and grasses
now infest BLM lands, and their populations are expanding at geometric rates. Words used to
describe the current spread and infestations of noxious weeds and exotic annual grasses include
“explosive”, "devastating”, and “disastrous”. BLM lands have been impacted by this invasion of non-
native species through unintentional introductions and past managemant practices and their
interaction with natural wildland fires, exacerbaling the situation. As a result there are more frequent
and larger fires with ensuing increased fire suppression and rehabilitation costs, loss of habitat for
native plant and animal species, forage and wildlife habitat losses, problems of stability of watersheds
and soils, and fewer récreation opportiinities.” Addressing these needs piecemeal is inefficient and
more expensive than addressing them comprehensively through revised land management plans
which will facilitate decisions on restoration treatments and long term management practices to inhibit

the return and expansion of the problem,

® Support to communities

The concern of many communities for dealing with the array of increasing demands for public services
and the need to manage problems associated with growth have in many cases resulted in strategies
that would involve public lands and collaborative actions by the BLM. These include, among others:

" providing lands for public use purposes; preservation of areas for open spaces; conservation of
development rights; sharing of data; cooperative technical assistance, including survey and mapping:
increased protection for cultural and heritage values; and cooperative law enforcement and fire
protection. The BLM's emphasis on community-based planning requires enhanced planning and
NEPA capabilities. Through community based planning the BLM and communities collaborate on
conservation and other issues associated with public land resources.

. Diminished Planning and NEPA Capabilities

As budgets declined so has BLM's ability to maintain an adeguate base infrasiructure in all programs

and operations. The BLM downsized its planning and environmental staff capability in the mig 1 980s.
By necessity, these paositions were shifted te higher priorities. Consequently, the agency's capability

to maintain MEPA compliance has become limited to those actions covered in existing planning
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docurmants. Through the gradual attrition experienced during the last two decades. the 3LM ne longer
has the infrastructure of trained siaff needed (o ravise cider plans ar e develop new plans that

address these emerging issues,

STRATEGY TO ADDRESS IDENTIFIED PLANNING AND NEPA DEFICIENCIES

The Near-Term:

This strategy outlings the near-term actions (up to 5 y=ars out] that require immediate attention to
orovide BLM with the analytical planning and NEPA base it needs to insure decisions will stand the
" test of public and legal scrutiny. The near-term actions address the key components needed to 1)
build an effective infrastructure for resolving the identified deficiencies and 2) provide a sustainable

base for all BLM land use decisions into the future.

On-going Base Funded Work

The BLM is currenlly engaged in ongoing planning and NEPA activities utilizing existing base funding,
within the Lard Use Planning subactmty and other program-specific subactivities, such as oil and gas,
wildlife, rangeland management, and threatened and endangered species. This ongoing work -
includes the preparation of a limited number of new RMPs, RMP and MFP updates and activity-level
plans. Examples of ongoing new RMPs include the Southeast Oregon RMP and the Grand Staircase-
Escalante National Monument Management Plan in Utah, both of which are planned for completion
this year. Examples of ongoing broad scale plan amendments include the amendments fo the
California Desert Conservation Area Plan to address threatened and endangered species and &
Statewide plan amendment in Montana to address OHY management. Examples of site-specific plan
amendments include the Safford RMP for the Ray Land Exchange in Arizona, and the White Sands
RMP to address il and gas leasing in Otero County, New Mexico.

Much of the planning/NEPA work currently being completed is funded by the benefitting sub-act ivities
and when specific efforts are completed, funding is redirected to implementing actions outlined in the
plan or the amendment. Approximately 20 to 30 new plan amendments, relating primarily to site-
specific project or program needs, are anticipated to be completed annually with current funding
levels. Many of these plan amendments on older plans are really not much more then a band-aid to a
site-specific problem and fail to address the more serious comprehensive need of aging documents.

BLM will release its next generation planning manual this fiscal year (FY2000). This manual is
designed to eliminate redundant and outdated guidance, encourage public participation in the planning
process, reflect new legal raquirements, clarify the relationship between FLPMA planning

requirements and NEPA requirements, and encourage collaborative approaches to multijurisdictional
planning that considers the social and econemic needs of communities. It has been demonstrated
that this type of collaberative planning leads to better plans that significantly reduce the appeals,
protests, and litigation which continue to constrain BLM's ability to effectively manage resource s
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across the landscape.

Results of Initial Plan and NEPA Evaluations

The BLM has initiated an effort to complete a comprehensive evaluation of all 162 existing land use
plans by the end of FY 2002, This report is based on the preliminary results of this review. The
Bureau has identified planning/NEPA needs and have prioritized planning efforts fer the next several
years but the necessary corrective action exceeds our current capability. The criteria being applied to
pricritize these actions are: 1) new statutory or judicial mandates; 2) the need to address changed
resource conditions, 3} anticipated changes in use {demand) nat addressed in planning/MEPA
documents, 4) program or administrative requirements the BLM has not fulfilied (such as new clean
water standards), and 5} outside interest concerns as exprassed by the public.

As part of the FY2001 Budget Request, BLM is requesting an additional 519,000,000 and 108 FTE as
a first phase for bringing its planning and NEPA capability up to date. This level of funding would
address the highest priority needs that demand immediate attention. The deficiencies in planning and
NEPA are serious and will require further increases in future years in order to comply with existing
mandates, protect valuable resources and address the needs of our current and future customers.
The workforce adjustments necassary to have the capability to update planning-decisions will take
-more than one year to address but are necessary o sustain on-going activities and consider new use
propdsals now and into the future. The actions that BLM will take are directly related to, and
dependent upon, increased base funding capabilities. BLM expec!s to use additional funds to redirect
its existing workforce and to increase staff capability on a limited basis and to pursue opportunities to
contract work to the private sector where appropriate. BLM is in the process of completing an
organization-wide workforce planning effort. This effort will determine the skills necessary to address
our current and anticipated needs, address adjustments that can be made within our existing
organization, and priaritize what new skills need to be secured.

Projects and actions which would be initiated in FY 2001 with increasad funding of 512 million are
described on Aitachment 2. As indicated on the attachment, many of these projects will take several
years to finish. The following would be initiated or completed with the requested funding:

- By 2004, prepare 11 new RMPs to replace 19 MFPs, which are between 16 to 28 years old.
(Beyond this, there will still be an additional 33 MFPs needing revision to RMPs.) An add itional
6 new or revised plans will be prepared which will not result in the replacement of MFPs.

- Address increased demand for cil and gas leasing by completing regicnal resource
assessments and subsequent planning/NEPA actions in oil and gas and coal leasing are as in
the Powder River Basin in Wyoming and Montana, the Southwest region of Wyoming, and in
{he Unitah Basin of Northeastern Utah. Several other land use plan updates will be
undertaken, such those for the Farmington and Socorro RMPs to address oil and gas

development and other issues.

- Fu:fdresé significant urban interface issues by updating land use planning decisions, such as
the Upper Deschutes RMP amendment in Cregon which will respand to the Millican Valle Y
OHV lawsuit, and the Phoenix RMP amendment to address burgecning population growth and
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resource impacts in the Bradshaw Foothills arsa.

- Address OHV management needs by accelerating plan evaluations for CHYs aned
implementing pianning updatas on areas with significant OH'/ issues. such as the Price River
and San Juan EMPs in Utah and the Las Vegas RMP in Mevada.

- By 2004, have RMP-leve! plans in place for three new National Monuments (California
Coastal, and Agua Fria and Grand Canyon - Parashant in Arizona), 9 existing NCAs (Stease,
Alaska; San Pedro and Gila Box, Arizona; California Desert and King Range. Californiz;
Gunnison Gorge, Colorado; Birds of Prey, Idaho; and El Malpais, New Mexico) and the Otay

Mountain special conservation unit.

- By 2002, prepare management plans for 6 military ranges, as required by the Military
Withdrawal Act of 1899 (P.L. 106-65). These military ranges are the Fort Wainwright and Fort
Greely Ranges in Alaska, the Nellis and Fallon Ranges in Nevada, the Barry M. Goldwater
Fange in Arizona, and the McGregor Range in Mew Mexico.

- By 2003, amend 21 land use plans through 12 separate plan amendment efforts to address a
wide variety of issues. In addition, BLM will prepare plan amendmenits to address Canadian
Lynx management, recently proposed listing as a Threatened spemes Whluh could affect as

man}f as 56 IEmcl use pians.

- By the end of 2001, have comprehensive evaluations completed on 65 of our 162 land use
plans. Our goal is to have comprehensive evaluations completed for all land use plans by

2002.

- Complete assessments of resource conditions in key areas, such as the Northeastern
portions of California and Morthwestern portions of Nevada, to identify resource needs, the
adequacy of current planning decisions, and necessary planning actions to correct the
deficiencies. Resource assessments in this and other areas will help determine if BLM land
use plan decisions and actions are significant factors affecting resource conditions and in
achieving legal requirements, such as clean watler act standards.

- By 2003, BLM will provide up-to-date schedules of NEPA and planning activities for public
lands on the Internet for each State, to encourage and facilitate public involvement in project

planning to the fullest extent possible.

- Improve systematic monitoring and evaluation of plan adequacy by putting in place a
consistent process to monitor,-evaluate and maintain LUPs on a regular basis to better
anlicipate changing needs and provide accountability to the public. This process will he

implemented across all field cffices by 2001.

Long-term

As the remaining land use plan evaluations are completed, the extent of additional deficiencies will'be
identified. The limiting factors that have led to the current unsatisfactory status in our planning and
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NEPA base has been lack of funding and a limited workforce capability. This first vear funding
request reflects more on our capability to gear-up and mobilize our workforce by recruiting help,
training existing employees and contracting work within the first year's implementation. Overthe long-
term, the success of this initial ramp up of the organization will be corntingent upon additional '
increases in funding. The current intensive evaluation of our NEPA and planning base is in its second
year. Full, detailed results will be available by FY 2002 at which time the Bureau expects to be able to
provide an accurate picture of our long term need and identify the appropriate level of out-year funding
neeced to solve this long term proclem. The Bureau's initial request of $15,000,000 represents one
vear starl-up costs needed to begin to address this long term problem. Currant estimates to
comprehensively address the entire effort would require additional increases until we reach an
estimated $50,000,000 total and then sustaining this $50,000,000 increase for a ten year period.

Of the 162 plans BLM currently uses to guide resource management on over 264 million acres of
public lands, only 13% can be considered current to today's needs. The other plans are in varying
stages of decline and will continue to degenerate in usability as they continue to age. Although there
are many factors that come inta play when determining the status of a plan; as they age, the more
suspect they become and the credibility of the BLMs management effort comes inlo question as well,

opening the door for costly litigation.
In closing, BLM has only twenty-one plans that can be considered current, another eighty-one are

quickly aging, and sixty plans are already over 20 years old and consicerably out-of-date. While we
correct the'problem on socme LUPs others will continue to’age, resource conditions will continue to

" decline and issues will continue to grow. Without immediate and aggressive action the scenario

presented in this report can quickly get much worse.
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Attachment 1 - Land Use Plan Status

|
:
f State and , Gk Llate .m'fia”"‘r Flan Caﬁici;et‘;ii:te
! Field Office ~ Land Lise Fian Name EZ;?E;ZE[S?;i#:—kmenu‘ments B FF’!aﬁ E.'-:?_Iuation
|;Ias ka:
i Steese National Conservation Area [ 2
Morthem RMP : 1588 hone Mone
White Mcuntains National Recreation
Morthemn Araa RMP 1986 Mong Mone
MNorthem Fort Wainwright RMP 1094 [None MNone
Morthern Utility Carridor RMP 1991 Maone MNone
Maorthem Central Yukon RMP 1988 Mone Mone
Morthem Fort Greely RMP 1094 Mone None
Morthern Morthwest MFFP 1582 None Mone
Glenn Allen Southcentral MFP 1980 1585, 1908 Mone
Anchorage  |Southwest MFP 1981 None None
Northern Forty Mile MFP 1882 [None None
Alaska Totals: 68 RMPs, 4 MFPs = 10 Total Land Use Plans ]
Arizona: .
Yuma Yuma RMP (1986 1888, 1992, 1985
1994 (2},
1996 (2), 1987
Phoenix Lower Gila South RMP 1988, 1990, 1994
1984 1996, 1997
[Arizcna Strip  |Arizona Strip RMP 1842 1986, 1947, None
i 1688
Kingman Kingman RMP 1955 1996, 1997, Mone
' 1580
[Phoenix Phoenix RMP 1989 1995, 1996, None
1597, 1998 (2)
Safford Safford RMP 1892 1994, 1096, 1894
' 1897
Phoenix Lower Gila North MFP 1983 1885, 1988, MNane
11996. 1997
lArizona Totals: 6 RMPs, 1 MFP = 7 Total Land Use Plans
California
Alturas Alturas RMP 1884 l1988, 1999 Nore
Alturas Mt. Dome MFP 1972 1981 Mone
Alturas Cinder Cone MFP 1573 Mone Mone
|Arcata King Range NCA (RMP) 18974  |None None |
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Attachrment 1 - Land Use Plan Status

| ! Dale Initially | Mest Recent
; 5 Stale and : Land Use Flan Name *~ Completed cr Plan L Comprehensive
Field Office Ravised (CY) Amendmenis Plan E:ii‘a_luaflr;-n
Arcata Arcata RMP 1892 1385, 1956 {2), |Mone
| 1899
Eagle Lake JCar-Naua MEP 1982 None Mone
Eanle Lake Willow Creek MFP 1983 Mone Mone
Eagle Lake Honey Lake Beckwoerth MFP 1984 1954, 1598, Mone
1899
Redding Redding RMP 1593 Mone MNone
Surprise Cowhead-Massacre MFFP 1981 1983, 1950 None
Surprise Tuledad-Home Camp MFP 1979 19849, 1991 MNone
Ukiah Clear Lake (Ukiah) MFP 1984 Mone Mone
Bishop Bishop EMP 18593 1597 (2} Mone
Bakersfield Caliente RMP 1997 Mone MNone
Falsorm Sierra MFP 1983 19848, 1591, MNone
1955
Haollister Hollister RMP 1984 1995, 1998 Mone
California California Desart Conservation Area (1999 - MNone © o INone
Desert (RMP)
California Eastern San Diego MFP (McCain 1581 1884 None
Desert Valley)
Califarnia South Coast RMP 1994 Mone MNone
Desert
Statewide Amendmenis n/a 1890, 1999 n/a
California Tolals: 8 RMPs, 10 MFPs = 19 Total Land Use FPlans
Colorado:
Glenwood Glenwood Springs RMP 1984 1591, 1997, 1988
Springs 1958, 1999 (2)
Grand
Junction Grand Junction RMP 1987 1853 (2), 1995, (1994
1897 (2}, 1994,
1999
Gunnisan Gunnison RMP 1893 1997 None
Kremmling Kremmling RMP 1984 1991 (2}, 1887 [19490
Little Snake  [Little Snaks RMP 1989 1991, 1996, In progress
1897
Foyal Gorge  [Mortheast RMP 1586 1991, 1897 1892
Foyal Gorge  |Royal Gorge RMP 1996 1997 Mone
Saquache & |San Luis RMP 1991 1997 Mone
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Land Use Planning for Sustainable Resource Decisions

Attachment 1 - Land Use Plan Status

State and
Field Office *

Land Usz Plan Name *~

i Datz initiaily
Compieted or
Revised (CY)

Plan

Amendments *

Mast Recent
Comprehensive

** 1 Plan Evaluation

Lalara
San Juan & San Juan-San Miguel RMP 1585 1991, 1993, 1983
Uncompahgre 1997
Uncompahgre |Uncompahgre Basin RMP 1289 11982, 1994, MNone
1957
White River White River RMP 1997 Maone None
Colorado Totals: 11 RMPs, O MFFPs = 11 Total Land Use Plans
Eastern States:
Milwaukee Wisconsin BEMFP 1585 Mone 1595
IMilwaukes llinois RMP 1887 MNone Mone
Milwaukee Missauri RWIP 1987 Mone MNone
Milwaukes Michigan RMP 1985 1997 Naone
Milwaukee Minnesota MFP 1982 Mone MNone
Jackson Florida RMP- ‘ 1694 1999 - 1999 -~
|Eastern Statas Totals: 5 RMPs, 1 MFP = 6 Total Land Use Plans '
lidaho:
Cascade Cascade RMP 1988 1993 (2), 1294, [Naone
i 1885
Jarbridge Jarbidge RMP 1987 1990 None
Cwhyee Owhyee EMP 1995 MNone Maona
Bruneau Kuna MFP 1983 MNong MNone
Bruneau Bruneau MFP 1983 1992 Mone
Burley Cassia RMP 1585 1988, 1992, None
1998, 1999
Burley Twin Falls MFP 1882 1988, 1589, MNone
1980, 1992
Burley & Monument RMP 1986 1988, 1982 None
Shoshone
Shoshone _|Sun Valley MFP 1982 None None
Shoshone Bennett Hills-Timmermnan Hills MFF  |1976 Maone Mone
Shoshene Magic MFP 1575 MNone Mone
Malad Malad Hills MFP 1980 1988, 1992 Mone
Pocatello Pocatello EMP 1988 1996, 1999 None
Idaho Falls Medicine Lodge RMP 11985 1982, 1594, None
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Attachment 1 - Land UUsa Plan Status

| Date initially

| Most Recent

Siate and i Rlan Comprehensive
Field Office ™ Lanch e Edin s gz::g;ﬁgf: Amendments ** |F='Ian[;:'h~..f.:":qluatlcn
| 1996. 1997 |

ldahg Falls Eig Lost MFP 1983 Mone Mone

Idaho Falls Little Lost Birch Creek MFP 1981 1980, 1551 Mone

ldaho Falls Big Desert MFP 1981 1984, 1550 MNone

Coeur d'Alene |Emerald Empire MFP 1981 1984 (2), 1986, [1956
1988 (2), 1557

Cottonwood  |Chief Joseph MFP 1981 1984 (2), 1985, (1996
1989 (2), 19986,
1997

Saimaon Lemhi EMP 1987 Mone None

Challis [Challis RMP 1599 Mone Maone

Idahe Totals: 9 RMPs, 12 MFPs = 27 Total Land Use Flans

Montana:

Dillor Diflon MFP 1980 INone [None

Butte Garnet RMP 1986 {1094 11991

Butle Headwatars BEMP 1984 1986, 1985 1885

Lewistown West Hiline RMP 1588 1991 (2), 1993, [1993

) 1995, 1997 (2)

Lewistown Judith-Valley-Phillips RMP 19594 1995, 19097, None
1999

Miles City Big Dry RMP 1996 1997 Naone

Miles City Billings RMP 1984 1092, 1996, 1990
18G4, 1999

Miles City Powder River RMP 1985 1992, 1994, 1990

: 1996, 1999

South Dakota |South Dakota RMP 1986 1994, 1996, 1891
1999

North Dakota |North Dakota RMP 1988 18490, 1591 1993

Maontana Totals: 8 RMPS, 1 MFP = 10 Total Land Use Flans

Nevada:

Battle Shoshone-Eureka RMP 1886 1287 1993

Mountain

Batlle Tonopah RMP 1997 Mong Mone

MMountain

Carson City Lahontan RMP 1885 185E, 1997, 1981

| 1588 (2)

18
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Attachment 1 - Land Use Plan Status

; J e Bl Most Recent |
i - alates a_r:d 5 Land Use Plan Mams ™ Igﬁ-;;;;g'; 2 Fla” ,,,,, -:mmereh?n?iue

Field Office Rajisad (CY) (AMENdments Flan :r‘:'.:j!-JE:IGI‘I
Carson City [walkar RMP 1585 1996, 1993 (2} [1992
Elko Elkn RMP 1887 IMone Mone
Elko Weils RMP 18985 18983, 1996 19092
Ely Egan RMP 1584 1394 Mone
Ely Schell MFP 1983 Mone 1988
Ely Caliente MFP 1982 1845, 1999 1554
Las Yegas Las Vegas RMP ' 1958 None None
Las Vegas Mellis RMP 1962 None 1597
Winnemucca |Sonoma-Gerlach MFP 1982 1958, 1599 MNone
Winnemucca |Paradise-Denio MFF 1982 19848 Mone
MNevada Totals: 9 RMPs, 4 MFPs = 13 Total Land Use Plans
New Mexico:
Albuquerque  |Rio Puerco RMP 1986 1996

. _ 1982 {2}, 1998
Tabs Tacs RMP 1988 1992 (2}, 1994 [1998
Farmington . |Farmington RMP . - 1988 1862, 1595, 1998
1996, 1998 (2)
Las Cruces Mimbres RMP 1983 1999 1899
S0Corm Socorro RMP 1989 1852, 1908 1999
Las Crucas White Sands RMP 1986 1987, 1990, 1996
: 1997

Roswell Roswell EMP 1997 Mone Nona
Carlsbad Carlsbad RMP 1988 19497 1698
Tulsa (OK} Kansas EMP 1991 Mone MNane
Tulsa (OK} Oklahoma RMP 1594 1996 None
Tulsa (OK) Texas RMP 1996 (None NMone
New Mexico Totals: 11 RMPs, 0 MFPs = 11 Total Land Use Flans

Qregon:
Lakeview High Desert MFP + 1982 + 1996 1997
Lakeview Lost River MFP + 1982 + [None 1997
Lakeview Wamer Lakes MFP + 1982 + 1989, 1998 1997
Lakeview Upper Klamath Basin-Wood River 1693 Mone 2000

Fanch RMP

Burns Three Rivers RMP : 1852 ¢ hone 1948

Burns Andraws MFP ++ 1882 ++ 1957, 1889, 1sag
1594
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Attachment 1 - Land Use Plan Status

. h Mest Recent
:SEEEE E.m'_j . Land Use Plan Name LZDGI:rfpllgtlgjlgr [ Fian o ?nrﬂprEﬂFﬂsiVE
Field Office Revised (CY) [Amendments Slan Eji:i:uat:nn
Maiheur Morthen Malkheur MFP 4+ 1982 ++ 19495 115985
Jordan Southern Malheur MFP ++ 1982 ++ Mane 11986
Baker Baker EMP 1889 1962 1997
Central
Oregon John Day RMP 1885 {1992 1997
Prineville Two Rivers RMP 1986 INone 1998
Prineville Brothers-LaPing RMP 1989 Mane 1998
Salem Salem RMP 1995 Mone 2000
Eugene Eugene RMP 1895 1958 2000
Roseburg Roseburg RMP 1995 [Mone 2000
Medford Medford RMP 1965 None 2000
Coos Bay Coos Bay RMP 1955 None 2000
Klamath Falls |Klamath Falls RMP 1995 1599 2000
Spokane Spokana RMP 1992 1993 1959
QOregon Totals: 13 RMPs, 6 MFPs = 18 Total Land Use Plans
Utah: : .
Fillmors Warm Springs BEMP l1587 1994 Naone
Fillmore House Range RMP 1987 1994 None
Salt Lake Randolph MFP 1980 1992, 1994, None
18598
Salt Lake lsolated Tracts MFP 1885 1594, 1998 Mone
Salt Lake Park City MFP 1975 1882, 1985, Mone
1994, 1996,
1998
Salt Lake Box Elder RMP 1886 . 1588, 1998 (2) |None
1980, 1991 (3},
Salt Lake Pany Express RMP 1550 1892, 1997, None
1998
Cedar City Escalante MFP ! 19817 1997, 1559 None
15835,
Cedar City Vermillion MFP 1981 1986,1993 MNone
Cedar City Pinyon MFP 1983 1997 (3) None
Cedar City Cedar-Beaver-Garfield-Antimony 1886 1895 (4), 1997  [None
RMP
St. George St. George RMP (formerly Dixie 1995 MNone Nong
RME)
Kanab Zion MFE 1581 MNona None
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Land Use Planning for Sustainabkle Resource Decisicns

;3 Attachment 1 - Land Use Plan Status
i f Daie Initially { Most Recent
State and | o o e i RS Plan |Comprehensive
1l Field Office ~ r Hane: e Pl his e gzﬂ?g;ztigﬂ Amendments ‘"!' Plan g-ifljuatiﬂn
|
Kanab [Paria MEP ! 19817 1986, 1556 {2) |Ncne
Richfield Jountain Valley MEP l1982 1997 (2) 'None
Richfield & San Rafael RMP 1891 1996 Mone
Price
Price Price River MFP 1983 1984, 1589 1987
Henry Mt Parker Mt MFFP 1978 1984, 1587 Mone
(Henry ML Henry Mt MFP 1982 1984, 1990, Mone
1981, 1953,
1997, 1599
Moab Grand RMP 1985 1988, 1987 (3),
1988, 1989, 1989
1990, 1994,
18995, 1996
“Vernal Book Cliffs RMP 1985 1998 Mone
Vernal Diamond Mt. RMP 1994 1999 (3) None _
Monticello San Juan RMP - 1891 | 11993 (2}, 1855 |[None
Utah Totals: 11 RMPs, 12 MFPs = 23 Total Land Use Plans
Wyoming:
Buffalo Buffalo RMP 1885 1988 1999
Mewcastle Mebraska RMP 1092 Mone MNone
Newcastle Mewcastle MFP # 1981 ¢ Mone 1897
Casper Platte River RMP 1985 Mone None
Rawlins Great Divide RMP 1590 1998 (2) 19989
Lander Lander RMP 1987 Mone Mone
Rock Springs  |Green River RMP 1997 - Mone Mone
Kemmerer Kemmerer RMP 1986 Mone 1952
Pinedale Pinedale RMP 1988 Mone None
Cody Cody RMP 1990 None MNone
Worland Grass Cresk RMP 1988 Mone None
Worland \Washakie RMP 1988 MNone MNone
Wyoming Totals: 11 RMPs, 1 MFP = 12 Total Land Use Plans
BLM Totals: 110 RMPs, 52 MFPs = 162 Total Land Use Pjans
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Attachment 1 - Land Use Plan Status

Most Fecent

State and Hate ity Plan Comprehensive
: : Land Use Plan Name ** Completed or |, T L i
Field Office Revised (CY) Amendments Plan Eiﬁ-:iluatlr:rn

" Plan location identifies the predominant field office. Some plans cover l2n0s 0 saveral field offices.
**  {BMP) Resource Management Plan, (MFP) Manzgement Framework Flan

“**  Plan amendments vary from single to mulliple issue
** Reflects the date of the most recent comprehensive land use plan evaluation
+ The High Deser, Lost River, and Wamer Lakes MFPs will be replacad by the angoing Lakeview RMP, scheduled for

completion in FY 2001.
++ The Andrews, Northern Malheuwr, and Southem Malheur MFPs will be replaced by new RMPs upan completion of the

longoing Southeast Oregon RMP effon, scheduled for completion in FY 2000,
"Will be superseded by Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument Management Plan, scheduled for completion in

February 2000,
“Will ba supersedad by the Newcastle RMP [ater in FY2000

i
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Land Use Planning for Sustainable ResourceDecisions

Attachment 2 - Proposed Planning/NEPA Acticns - FY 2001

Area or Planning/MEFPA Action r Pregram Area or Deficiency FY 2001 | Estimated
Field Cffice Addressad Funding | Comgletion
Lavel Data FY)
(5000s)
Special Management Areas
Alaska: Prepare management plan ] Recreation. mining, water quality, 100 2004
Morthern for Steese NCA Wild and Scenic River
Field Office management, transportalion
access

Arizona: Resource assessment and | OHV designations, recreation, 610 2004
Fhoenix subsequent preparation of | vegetalion, wildlife, special stalus
Field Office a management plan for species, cultural resources

Agua Fria Mational

Manumeant
Arizona: Prepara management plan | Recreation, OHV management, 100 2004
Safford Field | for Gila Box NCA special stalus specias, visual and
Office cultural resources, and livesiock

grazing

Arzona: Preparation of * .~ . 4 BHV dasignations, ‘recreation, 600 2004 .
Arizona Strip | management plan for vegetation, wildlife, special status
Field Office Grand Canyon-Parashant species, cultural resources

Natienal Manumeant
Arizona: Prepare management plan | Water, vegetation (riparian), fish 200 2004
Tucson Field | for San Pedro NCA and wildlife, recreation, special
Office sialus species, land tenura
California: Evaluate King Range Recreation, wildlife, esluary and 50 2004
Arcata Field | Management Plan and riparian management,
Office initiate planning update, if wilderness, OHV management,

necessary, or initiate special slalus species, access

activity lavel planning and private inholding
California: Prepare California Coastal | Tract identificalion, consistency 100 2004
California Mational Monument with State and local management
Coastline Management Plan in plans, access, recreation, fish

conjunciion with and wildlife

participating partners
Californiza: Prepare management plan | Wilderness, border patrol 150 2004
Califormnia for Otay Mountzin area activities, recreation, vegelation,
Desert special status species
District
Colorado: Prepare Gunnison Gorge Wildernass managemsnit, 100 2004
Uncompahgr | NCA Management Plan recreation use, and OHY
e Field designations
Office

23
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Attachment 2 - Proposad Planning/MEPA Actions - FY 2001
' : [ R
Area or Planning/NEFA Acticn Program Area or Deficiency FY 2001 | Estimated
rizld Office Addressed Funding | Completion
Level Date(FY)
($000s)
Idahc: Frepare Birds of Prey NCA | Wildlife, vegetation, livestock 100 2004
Lower Snaks | Management Flan grazing, land use authorizations
River District
Office
Mevada: Finalize Red Rock NCA Recreation, transportation, 50 2002
Las Yegas Management Plan and wildlife, special status species
Field Offica initiate any necessary
aclivity plans
Mew Mexico: | Finalize El Malpais NCA Recrealion, transportaticn & OHY 50 2002
Albuquerque | Management Plan and managemenl, Indian uses,
initiale any necessary cultural resources, wildlife,
activity plans vegetation, liveslock grazing,
boundary and land ownership
adjustments
All Planning and NEPA Actions, Including Special Management Areas
Alaska:
Marthern Armend Fort Greely RMP Legislative requirerment to 125 2002
Field Office complete plan for the Fort Greely
Military Base. Pnmary issues:
OHV, clean air & water, OHV,
T/E species, fishenes
MNorthern Amend Fort Wainwright Legislative requirement to 125 2002
Field Office RMP complete plan for the
Fort.Wainwright Military Base.
. | ‘Primary issues: OHVY, clean air &
walter, OHY, T/E species,
fisheries
MNorthem Prepare management plan | Recreation, mining, water guality, 100 2004
Fieid Office | for Steese NCA Wild and Scenic River
management, lranspariation
| aCcCcaess
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|

Attachment 2 - Propesed Planning/NEFPA Actions - FY 2001

Arza or Flanning/MEPA Action Program Araa or Defic.enty F¥ 2001 | Estimated
Field Office Addressed Funding | Comrgletion
Lavel Cata(FY)
(50C0s)
Northem Prepare Colville River Subsistence maragement 125 2002
Field Office Implementation Plan (particularly fisheries)
(Mational
Fetroleum
Reserve-
Alaska)
Anchorage Prapare Southwest RMP to | Gil and gas leasing; ORY 00 2002
Field Office replace Southwest MFP designatlicns; iand salss;
easements; fire management;
abandoned mine-water quality;
recreation use; and wildlife and
| fisheries managemean! _ ]
Arizona:
Phoenix .| Resource agsessment and | Legislative requirgment to 150 2002
Field Office * | subsequent amendment of | compiete plan for the Barry
Lower Gila RMP to address | Goldwater Range.
the Barry Goldwater Range | Recreation/open space. OHV
' designations, livestock grazing,
wilderness, visual resource
protection, mineral materials.
Phoenix Resource assessment and | OHV designations, recreation, 610 2004
Fiald Ofiice subsequent preparation of vegatation, wildlife, special status
a management plan for species, cultural resources
Agua Fria National
Menument
Phoenix Amend Fhoenix RMP Urban interface issues, TEE 250 2003
Field Office (Bradshaw Foothills Area) species, OHV designalions, air
and water guality, cultural &
paleontological resources,
noxious weedsfinvasive plants
Safford Field | Prepare management plan | Recrealion, OHV management, 160 2004
Office for Gila Box NCA special status species, visual and
cultural resources, and livestock
grazing
Arizona Strip | Preparation of OHV designalions. recreation, 600 2004
Field Office | management plan for vegelation, wildlife, special status
Grand Canycn-Parashanri species, cultural resources
Mational Monument
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Land Use Planning for Sustainable ResourceDecisions

Attachment 2 - Proposed Planning/NEPA Actions - FY 2001

Area or
Field Offics

|
Flanning/NEFA Action

Program Area or Deficienay
Addrassed

FY 2001 |
Funding
Lavel

{50C0s)

Estirated
Comgletion
Date {FY}

Laka Havasu
| Field Office

New RMP-leval plan to
raplace portions of Yuma
RMP, Kingman RMP,
Lower Gila North MFP,
Lower Gila South RMP and
Lake Havasu Coord,
hlanagement Plan

Management of Lake Havasy,
wild burrc AML and herd
boundaries, livestock grazing,
land tenure, utility and
lransportation carridors, OHV
managemeant, T/E species,
special area designaticns,
Mative American and Stale
agency coordination and
consultation

350

2003

Tucson Field
Office

Soneran Jesert
Conservation Plan. Multi-
jurisdiclional effort to
amend Phoenix and
Szafford RMPs.

Conservation needs of recently
listed Pygmy owl, stabilizaticn of
ecosystem and plant
communities, protection of
natural and cultural resources,
land tenure, livestock grazing,

100

2003

+ TucsSon Field
Office

‘Prepare management plan
for San Pedro NCA

Water, vegetalion (riparian),fish
and wildlife, recreation. special

status species, land tenure

200

2004

California:

Arcata Field
Office

Evaluate King Range NCA
Management Plan and
initiate planning update, if
necessary, or initiate
activity level planning

Recreation, wildlife, estuary and
riparian management,
wilderness, OHV management,
special slalus species, accass
and private inholding

50

2002

Surprise,
Alturas, and
Eagle Lake
Field Offices

Resource assessment lo

evaluate planning action

needed on 7 MFPs and 2
RMPs in ME Califernia

Vegetation {including riparian),
wildlife habitat, OHVY use,
livestock grazing, wild horses,
water guality

500

Assessment
- 2001,
Planning
actions -
2004

California
Coastiine
Mational
Monument

Prepare California Coastal
Mational Monument
Management Plan in
conjunction with
participating partners

Tract identification, consistency
with State and lacal management
plans, access, recreation, fish
and wildlifa

100

2004

California
Desert
District

Prepare managament plan
for Otay Mouniain area

Wilderness, border patraol
aclivities, recreation, vegetation,
special status species

150

2004

26
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| Attachment 2 - Proposed Pianning/NEPA Actions - FY 200!

T T
| Area or | Planning/NEFA Action Pragram Area cr Deficiency | FY 2001 | Estimated
| Field Office Addressed Funding | Completion
. Level Date (FY)
{$000s]
California Resource assessment and | TAE and sensitive species, 450 | 2003
Desert preparatan of new RMP (o | recreation use, OHY
District replace Eastern San Diego | designations, air and water
(Eastern San | Co. MFP (Mc Cain Valley) | gualily, livestcck grazing
Diego
County)
Colorado:
: |
Uncompahgr | Prepare Gunnison Gorge Wilderness management, 100 [ 2004
e Field MCA Management Flan racreation use, and OHV
Office designalicns
San Juan San Juan/5an Miguel RMP, | Reasanable foreseeable 600 2002
Field Office Amendmenl o address development for coal bed .
ccal bed methane methane development,
. || development vegelation, water lable =, .
: Amend Little Snaka RMP Wilderness recommendalions, 150 2002
Liltle Snake to address Vermilion Basin | recreation, oil and gas ieasing, d i
Field Office arza OHV designalions and travel
management, TAE species
management and consultation
Grand Grand Junction RMP Wilderness recommendations, oil 150 2002
Junction Amendment (Bangs and gas leasing, recreation, T&E
Field Office Canyon-South Shale species management and
Ridge) consultation
Eastern States:
Milwaukee Michigan RMF Amendment | Oil and gas leasing, land tenure 20 2003
Field Office adjusiments (pariicularly mineral
estate)
Milwaukee Acquisition support and Wildlife, recrealion, water 40 2002
Field Office management planning for resaurces
Douglas Point (iocated in
Maryland)
Jackscn Prepare Planning Analysis | Cil and gas leasing 20 2001
Field Offics for mineral leasing of eight
tracts | |

Idaho:
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Attachment 2 - Proposed Planning/NEPA Actions - FY 2001

] Planning/MEPA Action

Frogram Araa or Deficiency

FY 2001 I Estimated

Areg or
Field Office Addressed Funding | Compisticn
Levsa DateirY)
{$C00s)
Lower Snake | Prepare Birds of Prey MCA | Wildlife, vegeiation, livestock 100 2004
River Distric! | Management Plan grazing, land use authorizations f
Office
Bruneau Prepare new Brunsau RMP | OHY designations, WASR 2417 2003
Field Cffice to replace Bruneu and eligibilily and suilability
Kuna MFPs recommendations, vegetation
and wildlife habital, special status
species, livestock grazing, Desert
Land Eniry designations
Pocatello Prepare new RMP to Manzgement and consuliation far 420 2003
Field Office replace Malad MFP and special status and listed species,
amend the Pocatello RMP | noxicus weeds and invasive
plants, OHY designations,
livestock grazing, ACEC
management, cultural resources,
water quality & riparian
. L Lmanagement o
Montana:
Dillon Field Prepare new Dillon RMP to | Special status spacies 250 2004
Offica replace Dillon MFP management and consultation,
ACEC, W&SR recommendations,
air and water quality, oil and gas
leasing, recreation use, land
tenure, vegetation (inciuding
wildfire)
Miles City Resource assessment for Wildlife, hydrology, air and waler 100 2004
Field Office Powder River RMP area. guality, oil and gas and coal
- | Amend RMPs as development, recreation
necessary
Nevada:
Las Vegas Revise Melis RMP to Wild herses, air quality, wildlife, 350 2002
Field Office address withdrawal water availability and uze
language for the Mellis Air
Force Range
Carson City | Amend Lahontan RMP tc Recreation use and OHY 60 2002
Field Cffice addrass withdrawal designations, urbarn inlerface
language for Naval Air issues, wildiife, T&E species,
Staticn - Fallon nazardous materials, soil, waler
I and air, cultural, livastock grazing

48
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1 Attachment 2 - Proposed Planning/NEPA Actions - FY 2001
. .
Area or Planning/NEPA Acticn Pregram Area or Deficiency ] FY 2001 | Estimated
Field Office Addressed Funding | Completicn
Level Date (FY)
| (5000s)
Carson City Revise Walker and Recreation use and OHY 200 2004
Field Office Lahontan RMPs and designations, urban interface
cansalidate all decisions issues, wildlife, T&E spacies,
for the field ofiice hazardous materials, soil, water
and air, cultural, kvestock grazing
Winnemuca | Prepare new RMP to T&E species, air and water 250 2004
Fieid Office replace Paradise-Denio quality, land tenure adjustments,
and Sonoma-Gerach land health standards, noxious
MFPs weeds, recreation and OHY
designations, mineral materials,
fire management and restoration
Las Vegas Finalize Rad Rock NCA Recreation, transgoriation, a0 2002
Field Office Management Plan and wildlife, special status species
initiale any necessary
activity plans
Las Vegas Amend Las Vegas RMP to. | Special status species, OHY 70| . 2002
Field Oifica incorperate Clark County 'designatinns, mesguite woodland ]
Multiple Species Habilal management, land disposal,
Conservation Plan ' ACEC designations
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Attachment 2 - Proposed Planning/NEPA Actions - FY 2001

Area or

Field Office

Planning/MEPA Action

Program Area or Deficiency
Addressed

FY 2001
Funding
Leval

(3000s)

Estimatad
Completion
Date[FY)

|
J

New Mexico:

Albugquergue

Finalize El Malpais NCA
itanagement Plan and
initiate any necessary
activity plans

Recraalion, transpartation & OHY
management, indian uses,
cultural resources, wildlife,
vegetalion, liveslock grazing,
boundary and land ownership
adjusiments

50

2002

Las Cruces
Field Office

Amend White Sands RMP
to address the McGregor
Range per Military
Withdrawal Act

Special status species
managerment, waler quality,
Mative American issues and
Traditional Cultural Properties

300

2002

Farmingtan
Figld Qffice

Revise Farmington RMP

Mineral development (oil and
gas, coal, mineral materials),
land tenure, utility corriders,
cullural resourcas, invasive
weeds, recreabon

1,065

2004

Socarra Filed
Office

Ameand Socorro RMP

Cil and gas development, OHV
designations, T&E species
management, livestock grazing,
land tenure adjustmenis. urban
interface issues, special area
desigrations

50

2003

Oregon/Was

hington:

Burns District
Office

Frepare management plan
Steens Mountain area

Water quality, T&E and special
status species, wilderness, wild
and scenic rivers, recreation, wild
horses, vegelaticn livestock
grazing, ACEC designations,
mineral withdrawais

a0

2003

Prinawville
Field Office

Amend Upper Deschutes
RuP

Urban interface issues, CHY
managerment (respends to
Millican Valley OHV area
lawsuit), water quality, wildife,
vegetation, T&E and special
status species, livestock grazing,
WA&SR, land tenure

370

2002
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r Attachment 2 - Proposad Planning/NEPA Actions - FY 2001
Area or Flanning/NEPA Action FProgram Area cor Deliciency FY 2001 | Estimatad
Field Office Addressad Funding | Completion
Lavel Date [FY)
{300Cs)
I Lakeview Complete Lakeview RMP Watzar qualily, vagetataon, fira 150 [ 2001
Figld Office {replace High Desert, managament, W&SR, ACECs,
Warner Lakes, anrd Lost OHV designations, recreation
River MFPs) TAE and special status species,
VRM management, noxious
weeas [
Utah:
South East Prepare regional I Wilderness, recreation, OHV —l 1,200 ] SE Region
Region - wildernass plan designations 2001
Moab, amendments for the
Monticello; Southeast region {Grand Eastern
Eastern and San Juan RMPs) and Region 2002
Region - Eastern region (3 RMPs, 4
Vamal, MFPs ).
Frice, & : : ; ;
Richfietd 5
Price Fieid Prepare new Price River OHV designalions, special status 700 2003
Office RMP to replace Price River | species, wildlife, ol and gas
MFP leasing, wild and scenic rivers,
recreation, VRM management,
clean water, special designations,
invasive non-nalive species,
cultural resources
Monticello Amend San Juzan RMP OHV designaticns, wildlife, 200 2002
Field Office cultural resources, oil and gas
leasing, recrealion
Wernal Field Lintah Basin-wide Study Air and water gquality, oil and gas a00 2004
Office {Resource Assessment) development, wildlife, Mative
and subsequent planning American cocrdinaltion,
efforts wildernass
Wyoming:
Buffalno, Powder River Basin Oil and gas leasing, coal 1,000 2005
Casper, and | resource assessment and development, air and waler
MNewcastle subsequent plan guality, wildlife hakitat,
Figld Offices | amendments vegetation, specia! slalus species
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Attachment 2 - Proposed Planning/MEPA Acticns - FY 2001

FY 2001 l Esfimated

Area or Planning/MEFA Action Program Area or Deficiency
Fieid Office Addressad Funding | Completion
Level Diate (FY)
(S000s)
Rawlins, SW Wyoming resource i and gas leasing, air and water 1,750 2005
Kemmerer, assessment and quality, wildlife habitat.
Pinedale, subsequent plan vegetation, special status species
and Rock amendments ;
Springs Field
Offices
Nation-wide or Regional:
Cascade and | Land use plan Wildlife, vegetation, recreation, ann 2002
Rocky amendments for Canada land use authorizations
Mountain Lynx
Fegions
Inter- Resource assessments & Wildlife, vegetaticn, soil and 600 2002
mountain, conservation sirategies for | water, livestock grazing,
Great Basin, | special status species (e.g. | vegetalicn, recrealian, mineral
and Prairie Mtn. Pidver, prairie dbg, & | development, land usé .
Grasslands sage grouse) authorizations
Regions '
BLM-wide "EIS supplements [4) for Vegetation, wildiife, soil, air, 200 2002
vegetation treatment waler, recrealion, noxious weeads
and invasive spacies
BLM-wide Land use plan evaluations OHV designations and 450 2001
for OHV decisions transportation planning
BLM-wide Planning and NEPA, Training, land use plan 2,000 Conli nuing
program management and evaluation and maintenance,
owersight public notification and
involvement {

Ld
(5%
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United States Department of the Intenor

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Golden Spike Nationul Historic Site
P.C. Box 897
Brigham City, Uah 84302

L2427 (GOSP-5) May 30, 2006
To: Salt Lake Field Office Manager, Bureau of Land Manapement
From: Supcrimtendent, Golden Spike National Historic Site

Subject: Concerns sbout O] and Gas Lease Sale

1 reviewed the drafi list of Jands scheduled for competitive oil and gas leasing in August
2006, and have concemns about four sections in Box Elder County related to the scenic,
recreational, and cultural resources associated with the Transcontinental Railroad.

On the draft list, approximately 2,560 acrcs are identified as UT0806-009. All sections in the
unit (22, 26, 28, and 34) are located on or adjacent to the BLM Transcontinental Scenic
Byway, which is listed on the National Regisier of Historic Places. Leasing and developing
oil and gas resources in this open country would negatively affect the scenic cultural
landseape and historic features associated with the National Register site. Resource
specialists in the National Park Service describe this section of transcontinental railroad as
looking much as it would have in 1869 when it was constructed.

The potential use of the historic grade for access to lease parcels is also a concern. As @ BLM
backcountry byway, there is currently recreational use and light traffic on the roadbed, and
damape can usually be mitigated. Howcever, use of the historic grade as an access road for oil
and gas development would permanently degrade the integrity of this fearure. This concern
applies to UT0806-099 and any other parcel in Box Flder County that would access the lease
site via the Transcontinental Railroad grade.

Thank you for the chance 1o comunent on this preliminary list of oil and pas lease sales,

m:ﬁ;; Ny st

Margarel A. Johnst
Superintendent
435/471-2209x23

cc:  Box Elder County Commissioners
Utah State Historic Preservation Officer
Regional Director, NPS-Intermowumtain Hegion

TAKE PRI DE"”EI::.- +
INAMERICASSS
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United States Department of the Intenior M 3
BLREAL OF LAND MANAGEMENT
sals Lake Freld TH -—-“.x

2370 Soumly 2300 '-'nr':!' TarE PRIDE"
Salt Lake Cay, Unab 847116 INAMERICA
phe (5013 9TTAS0 Fans (801) $7T-4397
In Reply Refer To: file
3100 {UT-023) P
N1 <
- —~—fi
— i
L'SDI-National Park Service —
Golden Spike Mational Histaric Sie —_——
P.O. Box 897 | T ———

Brigham City, Utah 84302
RE: August 2006 Oil and Gas
Dear Superintendent Johnston:

The Bureau of Land Managemem (BLM) Salt Lake Field Office has received your May 30, 2006
letter regarding concerns about vil and gas lease sale activity and development adjacent to the
Transcontinental Railroad Grade in Box Elder County, Utah. The BLM shares your concern
about appropriately managing this historic site and the surrounding landscape. In 1998, our
office compleled a land use plan amendment to specifically address management of the
Transcontinental Railroad Grade and 10 designate this historic site as an Area of Cn'uca]
Environmental Concern (ACEC). . #

The land use plan amendment designated the Transcontinental Railroad Grade as a visual
resource management (VRM) Class 111 area, which allows for moderate change 1o the landscape.
The areas within the viewshed outside of the Transcontinemal Railroad Grade ACEC are
designated as a VRM Class TV area, which allows for major modification of the landscape,
However, the BLM will employ oil and gas best management practices 1o reduce the visual
impact of all oil and gas facilities.

The land use plan amendment allows for oi] and gas leasing of the mineral esiate of the
Transcontinental Railroad Grade with No Surface Occupancy. Therefore, the oil and gas
operator would be prohibited from using the Transcontinental Railroad Grade as an sccess road
for ¢il and gas exploration and development.

We appreciate your comments about oil and gas leasing adjacent to the Transcontinental
Railroad Grade and share your concern about appropriately managing any o1] and gas
development. If you any further questions, please call me at 801-977-4300.

Sincerely,

DAVID H. MURPHY

David H. Murphy
Associate Field Manager
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United States Department of the Interior
:-.' 1] L

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Southeast Uial Growp
Arches and Canyvordamds Meticnal Parks
Hovenweep s Nateral Bridges Natopal Moouments

2282 West Resouree Boulevard

Moab, Ui #4332-3208

13025

Mav 31, 2006

Memorandum

To: Deputy State Director, Division of Lands and Minerals, BLM

From: Superintendent, Southeast Utah Group

Subject: Comments on Notice of August, 2006 Competitive Oil and Gas Lease Sale

of Lands Proximal 1o Arches National Park

The current Oil and Gas Lease Sale nominates parcels on the north, east and west sides of
Arches National Park. Nationa! Park Service (NPS) viewshed analysis of these parcels
has been conducted. In addition to viewshed analysis, the park has also reviewed these
parcels to address potential air quality, water quality and water quantity impacts.

Viewshed- Viewshed analysis of parcels generally closer than 5 miles to the park (294,
205, 296, 297, 298, 299, 300, 301, 305, 306, 307, 320, 321, 322, 323, 347, 349, and 350)
shows that all or portions of these parcels are visible from multiple vista points in the
park. Potential impacts include light pollution from flaring and lighting of driil rigs or
production facilities, which dilutes dark night skies, an important park value; drilling rigs
and permanent structures that interrupt the scenic vistas/skyline; and facilities, operations
vehicles and roads in otherwise roadless areas that contrast with the surrounding
environment and detract from the scenic vistas of the natural, canyon country landscape
associated with Arches National Park. Potential impacts can be mitigated in many
instances by site placement, stipulations that are available to protect VRMs, or directional
drilling from points away from the most sensitive areas. Currently, the parcels listed with
“viewshed” concerns (see attachment - “Impact Concerns”™) have no stipulations 10
mitigate those impacts. For this reason we recommend that parcels with viewshed
concerns be deferred from this lease sale until such time as the Resource Management
Plan (RMP) for the Bureau of Land Management's Moab Field Area is complete and
appropriate Visual Resource Management stipulations applied. Those parcel numbers we
request be deferred are 294, 295, 296, 297, 298, 299, 300, 501, 305, 306, 307, 320, 321,

322,323,347, 349, and 350




iy . e srervale gpeamgd par thhage ! FE e f T T
Poteatia, impacts 10 parcels ¢ eater than 2 miles from the j

from flaring and lighting of d-ill rigs ¢ T]'ua*ul.'ir-n facilines, which difutes dark night
skies, an imponani park value. Al greater than 3 mules distance, Gowover, poienbal
impacts may be relatively easy to mitigate by working with the BLM and leasehoiders on

rig placement and shielding of lights and ‘lares.

Water Oualitv - Ol and gas developmen near streams or drainazes that flow into Arches
National Park can be a source of pollutants that adversely aiTect the parks’ natural
resources. Storm water runof! during construction or runoff from established well

pads can introduce sediment and toxic chemicals into nearby rivers and sireams. Storage
and disposal of drilling and production wastes in pits can contaminate groundwater and
surface waters. Oil and gas development near or adjacent to the Coloradc River (Parcels
348, 349) has potential to introduce toxic chemicals into the river upstream from both
Arches and Canyonlands National Park. Similarly, parcels up for lease on the Dolores
River could provide a pathway for pollutants to enter both Arches and Canyonlands,
Parcels 301, 302, 303, 306, 307, 320, 321, and 322 also need stringent stipulations to
prevent water gquality impacts to streams and/or drainages that drain into Arches National
Park. Standard BLM stipulations currently in place should address these concerns.

Water Quantity- Springs and seeps in Arches National Park are critical to the health of
park ecosystems. Use of groundwater from these lease parcels should be avoided to
prevent impacts to seeps and springs in the park. Water removed from the Moab Member

.of the Curtis Formation, the Slickrock Member of the Entrada Sandstone, and the Navajo
Sandstone can adversely affect the quantity of water provided to the parks’ natural
resources (Utah Geological Survey, Special Study 108, 2003). Seeps and springs could
dry up altogether if too much water is removed via groundwater pumping, especially in
drought yvears. Water for cil and gas drilling and other operations should be trucked in
rather than pumped from groundwater. We recommend that an analysis of cumulative
impacts of past and proposed oil and gas operations be performed as part of the
compliance process review. If the lessee submits applications to appropriate water from
these parcels, the NPS will evaluate potential impacts and may protest applications that
threaten NPS water rights and water-related resources.

Adr Quality -Arches Nationa! Park is a Class I airshed under the Clean Air Act. As the
number of oil and gas operations multiplies around Arches National Park, we have
concerns about cumulative effects of increased nitrogen oxides, VOCs and other gases
released from these operations. Changes in visibility mayv impair scenic vistas in this
Class 1 airshed. Cumulative impacts on other air quality related values may include soil
chemistry, water pollution/acidification, and associated impacts on plants and aguatic

life. We recommend that analysis of cumulative impacts of past and proposed oil and gas
operations on air quality be performed as part of the compliance process review.

Thank you for the opportunity to comament on these parcels. The Bureau of L.and
Management 15 currently working on updating the Resource Management Plan (RMP) for
the Moab Field Area which includes lands surrounding Arches National Park. We enjoy
continued dialog and cooperative conservation with the Field Area Manager on




management issues of mutual interest. Throogh further analvsis of these areas, we feel
mitigation measures can be formulated 10 accommedate Lhe o1l and zas leasing program
i a manner 1aal 15 considerate of coexisting area values

The NP5 appreciates the time dedicated by the BLM's Moab Fieid Office siaff to discuss
inguiries about these parcels. We look forward to continuing to work with them to find
solutions that best address the needs and purposes of the park, while being considerate of
and working cooperatively with the BLM statf as they discharge their responsibilities
associated with the cil and gas lease sale program. I there are questions about these
comments, please feel free to contact me at (435) 719-2201.

Superintendent
Arches Natonal Park

Attachment

cc:
Kate Cannon, Superintendent, Southeast Utah Group, National Park Service
Cordell Roy, Utah State Coordinator, National Park Service

Margaret Wvatt, Moab Field Manager, Bureau of Land Management

-




Impact Concerng

Parcel Number Concery

204 Air Quality, Viewshed linpacts

295 Alr Quality, Viewshed lmpacts

206 Adr Quality, Viewshed Impacis

267 Alr Cuahty, Viewshed lmpacis

258 Air Quality, Viewshed Impacis

299 Air Quality, Viewshed Impacts

300 Air Quality, Viewshed Impacts

301 Air Quality, Viewshed, Water Quality, Water Quantity
302 Air Quality, Water Quality, Water Quantity

305 Air Quality, Viewshed, Water Quality, Water Quantity
306 Air Quality, Viewshed, Water Quality, Water Quantity
307 Ajr Quality, Viewshed, Water Quality, Water Quantity
320 Air Quality, Viewshed, Water Quality, Water Quantity
321 ' Air Quality, Viewshed, Water Quality, Water Quantity
322 Air Quality, Viewshed, Water Quality, Water Quantity
323 Air Quality, Viewshed Impacts

347 - Air Quality, Viewshed Impacts

348 Air Quality, Water Quality

349 Air Quality, Viewshed Impacts, Water Quality -

350 Air Quality, Viewshed lmpacts
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Laura E. Josg
Superintendent
Arches National Park
272 & Wesn Resource Boulzvird
BMoab, UT B4532-3203
R August, 2006 Competitive O and Gas Lease Sale

Dear Mz Joss:

Thank you for vour letter concerning parcels offered for lease in the August, 2006 Ol and Gas
Lease sale on lands near Aschos National Park. We wish 10 address concerns you expressed
about potential impacts o the viewshed, aiz quality, water qualily and water guantity as a resub;
of leasing 20 parcels in the Mot Field Office in the vicinity of Arches Natonal Park,

Viewshad

National Park Service represcniatives met-with BLM personnal of the Moab Field Office on May
23, 2006 w discuss oil and pas lease parsels (UTOBG6- 294 - UT-0806- 301, UTOR06- 305 -
UT0806-307, UT0806-326, UT0R06-321 - UTOR06-323, UTO306-347, UT0806-349 and
LTOR06-3503 10 be offered in the August 2006 sale. BLM's viswshed analysis of areas visible
from six Koy Ubservation Points within Arches Nationa! Park were discussed. The Moab Field
Oifice has consistenly deferred pascels within four miles of Key Observation Points (KOP)
within the park. Of the nominated parcels in the August 2006 sals, parcel UT0806-323 fell
wholly within the Deficate Arch 5.OF vizwshed and was deferred. Other parcels containing areas
visible from K.OPs in the park s7= further than four miles from key points, From the perspecive
of a viewshod analysis, BLM derermined that any drilling and deveiopment agtivities could be
shieided by wpography and the iass of visual acuity at that disiance.

Water Quality and Chaantity

You expressed eoncams abou! potential water quality and quantity frnpacts from ol and gas
development to streams. springs and seeps in and near Arches Matianal Park. As noted on your
letier stendard BLM stipulations cumently in place should address these concerns.  Additionally,
il and ga3 opomating regulanon: and orders also require protection of water resources, including
wsirlacion of any fresh water aiquifers. H drilling applications are submitted in the area, each will
be reviewed and analyzed 10 docymine appropriate measures 1o afford grotection to water
resources.
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BEAE vemically agdresses impac s o anr gueliey throupeh applicetion of the MNaficmal
Epviromnents Poliey Act process for uif snd gas developmend proposals. Through this process,

cumulative impacts of o1l sod 2o schivities are considered and analyeed. Thank you for your

TOOAMINenJIZninns

Other Pesourcss

En adidition 1o the defereal of pores] VTEE06-323 due o potential visual resouree impacts, all of
parcels UTUROS-208 - UTG80n 300 UTH806-303, UTOB06-307, UTIR06-320 - UTO806-323,
UTO806-347 and UTGE0E-345 and pocions of parcels UTO8G-301, UTOHBG6-306, and UTO806-
350 were deferred for ather vesowirce sonecemns, including wildlife and Arcas of Critical

Environmental Concern |

We appregiate the input of 5P'Y i the il and gas leasing process. We encourage continued
cooperation between NPS and tie Mousb Field Office on such matters, [f vou have any
additionsl guestions abou? e Augus! iease sale. please feel free wo contact Terry Catlin, Oil and
Cras Support Team Leader ar (801} 5394122,

Keont Hofiman

Kent Hoflman
Deputy State Direettr Lands &-Minerals

e Moab PO,

MPS Lemer from 50 7-27-06 GD-54
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August 2006 Oil and Gas Lease Sale
VRM Staff Report

Katie Stevens

May 30, 2006

The Moab Field Office has undertaken a view shed analysis of BLM areas visible from
six Key Observation Points within Arches National Park. Areas that are visible and are
within four miles of these Key Observation Points are considered to be important to the
Arches National Park view shed. Of the parcels offered for lease in the August 2006 sale,
Parcel UTOR06-323 is whollv within this view shed, as it less than four miles from the
Delicate Arch Key Observation Point. :

Parcels UT0806-301, 306, 307. 321, 322, 347, 348, 349, 350 all contain areas visible

from Key Observation Points within Arches National Park. Howeversince these parcels
- are further than four miles from these key points, park visiturs@isual enjoyment
would not he impacted. azcr—




